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ABSTRACT
Members of the -Research and Development EXcbange

(P0x) agreed to cop.aborate in, the development of a.-resource base on
the identification ,and validation of promising educational rogrkms,
practices, and products. State activities in validation and state
concerns about and 'reconmendatiOns concerning current nationally used
processes are the subje'ct,of this -report. Questionnaires were sent by
'he regional' -educational laboratories to the states in their regions

,concerning:` (1) the extent to which procedures to validate exemplaty
-programs aye being u,s4d by stipte departments of eduation; (2)' the .

nature'oc the validetion process in use;, (3) state implementation
procedures ,for validation and the scope of state validation efforts
to date: (4) spate organizat'.onal arrangements for validation and the
nature of stateasupport for the dissemination of validated programs;
-and.:(5) the,extent of state c-ollaborative validation activities. An
overview of cmrent state valigatsic;n practices is shown on a chart.
SIrriety results, organized by ,region, are presented in 17 tables
tr-Z'ontanied by descriptions. A brief section discusses concerns and

f'ssues about the 'validation of ed,m,cationa'l programp 'and practices In-the appendices are summaries for each state, a list cif state
'contacts, ,a description of validation processes, and the survey form
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I.

Survey of State Procedures for the Validation
of Educational Programs

INTRODUCTION

The Research and)Development Exch'ange (RDx) is inetworkoof regional
,

_
educational' laboratories and university-based research and development centers

.,..

. . 4
working to support state and local school Improvement effort's. Initiated by.

.

the National.- Institute of 'Education (NIErin 1976 thd RDx 'i's: Composed.of-

eight Regional Exchanges (Rx) and four.centralsr t services.

In 1979 meibers of the RDx agreed to c011aborate in the develop ent of a

resource base on the identification and

practices, and products. It had pecome

that the identifidation'of high ,quality

validation of promising progiims,

\

appareq'to sev rel of the Exchanges

educational' programs Was a matter of

' considerable concern to many. of the states in their region$\, a concern 4t1

surfaced at the same time that the,U.S. Office of Eddcationwasintrcducing

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

process. Three Exchanges have, at theureguest of their client, conducted
, .

conferences on validation, and a fourth Exchange isplannin h a

conference. The collaborative effort, it wee decided, Auld include
. 0

development of ecentral file of _resource materials with-arOccompanying

annotates, bibliography,. development of a synthesis of Ine--- iteratUre-on
,.._.

validation, a'survey of state activities in validation of ect Itional
./

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

concerns and recommendations about validation.

Our goali=for the collaborative effort were

Exchanges and their clients would have'access; to be housed at CEMREL
a.

T. fo create a centralized information base Yto which the Regional.

ti



and managed by the Research and 4/elopment Interpretation Service

(RDIS).

'2. To as.stt, where.appropriate; state planning,' refinement, and/or

implementation of validation broceduras by creatinga(pool of

. information aboutstates' activities'i..including management systems,

e .

trainio procidures,,criteria used by validation' teams; and

-.procedures for supporting-and disseminating information about ;
. .

, ,
validated programs and practices.

.
.

,

,

3. To attempt to influence-the future agenda of the,Department of
, . .

Education with regard to the validation. of education'al program's and

practices.

ti

This volume constitutes the-rePort on state Activities in-validatiOn and

on'their concerns about and recommendations'with respect to current nationally
. .- s

.

used processes. The survey studywas ddsigned toljdentify : (l)
.

the extent to,

.-
.

.

_ .

which Procedures to validate exemplary programs -am being used by5tate .

i departments of education in the fifty'states; (2.),the nature of.the validation

process in use; (3) state-implementation. procedUres for validation and:the

scopi of state validation efforts-to-date; (4) state organizational
. ..--- .

arrangetentWor validation an"pi the nature of state-support for the,.

. -
dissemination of. validated programs; and//5) the extent of state collaborative. 4

.
0 . ,

'validation activities. ',
. ,

....

The study was Conducted in 1980-1.981 hythARggional xchanges-,and RDIS.

11DIS staff were primarily responsible for the design and overall management of.
,

. , .

the survey. Each of the Regional ExchaRges assisted with the collection of o:
4 ,

i
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/ data from state staff in'their respective regions and alsb served as a member

of the RDx Task 'Force on Validation.

To the best of our knowledge, this survey-is the second study which has

obtained aetailed information about state activities in validation. A similar

survey was conducted.in August 1977 by Ray E. Foster of the Educational

Innovations Section of the-FlAida Department of Education.* The RDx survey,

designed to offer information about state activities in more detail than the

Florida report, shows that the'state of affairs has not changed a great deal

since 1977. 4

41-

*Ray E. Fdster, SurVey'of Certification Methods Applied to Innovative Public -

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

. .
, 4
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DESCRIPTIVE STUDY ,

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

the "Questionnaire to IdentifyiState Procedures for the Validation of

Educational Programs, Practides, and Prodiicts" employed in the descriptive

study of state validation activities.

4
. J

vot

Purpose 0

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

procedures to validate exemplary 1,rograms are being used by state departments.*

of education in the fifty.states, (2) the Mature of the procedures used for

validation (whether nationally or state developed), (3) how State staff:

typically organize themselves to implement validation policies and procedures,

,(4)the extent and nature of state support'of pre- and post-validation

activities,' and (5) the extent to which states collaborate with one another.

The Questionaire

The "Questionnaire -to Identify State Procedures for thelialidation of

Educational Programs, Practices, and Products" (see Appendfx D) was-divided

into several'sections. The first asked-for specific information about the

person Completing 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. Such was Indeed the casecontact people were.called upon several

times to supply additional inforMation and to review material-specific to

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

b.
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A

The first question on the questionnaire asked respondents whether the

state has a formal method for yalidating, or certifying the effectiveness, of,

educational programs and practices. Respondents who answered "no" were asked

to complete answers 2-10. Questions 2-4 were designed to determine whether

the state-had ever had a formal procedure, when it had been in effect, and why

fle

it had been discontinued. Question 5 asked whether thestate-has a promising

praOces file, Respondents answering "yes" were asked to complete questions

6-/ 10, which el.Wited information about the state's procedurefor identibpg

promising aractiCes and managinhe promising practices file.

Questions 11,22 on tpe queWonnaird.asked respondents to describe in

detail the validation procedure used by the state, the crtt ria upon which

/
applications for validation were judged, the composition of validation, teams,

training procedures for validators, responsibilities of the state and local

education.agency for support and dissemination of validation programs and

projects, state mechanisms for assisting programs which are nat apprOYed for
. .

validation, and state policies concerning re- validation. .

The purpose of the questions was to elic4t detailed information about

state policies and procedures so that an across7state comparison could be

i

,.made. Respondents were epeouraged to attach state-developed procedure

,.' manuals, application forms, criteria, and so On, so that the information could

be as complete aspossNile and so that they might,save time in completion of

the questionnaire.

Questions 23-26 asked for information about the number of professional

staff in the state department of education who were responsible for
/
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Nalidatiqn activities,-the number of applications for validation submitted on

i yearly basis, the number of programs and projects' valid d on the average,

per year, and the'tchedule for completion of'the process.ngicycle.

purpose of these- questions was. to identify the-oferall level of effort, by. .

region and nationalTy, that states are devoting to validation' ativities and

the number of,validated programt that result from the effprt.

Question 27 asked respondents to identify the ways in which the state

.0.

collabOrates

programs and

with other states in the area of validation of educational

Practices. The question was designed to.identify.the extent to

which states supportinterstateladoption of'validated programs, use interstate

teams of validators, or use a sfared validation procedure.- .

Quistions 28 and 29, the list two questions'on the survey form, asked

respondents to-indicate th,Or level of satisfaction with the procedure used by

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

would' like to see brought to:$ attention ofjederal government officials

involved in the development and implementation of federally sponsored

validation proce
J

extent.to which the collective attitude of thel'espondents was favorable or.

unfavorable with respect :tcith;status of validation educational prograMs

and practi'es in the United States. In addition, the group conducting the

survey was interested in identifying common concerns and issues which should

be brought to the attention of, federal officials.

ures. The purpose of these.questions was to deterMine the

Method

This section of the report will describe the sample, procedure, and data

analysis process involved in the survey study.



The collaborative team and their responsibilities. In May 1979, several

Regional Exchanges (Rx) within the Research and Development Exchange (RDx)

agreed to collaborate "in the development of a resource base ccihOsting of both

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

._practicesin the identification and validation of exemplary prograMs and

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

state activities in the area of validation of exemplary programs and

1

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

to coordinate the collaborative effort, and each cooperating Rx identified a

staff member who would represent the Exchange and its region in the effaft.

RDIS was responsible for the development of the "Questionnaire to Identify

State Procedures for the .Validation of Educational Programs, Practices, and

Prodacts." ,Rx staff were responsible for identifying appropriate state

education 'agency personnel in their region who+couid be asked to complete the

questionnaire, for coMpiling 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 z"

analysis.

Sample. Cooperating Exchange staff were responsible for Identifying they

sample for the descriptive study. Each Rx, staff member identified the person

in each state in the region who was'imost knowledgeable about validation

policies and procedures in that-state._ The majority of respondents were in

state department units or division0.esponsible for and in large part

supported by ESEA Title IV-C money. The tit-lei of those divisions ranged from

10

1



1/4

4

Title IV-Gto Office of Planning and Eyeluation to Office of Program

Improvement to Division. for Development. Most of the respondents are involved

in validation activities for only a small portion of their time.

Procedure. In February 1980,' each Exchange received a packet of materials

. from RDIS which iriltia,ted the collaborative effort on validation. The packet

included a copy bf the. survey for each of till states served by the Rx. Rx

staff were to decide how-best to acquire the information necessary to complete

the questionnaires. Following is a summary_of how the information was

gathered.

Appalachia Educational Laboratory
.

(AEL)

CEMREL, Inc.

V

.Akt

Mid-COntinent Regional Educational
Laboratory \(McREL)

Northeast Regional Exchange
(NEREX)

Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory (NWREL)

Research-for bettier Schools, Inc.

Mailed out the surveys; followed
with a letter and personal
contact by. state consultants;

confirmed the information by
sending out completed
questionnaires and followigg up
with a phone call.

Analysis of state procedures
from file information was
followed by a phone call 7.

interview; confirmed the
information by sending the
completed questionnaires and
following up with a phone call.

Phone call interview; confirmed

the .information via a. phone call.

Phone call interview; confirmed
the information by personal
visit and by phone. ,

Phone call to state contacts;
mailed out surveys; clarification
by phone calls.

Mailed out the surveys and ,
discussed the task with state
staff-via the phone; followed
up with an in-depth telephone
interview upon 'receiving the
initial response to obtain
elaboration on the responses.

11 17
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A

Southwest Educational Development Mailed out thesurveys to
Laboratory (SEDL) designated persons in' the state .

departmentl of education.
Follow-up telephone calls were

. made whereAecessary 'in order
to elaborate on or verify
information returned.

SWRL Research and Development Mailed out surveys to state
contacts.

The survey questionnaires-were completed between March 1980 and February

1981. All information on the Nestionnaires was confirmed during the months

of January and February 1981. Table 1 shows the number of states, by region,

which were surveyed and the responses received.

Table 1. Number of states surveyed by region, and the lumber pf states with validation procedures

Region

-No. of States

in Region \
No. of States . No. of States No. iStates

Responding With
Surveyed Responding Validation Procedure

No. of States
Plamring A
Procedure

No. of States
With No,

Procedure

AEL 9 9 .
9

.
1%

CEPIREL 8 8 8 8. '
NOEL 6 6 6 116

.
.

-

!IBEX ' 7 . 7 .. 7 7 . ,

NWREL 6 6. 'I , 5

R85
o

4 .1 4 4 4

SPX '., 6- 6 6 , 4 2

SWNL 4 4 4 3 1

.

Data analysis process. After initial completion of the survey

questionnaire, Rx 'staff compiled the' information from the states in their

region. In October'1980, the RDx Task Force on Validation of Educational

Programs and Practices met in Boulder, Colorado, to compile the data from

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

4
12
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where the data lieeded further clarification, and 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 analysis.

In early Mar.ch 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: Introductipn, Survey

Study, Results, and State Summari. 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 summarg\for their state,for review, and if

necessary, completion or clarlfication (see Appendix A for the state

summaries). State contacts also recI)Ved'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, and confirm with their states, an overview chart of.state

activities'(pages 15-23).

In July 1981, the complete first draft was sent.to a panel of external

reviewers selected by the RegionQt Exchanges. The responses ofthereviewers

were studied by the members d\ithe Validation Task Force and; where

appropriate, incorOorated in the final draft.

fr
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Chart I

OVERVIEW OF CURRENT STAT VALIDATION PRACTICES

The survey results are summaNzed in Chart 1, an Oierview of Current

State Valtdatfon Rractices, on the pages that follow. The chaft is broken

into two parts:. Part 1 ident fies the validation process used by each

state and state implementation procedures and validation efforts to date;

Part.2 identifies state organizational arrangements and support for

dissemination of validated programs. To facilitate aIert-eil understanding

ofthe-charts, brief descriptionsof the Identificatibn, Validation,

Dissemination (IVD) process, the Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP)

process, and the Sharing Business Success procescan be'found in Appendix

4
C"

i.
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Chart 1. OVERVIEW OF CURRENT STATE VALIDATION PRACTICES.

Part 1

C = Combination
V = Variable
0 . Optional
SF State Facilitator_
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Chart-1. OVERVIEW OF CURRENT STATE VALIDATION PRACTICES

Part 1 (contin+)
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Chart 1. OVERVIEW OF CURRENT STATE VALIDATION PRACTICES

Part 2

C = Combination

V Variable
0 = Optional
SF = State Facilitator

.
STATE ORGANIZATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS AND SUPPORT, FOR DISSEMINATION OF VALIDATED PROGRAMS.

State

.

STATE STAFF

1114 Other 0

AMOUNT OF STATE
FINANCIAL SUPPORT

\
For 0/0 For A/A

DID RESPONSIBILITIES

/perste at Least 1 Year
as Oem Stbi (Amman Provide Materials

Sessions. etc.) to and Assist A/As
lioniter/Evabiete

A/As .

DISSEMINATION PROCE$SE$

Fairs
State. \ Printed Workshops

Catalog Media Conferences

AK 1 50 -100K
---7-,,

,

, -

..

AR i r ,

\

V .
o -

.
.,

-Az

.

--
.

__
.

, .

CA . 1 FT, 8 PT 560( 10K

CO

0

4
1 10-20K *, 5K

. 4! . e

N
AD

CT ' 10K

.

5K . o

.

6

DE . 1 5-6K 5-6K _ _ ...

9,

FL , 1 V

, .

5K

.

Vr I

.

,

4.

5
.

.

4,
. 0

IA '4' 1 5K

,

a

.

.

AO

,e

-
IP'

9ID 5 $800-7.5K 9
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STATE ORGANIZATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS-AND SUPPORT FOR DISSEMINATION OF VALIDATED PROGRAMS

State liNC

STATE STAFF
t

Other S

AMOUNT OF STATE
FINANCIAL SUPPORT

For OM For A/A.

0/0 RESPONSIBILITIES

(Wit* Least I Year
as Demo. Si

at
teValherseess Provide Materials

Sessions, etc.) to and Assist A/As
Monitor/Evaloate

A/As

DISSEMINATION PROCESSES
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State Printed Workshops

Catalog Media Conferences
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,
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P*-, Chart 1. OVERVIEW OF CURRENT STATE VALIDATION PRACTICES

,Part 2 (continued)

C = Combination
V = Variable
O * Optional

SF = State Facilitator

, STATE ORGANIZATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS AND SUPPORT FOR DISSEMINATION OF VALIDATED PROGRAMS

State IV-C

STATE STAFF

Other I

AMOUNT OF STATE

FINANCIAL SUPPORT
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Operate it Lint 1 Year
as Deno. Site (Awareness Provide Materials

Sessions. etc.) to and Assist A/As
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State. Printed Workshops
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STATE ORGANIZATIONAL. ARRANGEMENTS AND SUPPORT FOR DISSEMINATION OF VALIDATED PROGRAMS - .

41

State

STATE STAFF

IV Other f

AMOUNT OF STATE
FINANCIAL SUPPORT
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as gale. stm.lAwareeess Provide Materials
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.
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RESULTS OF SURVEY: TABLES AND DESCRIPTIONS
VP

The following -pages represent the results of the survey, organized by

region. The Regional Exchanges and the states they.setve are as follows:
,

,

Appalachia Educational taboratorYJAEL)

\

CEMREL; Inc.

w .1.401e,

Mid-Continent Regional EducatiOnal
Laboratory (McREL) .

-Nertheast'RegionaT Exchange (NEREX)

4f\
;

- Northwest Regional Educational
LabOratorY (NWREL)

.,Research for rletter Schools, Inc.

. Southwest Educational Development
Laboratory (SEDL)

SWRL Research and Development

27

3f

Alabama, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, NorthCarolina,
Sou.th Carolina, Tennessee,

Virginia,, WestVirginia

Illinois; Indiana, IOwa,
Michigan, Minnesota,
Missouri, Ohio, Wisconsin

Colorado,ikansas, Nebraska,
North Dakota, South Dakota,
Wyoming

. .

"Connecticut, Maine,
Mass chusetts, New Hampshire,
ew ork, Rhode Island, Vermont

a

aska, Hawaii, Idaho,
ntana, Oregon, Washington

DelaivareLbityland, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania

Arkansas; 001-:Iana,.
Mississippi, New Mexico,

. Oklahoma, Texas

Arizona, California,
Nevada, Utah

I

I
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Table 2. Number of States Using Various Validation Practices

-None/ State Variation State variation' State
Region, '% Planning Stage

, of IVD of JDRP Developed'

AEL (9)

CEMREL (8)

McREL (6)'--

'NEREX (7)

NWREL (6)
N

SEX (6)

SWRL.(4)

1 (AL)

1 (NI)

2 (LA,MS)

1 (NV)

5.(FLAGA,NC,SC,VA) . 1 (TN)

'6 (IL,IN,IA,MN,MO;WI):.

6 (CO,KS,N8,ND,SD,WY)

1 IRO' 2 MA,ME)

. '2 (ID,MT)

2 (DE,NJ)

(AK,OK)

1* (UT) 1 (Ut) .

1* (KY**) 2,(KY * *,WV)

2 (MI,OH);

1* (KS) . -
1 -(NH) 3 (CT,NY,VT)

3 (A(,011-,WA)

1

/

(PA)
, 1 (MD)

/

2 (NM,TX)

2 (AZ, CA)

National
. Totals

Percentage
of Total
(N=50)

10

23 ,

46°,

. I
N

6

12

4 15

30

*Sharing Business Success I

.. .
**For.

,

each response, it was possible for.vstate to respond in ,a way that 'would place he state in mare than oneAategory. In all cases,° the res onses of the states were interpreted literally. /

'38
/ 39.. ,

.. .
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TABLE 2

Number of States llsinq Various Nalidation Practices

Ih summary, the data in Table'2 iNlicate-that the great majority .of
states are presently involved in validating educational programs and

,practices. Approximately 46 percent (N=23) of the states use the USOE-
recommended Ientification, Validation, Dissemination (IVD) procedure. .

Another 12 percent of the states (N=6) reportedly use a statt variation of the
IVD prooes. Thus, over half of the states surveyed are involved in the IVD

-----mcess or some variation thereof.

Interestingly enough; 30 percent (N=15) of-the states use state developed
processes for validating eduCational programs and practices. Overall, less
than 10 percent of the states (N=4) use exclusively variatiOns of the Joint .

Disseminatton Review Panel (JORPprocess. (Finally, 10 percent of the.states.
(N=5) are either not involved in validating educational. programs at this time
(Alablima'and.Nevada) or are in the planning stages for implementing is
validation program (Hawaii:v.-Louisiana, and Missisiippi).. Alabama_ddes
maintain a resource file Of promising programs and practices, and Nevada has a
procedure for identifying4educational projects and programs as exemplary.

os.

210

4

to
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'Table 3. Number of States Using IVD/or Other Criteria

Region
'IVD

Criteria
Variation of IVD Criteria

or State-Developed

AEL (8) 5 (FL,GA,Nc,SC,VA) 3 (KY,TN,WV)"

CEMREL (8) 6 (IL,IN,IA,MN,M0,WI) , 2 (MI,OH)

MoRgL (6) 6 (CO,KS,N8,ND,SD,WY)

NEREX (7) 3 (MA,ME,RI)

NWREJ. (5) 2 (ID,MT)

OS (4) 2 (DE,NJ)

SEDL (4) 2.(AR,OK)

SWRL,(3) i (UT)

41O

et

,4 (CT,NH,NY,VT)

3 (AK,OR,WA)

2 (MD,PA)

2 (NM,TX)

3 (UT,CA,AZ)

National Totals 27
- .

Percentage

-of-TOtal--0045) 60
w.

19

42

t

341



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 butrtypically may include gains on
standardized achievement tests or other quantitative data collected on
reliable and valid instruments.

Exportability is somewhat more subjective. Evidence from replication
sitesis used if available. The expertise and experience of the site review
team is otten used to meet tnis criterion, bUt prograMs sUomit information
concerning population served- .resources required, and special conditions which
affect the imple ntation of the program.

In addition these criteria, the program seeking validation must
provide resource s ecifications: how much and what kinds of resources must be
committed to a project for start-up, training of staff, materials,' facilities,

icontracted service , and travel. Table 3 confirms that the IVD criteria are
used by over half (N=27 or 60%) of the 45 states reporting that they have
validation processes.

TheADRP rest's, primarily on one criterion: evidence of educational
effectiveness. Although some tonsidefttion is.given to the transportability
of an. innovation, the prithary consideration is an objective analysis of the
evidence of?edUcational effectiveness.

.Nineteen of th

metin order for th
include the IVD cri
demonstration site
evidence that the p
summaries for other

i

states (42%) report that state-developed criteria must be
program to be validated. While these criteriafrgquently
eria, other evidence might include ability to maintain a
Texas); existence of training materials (Tennessee); or
ogram is cost-effective (Kentucky). See the state
examples of state-deyloped criteria.

42
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Table 4. Number of States Using Various Training Procedures

Region

USOE Training

USOE, Regional Office Replicated
Colorado Springs Training in State

(IVD) (IVD) (IVD)

State Designed and
Conducted Training

Teams Trained
Exclusively

by Other States

AEL (8)

CEMREL (8)

2 (FL*,NC)

2 (IA,MO)

1 (GA)

4- (IL,IN,MN,WI)

5'(KY**4NC,SC,TN,WV)

2 (Mt4OH)

1 (VA)

McREL (6)

NEREX (7)

PO
4,0 NWREL (5)

RBS (4)

iEDL (4)

SWRL (3)

1 (CO)

2 (ME,RI)

1 (UT)-

1 (SD)

2 (DE,MD)0:

4A(60,KS,NB,WY)

2 (ID,MT)

1 (NJ)

2 (AR,OK)

1 (ND)

5 (CT,MA,NY,NH,VT) ,

3 (AK,OR,WA)

2 (MD,PA)

2 (NM,TX)

2 (AZ,CA)

National

0, Totals 4

Percentage-

of Total 9

(N=45)

16

14

31

22

49 2 .

* Second-level training, 'replicating ROEP training, is provided in-state.

**Trainers trained by the U.S, _Office of Education have created in-state training for state-developed validation
procedure.



TABLE 4

Number of States Using Various,Training Procedures

Twenty-five states (56%) of the states which use a validation procedure ,

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 t- use of the newest edition of Sharing Educational
Success: A Handbook 1. Validation of Educational Practices, the procedural

I r ICOD

The USOE training consisted of an orientation by, Office 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 'opinion regarding validation of the project; discussion of the
project with actual- std f from the project; reports by the teams; and meetings
by, regions to dikus's p ssibilities for collaboration.

In 1980-81, seven states (16%) had validators trained via replications of
ational USOE 1 79 training seminars .conducted b Re ional Offices of '

ducational Programs (III, IV) of the U.S., Department of Education. The one
way in which these aining sessions differ from.national training is in-the
use of panel simul Mons instead of actuaTvalidated- project staff. In ,

addition, fourteen states have replicated national training seminars within
their own state.

Twenty -two states (49%) design and conduct their own train* sessions
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 evemsite visit (New MexicO). Most training sessions are, one-half
day in length. ...]

. . ,

One state, Virginia, uses teams trained exclusively by other stases.

33 4J
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Table 5. Number of States Using 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 Member Validation Teams*

Region

Number on Team

3 4 5 Other

AEL (8),

CEMRE (8) 1 (MI) 2 (IL,MN)

4 (FL,NC, 2 (GA,TN) 1 (WV)

SC,VA)

.5 (IA,IN MO,
011,14I1

1 (KY-- panel)

McREL (6) , 5 (KS,NB ND,
SD,WY)

NEREX (7) 2 (CT,NH**) ''w 3 (MA,NY,VT)
lor

'''',".'La NWREL (5) 2 (ID,WA)
4%.

RBS (4) 2 (DE,NJ)

SEDL (4)'

SWRL (3),

de 1 (CO)

2 (ME,RI)

1 (MT)

1 (MD)

4 (AR,NKOK,TX)

\.

2 (AK,OR).

2 (CT,NH)

1 (PA --

panel, 33
members)

1 (UT) 1 (AZ) 1 (CA --

panel, 7
members

National

Totals 1

percentage
of Total 2

(N*45)

4 26 7 4

9 758 16 9 11

\
*When we encountered a range (3-4, 64, etc) we used the higher number.-

**Site visits are optional.

. x 4'6'
4
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TABLE 5

Number of States Using 1, 2 3,'4, or 5 0

'later Validation Teams

ihen_the IVD ptocess was first initiated-in-1972, USOE encouraged state
staff to use three- person validation teams composed of staff withtvaltption,

:-administrative, and content area/Curriculum expertise These staff diOided
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 ,

r

I . ' MI I= _T. I I

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,evaluation and/or administrativdPexpertiseare usually
employed. In the latter case-teams are bolstered with state staff, state IV-C
Advisory Committee staff, or LEA regionally based validators loOted near the
project being validated.

Five states (11%) use validatiOh panels to render final judgment on
project validation. For a more complete' explanation Qf the state panel
procedures, see the state summaries (Appendix.A).

ff

J.

a

48
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Table 6. Numb of States Using In-State or Out-of-State\Validation Teams and Chairs
.

Region
All

In-State
All

Out-of-State
Chair

Aut-of-State Combination
4

O.

AEL (8) .

CEMREL (8)

NEREX (7)

.1,rNWREL (5)

41-4 RBS (4)

SEDL (4)

,SWRL (3)

(KT,TN,WV)

4 (IN,MI,OH,WI) '

3,(0A,_KY*,.VA**),

2 (IL,MO)

5 (CT,MA,ME,NH,RI)

4 (AK,ID,OR,WA)

(MD,PA)

3 (HM,OK,TX)

2 (AZ, CA)

.24N8-01

1 (SC) 2 (FL,NC)

2 (IA,MN)

.1 LHJ)

1 (AR)

i.

1 (MT)

1 (DE)

2 (NY,VT)

National

jotals

Percentage
of Total
(N=45)

23

51

9 6

13

a

8r

18

*Sharing Business Success:

**Virginia will use a combination as of 1981..
, .

1N.

O

/1.

50



TABLE 6

Number Of-States:Using In-State or Out-of-State
Validation Teams and Chairs

All of the states which reported having a validation procedure (45 or
90%),use validation teams to 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. -

.

Before. the 1979 revision of Sharing Educational Success, the IVD procelS
required the use of out-of-state validators. The revision which _Asympi_
to Wmore flexible, iiaiiiges the use of out-of -state validatort.but does.
'permit the use of validators from within the state.- This increased
flexibility.has led a number of States which had used out-of-state validatbi.s
to discontinuethat practice. They cite as primary reasons for the use of
in-state validators the increasing costs involved in interstate travel.and the
greater accessibility of the people involved. '\

A totl of 23 states of the 45 states which have validation procedures
(51%) report using in-state validation teams. This includes 13 of the 15
states which have developed their own validation process. Nine states (20%)
-use outmof-state -validat4on-teams,-six-states-(13% loy an out-ofrstate-
validation team hairperson, and seven states (18% use a combination of
in-state and out f-state people. .

*41

t

0,..

5/
37

\
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Table 7. On-Site Visits by Validation Teams

Region' Yes Number of Days *' Number of People*
.5 1 ", 2 2.5 3 1 - 2. 3 4 5

AEL (8) 8 WV KY SC,TN,VA FL"; GA,NC FL,KYiNC, GA,TN WV
SC,VA

,CEMREL (8) MI IA,IL,IN,MN, . .,
! MO, V

... MO,OH,WI OH,WI
i

4.. .

McREL (6) . 5
. KS,NB,SD i ND, NB,ND,SD, KS

WY

NEREi17) 7 ' CT,MA,NH ME,NY,VT** Ri NH,VT CT,MA,NY ME,RI

NWREL (5) '5
. WA AK,ID,OR** prr

, .
ID,WA MT AK,OR

RBS"(4) 3 . MD DE NJ '
i

NJ 'DE MD
4______.

r
SEDL (4) 4 NM,OK,TX -4-

ii AR AR,NM,OK,
/ TX

. !

SWRL (3) 3 AZ
.

CA-,UT CA UT

National
-

Totals 43 2 11 22 3 5 2 5 25 8 1

*When we countered a range (e.g., 1.1/i-2, 3-5), we used the highernuMber.

**VerMOni and Oregon have 2 one-day visits.

5g
53.
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TABLE 7'
O

On-Site Visits by Validation Teams

w A significant difference' between the JORlikand the IVD validati6n4 processes is that JDRP does not permit visits to the site of the program being
1t considered for validation while IVD mandates such a visit.

Of 45 states reporting that validation procedures are used, 43 (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 (4"43), most (25 or 58%) use\teams
of three people, although Michigan and California use, single- person teams,
while West Virginia; Alaska,, andOregon send teams of five on site yisits.
Five (12%) states use two-person-teams and theother eight states (19%) have
four-pecson teams.

Site visits, for the most pait; 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 tolthis
activity. Validation teams from eleven states (26%) Mike ope§ty visits to
the-site- and-three 7-Stater teams (7%) spend 2 ana T/2 days

tl

7

sa.

S

4"
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Table 8. Number of Staff At SEA Responsible for Validation

Region
No Staff
Assigned 2 3, 4 6 Other

AEL (8)

CEMREL (8)

MCREL (6)

NEREX (7L)

NWREL (5)

8
ROS (4)

SEDL (4)

SWRi. (3)

OK-

UT,AZ*

FL,NC,SC

IA*,WI

CO,KS,ND,SD,WY

NH

AK,WA

DE*

AR

OH

VA,WV KY,TN GA

MN*,M0

ME,RI CT,VT'

OR' MT

MD,NJ,PA

NM

ID

TX*

IN

NB

NY MA*

CA*

.National

Totals 3

, .

Percentage
of Total 7

. (N=45)
4.

15

33

8

18 16

2 3

4

3

7 9

4

*AZ - still deVeloping, no staff yet
CA - 1 FTE, 8 part-time (5-10%)
DE - 15-20% of one person

55

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

MI - 1 FTE, 20 part -time

MN - 3 FTE, 2 part -time.

TX - 5 people, 2 are actively involved

56
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TABLE 8

Number of Staff at SEA Responsible for Validation

9

In 16 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 fol144dationand seven states
(16%) have three. Several states--California, Illinois, Michiganassign,
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. -

Two states (4%) ideiltify four people as responsible for validation, three

states (I%) use five people, and in three states'(7%) six people are
assigned. Massachusetts has nine staff membersassigned to validation.
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Table 9.
.

Number of StAies that on the Average Consider 1-4, 5-10,
11-25 or Mb an 25 Projects for Validation Each Year

Region 5-10
More, Than

11-25 25

AEL (8) 2 (NC,SC.) 6-(FL,GA,KY,
,TN,VA,WV) _'

CEMREL (8) 3 (MO,IN4A) .t 2 (MN,WI) 3 (IL,4,01.0

McREL (6) 3 (KS,SD,WYT 3 (CO,N14:ND)

NEREX (7) 2 (RI,ME 2 (NH,VT) 3 (CT,MA ;NY).

NWREL (5) 3 (I OR): 2 (AK,WA)

RBS (4) 1 (MD) 1 (DE) 2 (NJ,PA)

SEDL (4) , 1 (AR) 2 (NM,OK) 1 ,(TX)

SWRL (3)* 1 (UT) 1 (CA)

National

Totals

Percentage

of Total
(N=45)

15 19. 8 2'

33 42 18 4

*AZ - it's too soon to tell.

42'
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TABLE 9

Number of StatesThat on the Average Consider
1-4, 5-10, 11-25 or More than 25 Projects

For Validation Each Year

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) consider1-25 programs. Only two states, California and Texas,
consider 25 or more-programs per year-for validation; 'both of these states
consider between 80 and 100.programs each year.

I

I
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Table 10. ,Number-Of Programs-and Practices Validated Annually (Average)

a,

Rego on

Not
Available '1-4 5-10 11-25

CEMREL (8)

- ,

McREL (6)
4

NEREX (7)

NWREL (5)

RBS (4)

SEDL (4)

SWRL (3) 1

OA

AZ)

S

6 (GA,NC,SC, 1 (FL) 1 (KY)

TN,VA,WV)

6 (IA,IN,MO, 1 (IL) 1 (MI)

MN,OH,W.I)

6 .(CO,KS,NB

ND,SD,WY)

3 (ME,RI,VT)

3 (ID,MT,OR)

,2-0E,MD)

1 (AR)

1 (UT)

2 (MA,NH)

2 (AK,WA)'

1 (NJ)

2 (NM,OK)

2 (CT,NY).

1 (PA)

1 (CA)

1 (TX-50)

National

Tstals 1 28

Percentage

.of Total

N
2 .

(N =45)

62

44 60

20

'1`

13

1
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TABLE `10

Number. of Programs and Practices
Validated Annually (Average)

TWenty-eight states (62% of .he 45 which have a validation process)
validate between one and four programs/processes each year. Orily one
state--Texas--validates'More than 25 programs each year. 4

Nine states (20%) validate between five and ten programs each year. Of
the six states (13%) which validate ween 11 and 25 programs annually, four
average 12 programs, one.state--Califor lidates 25; and one
state--Kentucky--reports that the range is between 10 and-20.

JA
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Table 11. Number States.Using Specific Dissemination Procedures ,

4.

Region

r . ,

Awireness On-Site
Brochures! Resource ' Conferences .Facilitators Open

Catalog Newsletters File . (Educ. Fairs) (Linkers). House Other

AEL (8)
-

,

FL,SC, FLiGA,TN, 8A,KY GA,N,TN,WV FL,NC NC,SC,VA . FL,KY,NC,
VA WV, §C,TN,VA

CEMREL (8) . IL,IN, IA,IL,IN, 1 IL IA,IL,IN; IA,IL,IN,MI, IA,M0
NI,MN, NI,MN,140, NI,MN,MO, MN,M0,0H,WI .

1.KI,OH OH,WI OH,WI

McBEL-(6) ND,SD CO,NES,NO, WY 'CO,KS,WY N8 .. SD,WY
WY ,

NEREX (7) MAINE, CT,ME,NH, MA,NH,'NY CT,ME,NH, CT,MA,NY,RI
NH,NY, NY,RI,VT NY,VT
VT

9V. . .w

OR AK,ID,14T, '),K,OR AK,MT,WA WA AK,MT,
OR,WA OR,WA

,-,RBS (4) ,\. DEA, DE,ND,NJ, ME,MD,NJ,PA 0E,NJ,PA. DE,140,NJ,PA PA
PA PA,

,

NWREI. (5)

SEOL,(4)

SWRL (3) '

.s. -
.

AR,NN, AR,NN,OK, NN,TX AR,NN,TX TX
-ck,Tx TX

UT,AZ AZ CA CA AZ,CA,UT
..

National

Totals 26. 36 14 28 23 7 1 16

.

Mai: Numbers total more than number of states because states do more than one thing.
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TABLE 11

Number of States Osinq.Specific
Dissemination Procedures

<

'I" Generally speaking, states disseminate information about validated

programs through print media and through "face -to -face" interactions. "Print
media* includes brochures, catalogues, and newsletter/ 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 brochures and newsletters. , ° 7

Resource files are maintained by 14 states-(31%). - Interestingly, 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
4 information about validated programs include awareness-conferences, education

fairs, presentations at-professional conferehces and workshops, and on -site
"open hou s." In addition, state departments of education i 23 states (51%
of those states which validate programs) use staff or facilita ors as
"linkers." These people bring together educators with a-partt ular need with
other educators who have developed a validated program to addr ss'a similar
need.

Othir dissemination procedures include publishing artier s in educational`
journals, use of the media (radio, televisibn, and newspapers), and traveling
seminars.

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

3
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a Table 12. Responsibilities of the Developers of
Validated Programs and Prects $
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AEL(8)

CEMREL (8)

McREL (6)

NEREX (7)

NWREL (5) .

Rips (4)

SEDL(4)

SWRL (3)

NB,KS
SD

CT,MA

ME,NH
NY,RI

VT,

ID

DE,MD
NJ,PA

AR

UT

SC,TN

IA,IL

IN,MI
MN,M0
WI )

OK,NM
TX

CA

IA,IN,WI
MI,WI

CO,KS
NB,ND
SD,WY

CT,MA
ME,RI
VT

AK,MT
WA

DE,MD
NJ,PA

AR,OK
NM,TX

CA,UT

KY,NC

WV

.,-

NB

NH

AK,ID
MT,OR
WA

DEA
NJ,PA

AR,a-AR,OK
NM,TX

AZ

SC,VA

WV

MI

KS,WY

CT

AK,MT
OR,WA

x

DE,MD
NJ;PA

NM,TX

CA,UT

1

FL,NC
VA

IA,IL
IN,MI

*MN,M0

KS,NB

ND,S0
WY

MA,ME
RI,VT

AK,MT
OR,WA

DE,MD
NJ,PA

AR,OK
NM,TX

:

ND,S0

--r.

FL,VA

CO,KS
NB,ND
SD,WY

MT,OR

OH*

.

.
.

.

21-30-2-10. 1

Na

41. (el

*RespOnsibilities of Ohio projects are. self-deterAined. They,,

are encouraged by SEA staff to seek JDRP approval.
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Table 12

Responsibilities of the Developers of
Validated Programs and Pro ens

"*.

Almost all 'of the "states which have validation procedures requ re that

developers of validated programs and projEcts actively participae
disseminating'theieprograms. (The only exception IS Ohio, where va idated /,

programs have no mandatory responsibilities. However, they are encouraged by
SEA staff to seek JDRP appraal.)

States that'use the IVO process require that ,the school superintendent

Certify that, if state or other fuilds are available, the validated project
will serve as a tate or national demonstration site fora period Of at leagt
one calendar yea m the-date of notification (Sharing Eductional Success,
page 45). Sevent n of the states,,require that developers of validated
projectt continue to operate as a demonstration site for one year, twelve
states for two years, and One state for three years.

Twenty-eight states require %Qf validated projects to
patticipate in awareness activities, twenty states require projects to mould
to written requests for information, and twenty-one require 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 ass4stance to school distrlcts which decide to
adopt or adapt the project. Ten of those states require continuing
contact--the dev'eloper must monitor the progress of the adoptet/adapter and
.must evaluate the effectiveness of the adoption/adaptation. Michigan
'projects,.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 tO4JORP for approval.

.49 65
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'Table 13. Number of States Which,Support the Activities of Developers-of Validated Programs,

'Region Non

AEL (8)

CENREL (8)

MCREL(6) 1 (KS),

NEREX

66

NAREL (5) ,1 (ID)

RBS (4)

SEDL (4).

SWAL (3)

2 (MD,PA)

1 (TX)

1 (Az)

Technical
Atsistance

Additional
Funding to be a
,Demonstration

- Project
JDRP

Assisted
Title -

IV -C

Source of Funds
St to

Dist nation
Gr n ts Range

1 (GA) 7 (FL,KY,NC SC,
TN,VAANI

I w

,0 3 (114,VA,MV) up to.25,000

2 (IN,OH) 8*( IA, IL; It(,HI 6-70,000 .

\WI)

2 (ND,WY) 4 (CO,ND,SD,W1Y) 1 (SD) 3 (CO,NBiWY) 4 (NYSCO NB,SD 5-100,000

7 (CT,MA;ME,
NH NY,RI;

6 (CT,MA,NE,NH,
NY,RI)

6 (CT,MA,HE
NH,NY,RI)

5-80,000

VTI

.4 (AK,Ifi3OR,WA) 4 (AK,)HT,OR;
WA

2 (HT,OR), 10- 100,000

2 (DE,NJ) 2 (DE,NJ)J 1 (NJ), 1 (NJ) 5-30,000

3 (A7111() 3 (AR,NM,0K) up to 10,000

1 (UT) 2 (UT,CA) 2 (UT,GA) up to 70,000

National
Totals 1

Percentage
of Total 13

(N45)

15

33/

36

4

30

67

6

13

, .

: p

*Being funded to do awareness and /or training activities is included in the definiiion of'"demonstration prlct." Not
all D/Os actually operate visitation sites as part of their funding agreement.
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TABLE 13

Number of States Which Support the Activities
of, Developers of Validated Programs

Once a program has been validated it may be eligible for additional
funding as a demonstration site; to develop training materials and strategies
to hero adopters install the program, or to disseminate information in otter
ways.. Six states (13% of the 45 states which have a validation process) do
not suppet-developers of validated programs.

In 36 states (80%), 0/Ds areweligible for additional funding to opera*
as a demonstration project, dissemiAting information about the program to
other educators conducting training, and assisting educators who adopt/adapt
the validated phgram 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 foe-this purpose. Other states use state dissemination grant
funds or special categorical funds.

In addition to direct monies'for 0/0s, state adopter projecti often
contract for services with the 0/0. It shbuld be noted that validation does
not automatically entail continuation funding.

Technical assistance, often -in thelorm of workshops focusing on
dissemination strategies, is offered 0/Ds by 15 states (33%).

e.
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, Table 14. States Supporting Adoption /Adaptation Activities .

and Nature of Support

, Grants
Region State Given? Source Duration Amount

AEL (8) GA TA only
.

4 KY Yes IV-C
FL Yes IV -C - 1 year S 5,000

a
.01, ;.,

) SC Yes IV -C

TN Yes IV-C
, VA Yes IV -C 1 year $10,000

WV Yes IV-C 18 months S 5,000
,

CEMFEL (8). IA Yes 11/4. up to $5,000
IL Yes IV-C 1-1.5 FTE for

LEA training

-

activities
IN Yes IV-C

,

up to $5,000
MI Yes IV-C up to $5,000

, MN "Yes IV -C up to $10,000
MO , Yes IV -C up to $5,000
OH Yes IV-C varies
WI Yes IV -C S3-25,000

CO Yes , IV-C - approx. $5,000
KS Yes up to 3K
NB Yes IV-C approx. $2,500
ND Yes IV -C approx. $6,000
SD Yes S5-7,500

. WY No

.

NOEL (6)

NEREX (7)

NWREL (5)

RBS (4)

CT Yes \IV -C 1 year 'approx. $5,000
MA' Yes IV-C 1 year approx. S3,000
ME Yei IV -C ° 1 year approx.17,000
NH Yes IV-C 1 year approx.$3-6,000
NY Yes IV-C approx. $7,500
RI. Yes IV-C 1 year S6-10,000
VT Yes IV -C 1 year approx.S5 -6,000

AK No Data
ID / Yes IV -C -1800-7,60

.

'MT Yes , IV -C

OR Yes IV -C S5,000,
WA Yes IV -C, State, IV-C,

Career Ed. 55,000,000;
state, $1.2

IV -8 14...:mi11 ion

OE ' Yes
,........

State 1'yeai S5-6,000
Staff

NJ Yes IV-C 1 year up to S10,000
,

(avg.S7 -8,000)
MD Yes Planning stage
PA Yes IV -C 1 year avg. S5:4,000

,..

SEDL (4) ° AR Yes ^ IV -C varies
NM No
OK 'Yes IV -C varies

. -TX -Yes IV -C total of $1.5
million in '

. : 1980-81.,
_

SWRL'(3) AZ TA only
CA Yes 4.. IV-C 1 year approx. $10,000,.0.

(some NON
. fonds] '

xo
UT Yes IV -C ' varies

t
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TABLE 14

Number of .States Supporting Adoption/Adaptation
Activities and Nature of Support

The *large majority of the states invobied in the validation of exemplary

prbgrams.provide support foradoption/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 implementation 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
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.

4
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Table 15. Number of States That Provide Some Form of
Assistance for Non-Validated Programs

REGION YES . DESCRIPTION

AEL (8) 7 FL - TA Provided by state education agency
GA - TA Provided by state education agency
KY'- TA Provided by state education agency
10C - TA Provided to projects with potential
Sc - TA Provided for projects with potential
TN - TA Provided by state education-agency
VA - TA Provided by state education agency

IA.- Helped one project in the last 3 years
IL - Provides TA for projects Erhar to ,

validation considefitibn
MO - Provides informal assistance
WI -.Helps on data repirting

CEMREL (8) 4

4

McREL (6) 3

NEREX (7),- 7

1MWREL (5), 3

KS - TA, validation team offers suggestions
NB - TA Provided by state education agency
ND - TA Pfovided by SDE ,on request

CT - TA Provided through State Facilitator
MA - TA. Provided by,state'edu6ation agency
ME - TA Provided by state education agency
NH - TA Provided bystate,education ageqcy and

State Facilitator
NY - TA Provided (by state education agency
RI - TA Provided by state education agency
VT - TA Provided by state education agency

AK - Mini-grants, TA provided by state 2ducation
agency IP ,

ID,- TA Provided byittatwon request
MT - TA Provided by'state,on request

. N14 (4) ' DE - TA Provided by state on request
MD -ETA Provided by state on request
NJ - TA Provided by state on request
PA - TA Provided by state on, request

SEDL (4). 4

.

SWRL (3) . 3

National Total t 35

AR - TA Provided by state; projects cguCalso
, apply for a grant l' .6.

OK - 'TA Provided by state education agency
NM - TA Provided by state education agency
TX - TA Provided, by state education agency

AZ - TA'Provided by state education agency
CA - TA Provided by state education agency on

t request
UT,- 'TA for projects with Provisional

Endorsement

..
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TABLE 15

. 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 only if assistance is requested.
Formal feedback to the developers about the weaknesses id the application for
validation'ind 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. Projdcts 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 Ad South Carolina) technical assistance is given only to prolects_\,<
with high potential; in two states (Arizona and Colorado) projects whilch have
potential can apply for additional funding;' and in one state (Utah) projects
which are given provisional endorseMent may apply fofunds to further develop
and to demonstrate the project.
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Table 16. mum§er of States ;That Require Revalidation of
Validation Programs

Region Yes No

AEL (8) : 2* 6

CEMREL (8) 8

'McREL (6) 6

NEREX (7) 7

NWREL (5) 4

RBS (4) 4

SEDL (4) 2* 1

SWRL (3)Y 3

Has Re-validation Been Considered?

No (4)

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

No, 5-year limitation on funding the
projects means they all run out before
they would need to be re-validated
anyway

No (3); in 1 state, team has to be
available for revisit

Yes (3); 1 state mill re-validate after
2 years

Yes (2)

RI - Education amendments of 1978 place a
restriction on funding of demonstration
activities beyond 5 years

NY - Developers are required to validate
new components and new target groups for
previously validated projects before ,

they can demonstrate them.

WA - Considering re-validation every
. 3 years

NJ - will start re-validating in 1981
PA - surveys programs each year

NM - considering removing validated
programs from the file after 2 years;
programs could then apply for
re-validation

AZ 7 2-year life on validations
'UT - Endorsement is fora pecified
periodsof time.

.*Georgia--each year each validated project is re- visited by SEA staff to
assure that theprogram is still effective and that resources for awareness,
TA,.and'staff development -are adequate, and to determine that people are
observin and then adopting.
Kentucky--after 3 years
Oklahoma
exas--after 2 years
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TABLE 16

Number of States that Regwtre Revalidation
of Validated Projects

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 td-validate
new components of validated projects and potential applications to new target
grows. Overall, given the fact that there is generally a five-year limit on

-IV-C project funding, the projects expire before revalidation is necessary.

a



Table 17. Participation in Cooperative Activities With Nearby States

Region No Yes Description

AEL (8)

CERREL (8)

MCREL (6)

NEREX (7)

10

RRREL (5)

RBS (4)`

SEDL (4) 1 (TX) 3 (AR,NM,OK)

8 (FL,GA,KY, --Regional training of validators
NC,SC,TN, . - -Use people froelother states' as
VA-,10)- -validators

--3 share catalogues and/or literature

4 (IN,MI, 4 (TA,IL,MN, --Use people from other states as
OH,WL) MO) validators

--Regional- training of valtdators

1 (CO) 5 (KS,NB,ND, --Use people from other states as team
SD,WY) leaders

--Use people from other states as .

validators
:1Regionhl training of validators'

7 (CT,MA,ME, --Participation in USOE catalog, and
NH,NY,RI, information exchange
VT) --Use people from other states as

validators

4 (AK,I0,

OR,WA)

1 (MT) -.Planning exchange with adjoining
state

-.Use people from other states as
validators

--Considering exchange plan with USOE
Regional Office

4 (DE,MO,N3, --Partielpated in conference to share
PA) information on validation and to

discuss issues

SWRL (3) 2 (AZ,CA) 1 (UT)

--Exchange of validation team
--Exchange of directories

assistance from validation
coordinator (NM) to other states in
the process of developing a state
validation plan

--Exchange of validation team members

National Totals , 12 33
.

Percentage
of Total 27 93

(N-45)

58 75
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TABLE 17

Participation in Cooperative Activities
With Nearby States

1

Thirty-three states (73% of the 45 states with validation procedures)
report that they are involved in cooperative activities with other, nearby.
states. Cooperation occurs in the areas.of validator'training (often
organized by the ROEPY, use of out-of-state teams, and_exchange of
information, usually through program catalogues but also through conferences

-and-workshops:-One-state---4ew-Maxico-4eports that -the validation coordinator
has given technical assistance to other states which are in )he process o1
developing state validation plans.

Several states report 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.

ti
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CONCERNS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

One of the goals of the Validation Task Force in conducting the survey

was to identify concerns and.issues about the validation of educational

pmgrants_and_prartices which statecontdcts feel should be brought to the

attention of federal agencies which sponsor the development of validation'
tie

procedures. Thit section reports their respOnses.

Many reipondehts-felt that-the-revised-IVD_process was meeting their -4

needs adequately: Frequently these respondents characterized JDRP as "too

rigorous" and "inflexible." A common criticism .of JDRP, which has been

overcome in the IVD, was that.a site visit was not a mandated feature of
,//

the JDRP valtdation proces.

Some respondents mentioned that JDRP seems more interested in the

111 research aspects of a program than in its potential for improving education'.

On the other hand, one respondent criticized JDRP for,relying too heavily

on classical research/statistical methodologies and felt that newer methods0 oik

could be used by JDRP. Causal path analysis and regression analysis were

cited as two such,newer methods..

However, the IVD was not without its critics. Several respondents

criticized the "sketchy" nature of the IVD training-and the multitude of

state procedures., Lt wa's felt that IVD has little meaning outside of the

state vaiidating,a given program. In short, while JDRP is criticized for

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

no real standards.

10.
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Other concerns which surfaced included issues focusing on funding.

Concern was expressed that D/Ds are not accountable for their work, either

with adopters or for new development. It.was felt that funding to permit

closer monitoring of D/Ds could alleviate these problems. Several

respondents felt that smaller states wereespeciallY hurt by IV-C funding

cuts, particularly as more LEAs in the states become aware of the value

of validated projects. The reduction offunds to both D/Ds and adopters

will have aegative impact,, just as the process and, its value is becoming

clear to some LEAs.

Finally, concern was voiced that national standards result in

irrelevance to some population groups. Bilingual and Native American

populations were cited as examples of populations forlorn many IVD

queftions are irrelevant and conversely Whose programs were not evaluated

by-criteria meaningful to the program deife.topers.

4 l%
In addition to voicing concerns,ti respondent made a number of positive

recommendations for strengthening the process of validation and dissemination

of programs.

Coordination and communication were the foci of several recommendations:

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

Funding shouldbe made available to encourage contiguous
states to work togethel' for validating programs. .

The encouragement of use of one set of criteria by all z'
states would.permit sufficient reliability to permit
easier adoption across state lines.
IVD criteria should be accepted by all ESEA categorical
programs.

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

5eyeral suggestions concerned the scope of programs examined by JDRP:

JDRP should look at programs in career education, nutrition
education, child development, etc.

1) 64
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JDRP Would 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.

AP MP should examine innovations of a'program developed by
adopters.

ir

Two suggestions which were mentioned frequentlyconcerned JDRP procedures

and standards.

,

JDRP should mandate site visits.
JDRP standards should be more flexible.

Several recommendations concerned funding:.

D/Ds should receive more support for ongoing' development
activities.
Funds should be dedicated td encoUraging'regional activities.
The five-year funding limit-should_be re-examined.
IV-C funding should be in eased as more LEAs become involved--

A number of recommendations c ntered on knowledge of diffusion:

Catalogs should be updated and non-functioning programs-
eliminated.' NDN files sho ld also be updated.

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

. ,e ,,11.
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ALABAMA
.

Prior. to 1976, Alabama used the IVD process to valtdate 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 loc superintendents and SEA consultants), NON exemplary programs,-

'and Al ama SDE documents.

Selected abstracts from this file are disseminated to educators who
request in rmation on a given topic. -

Contact Person

Dr. R. Meade Guy
,,Director, A abama Information and

Develo t System ,

Room 607, Sta Office Building
Montgomery, Alabama 36130

(205) 832-3138
S\
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ALASKA

Validation Process and .Criteria` Used

, .

Alaska makes use of a state-developed procedure, which is a variation
air ofthe IVD process. "Criteria for Excellence" have been developed
1r jointly by practitjpners and Department of Education (DOE) staffin the

fcillowing areas: reapling (K -12), mathematics, health,. bilingual/
bicultural, gifted and talented, staff development, certified staff
evalUation, guidance /counseling, and Correspoggence study. Thede
criteria listings are available on microfichelltom the San Mateo
Education Resources Center (SMERC) and in hard'copy,from the Alaska DOE.

Training Procedures for Validators

Using the Criteria for Excellence, DOE staff membtrs conduct one- to
1,\ two-hour orientation sessions, during. which ter members are taken ,

through the validation process. Alaska has approximately 100 trained
validators.

,/
-

'Validation Procedures a /

The validation procedure is conducted by in-state validation lefts
c omposed of a content specialist practitioner, abuilding principal, a

-public relations person, and a team leader who it usually someone *om
the DOE. In-state personnel are utilized in order to conserve financial

.resources. Site visit, usually one day in duration, are conducted by
teams of three to five people. ? %

Organizational Arrangements

One DOE staff member e ges as leader of the state validation effort,
with other staffparticipat ng as requested. Between five and twelve
programs/practices are cons dered for validation each year, and ah
average of six are val4deted annually. 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.

Support and Dissemination

Support is provided to developers of validatedprograms and projects,

via Basic Skills Improvement and ESEA Title IV.0 grants which total
$50,000-$100,000. Applicants compete for grant awards, but promising
practices nominees are' given priority* The grants are-for one year and
range between $1,000 and $5,000.

72
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ALASKA (contended)

A variety of kinds of support are provided by the state, ,including
assfsting 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
pr'ograms: ,Methods'of information dissemination include; press releases
to all media statewide; articles in the monthly 'DOE publicatidn Alaska'
Education News; Awarding certificates of merit; entering atistraeFFIFF

, 'validated programs /projects into the computerized Alaska Knowledge Base;
and prOviding.bookmarks (conference handouts) listing all promising
practices. Developers are also invited to present their programs/
projects at,appropriate conferences throughout,the school year.

DeveloperS of valida ted programs and projects are not required to
operate those projects 'for any specific length of time. However, the

,programs and projects are validated for threeyears, at which time they
may 'renominate end do anothev, self-assessment. They may update their,
abstract andrenewif they care to. They are required to provide '

technical assistance, develop and. disseminate materials, and make
theinselves available to respond to requests.froM adopter/adapters.

'.LALAs)1 They need not conduct traintng'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 preparelor JDRP, butthey are ruft required to do
so. ,

Contact Person

Eula Ruby; director
D.Nisbn of Education,PrOgram Support
Alaska State_ Department of Education
StateOffice Building, Pouch F_
Juneau, Alaska: 991311 -

-

(907} 4654830 '

r
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*ARIZONA

Validation Process and Criteria Used

Arizona is.develOping 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.

Training Procedures for Validators

Validators are trained through a one-ddy workshop conducted by
Arizona State Department of Education personnel.

Validation Procedures

The Verification Team is composed of in-state persons who are
independently appointed and assigned by the Arizona Department of
Educatibn todyerify a program. During pilot stage, team members are ADE .

personnel who are professional educators and/or content, program, or
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 program has-not been assembled. There is no information
available about the number of programs which will be validated each
year. The number sof programs which will be rerewed will be determined
by the number which apply and are accepted by the review coRmittee to be
established by the Department of Education. Projects which are not
validated can request professional technical assistance as provided by

- program units in the Arizona Department of EduCation.-

Support and Bistemination

Npfunds are currently allecat:dto support the activities of
. developers of validatedprograms.. Adaptation/adoptionactivities will be

supported' only througti ndn- financial. technical assistance.

LinfOrmationtabbut validated programs will be put into the state's,
data retrieval'system. JA catalog of abstracts.will be circulated to
localeducation agencies and Other interested persons. In addition,
appropriate announcements will be directed at staff in local education

'741



ARIZONA (continued)
fr ,

. . N

1 . .
a4encies-jhrough various forms of,media.ResponSoibilities . of the .

-developers of validated programs wilinclude responding to inquiries and 4

stiaring'information with potential.i0opters.

M10

Confect Persom

**Dr. Beverly Wheeler
Director of Information Dissemination
Arizonalttate Department of Education
1535 West Jefferson

.`

Phoenix,..Arizona 85007 40,

(602) 255 -5235

r 4.
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ARKANSAS

Validation Process and Criteria Used N4

Arkansas uses the:IVO process anakthe validation criteria/outlined in
. the Sharing Educational Success manual.

Training Proceddres°for Vafiditors

Validation teams are trained in 'the IMprocess.by'trainers certified
by the if S. Department of Education...

Validation Protedures

The validation team consists of three people:. an experienced
validator,ta evaluate effectiveness/success; a person experienced in
public school finance; and a person experienced in curriculum development

. and program exportability. Out-of-state teams are used in order to .
achieve totally objective review free ofin-state Influences. The team.
conducts a three-day site 'visit.

Organizational Arrangements , t

The Title IV office has one person who isresponsible for coordi-
nating validation activities. Two or three programs are considered for
validation each year; on the average,' tw6 are validated."

e

Projects can submit an application for validation any time after they
have completed their final evaluation (usually in the spring). If the
applicatiOn-is acceptable, the validation teamis selected and a site
visit date is scheduled.. on application must be received byfebruary:14
grants are awarded between March and June.. Projects which are not
validated can, if eligible, receive additional funding' during the
dompetitive grant cycle and cantalso revest non-findncial technical"
assistance through the Title IV office. . I

SuOort and
.

Dissemination
.

/
Sup(port of validated projects takes the form of,developer/ 1

demonstrator,grants offered by Title 'IV-C. DID.retponsibilities are (1)
to maintain a demonstration site at the local district; (2) to provide'

aware ess activities upon request; (3) to provide staff development
/ activities feadopters; and (4) to insure the availability of project-

developed materials for adopting districts. Grafts are also made to
'districts wishing to adopt a state IVO validated project.

1
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ARKANSAS (continued)
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Information about validated progrims is dsseminated:through the
Title IV prqject directory, an Ed Fair, state department publications,
news releases, brOchures, educational television, and official memoranda
to all school. superintendents.

C4Intact Person

o

Mr.' Fay Bohannon

Coordinator, Title IV, ESEA
-Plivis)on of Federal Programs, Title IV
Arch Ford Education Building

State Capitol Mall
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

01) 371-1245

of,

c'

77

.87

/

.0



CALIFORNIA

Validation Process and Criteria Used

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. Fromthe paper screening,'a Timber of projects are
selected for representatives to be invited to present *keir program and
respond to the panel's questions. In cases where -the, peel 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 well-managed.

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

3. Addresses a statewide critical peed which is clearly
identified.

4. Is'economic y feasible--the dissemination/diffusion costs
are reasona le and the cost to adopters is feasible.'

I-

S. Incorporates instructional strategy for
dissemination/diffusion which is considered inhovative,
creative, unique, or original statewide.

o.-

6. Incorporates an instructional strategy and/or produsp which
can be duplicated in a new location (replicability).

7. IncOiporates an instructional strategy, and /or products which

Can be installed in parts and/or phases (adaptability).

8. Incorporates an inttructional strategy which is observable\
and is clearly defined (communicability).

9. Provides,valid data that document the achievement of the
Process objectives of the original program.

10. Provides evidence that the instructionat program and/or
products are ready for adoption. °

11. Providei assurance that the applicant is willing to serve as
a dissemination/diffusion agent:

rp
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.CALIFORNIA (continued),

12. Supports, complements, and supplements the local education
.agency's program in school 'improvement or master planfor
special education.

Training Procedures for Validators

Qeparibent of Education staff conduct a three to four hour
oriedtation session prior to,tHe review process. .The session covers the
responsibility of panel members, the criteria ed for scoring, and
appropriate' interaction between the panel and p eseoters:

Validation Procedures,

Review panels are formed to develop recommendations tcr the Department
of Education. 11 panel-members are in-state; each panel is colposed of

1. F ve educators,from outside the Department of Education
w th expertise in content areas, ESEA Title IV-C, and
issemination/diffusion strategies'

eicommunity-member who has had extensiveexperience with
ducaion and specifically witb-ESEA Title III/IV-C programs

3. bne Department of Egucation.Title IV-C staff member who had
limited or no contact with the prograth during operational

,0

years. .

All panel members ar in-state because the Departmen of Education feels
that the best resorces are in the state;, this proce ins also cost
effeCtive and effl ient. A one or.two 'day site visit is conduqed by a
consultant'in the ce of Program Evaluation and Research to teview

aluation data, format, etc.
.

Organizational Arrangements

One full-time consultant is emOloyed by the Deparfnent of Education
to coordinate validation activities for the state. In addition., eight
regional.consultants devote 5 to 10.percent of their time to validatiOn
as requested by .the full -time consultant. 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:/

a 0 (
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CALIFORNIA (continued)

P

The schedule is _as follows:

First Friday of One-page application submitted by Interested
February applicants. t

April 1 Applicants submit a report on program effect
on student performance and program

°exportability.:

April -May Review panel conducts paper screening,,has
selected program representatives, make

presentations,'consults with Department of
Education staff members, cohducts'on-site
visits'where appropriate.

June-July - Notifiction &funding.

June-August ° Workshops on preparing brochures, awareness
materials, packets establishing adoption/
adaption minimu rit ria, and other
diffusion actildt n California.

Throughout the Regularly.seheduled meetings of project
year: directors to share problems, needs, and to

provide mutual°support.,

$

Support and Dissemination

The California Department of Education supports the activities of
'.developers of validated programs through grant awards that average

$70,000. Local education agencies which are interested in adoption/
adaptation activities may compete for up to $10,000 (ESEA Title IV IF) to
assist in installation o a validated program.. Adoptions are also
paitially suDsidized by National Diffusion Network funding. 'The state
disseminates about validated programs through traveling
seminars, regional mini seminars, CentersAor Education Improvement
(CCEI)--three regions i CaltfOrnia-zlinks with other DepartmeRt of
Education staff,. and p fessional conferencego The developers of

,-, validated programs are requirqd to actively disseminate.information about.
their program throughout the state, to proVide:Aareness/information ,to
CCEI's and local education agenCies,"to pirticipate in the main traveling
,Seminar, and to attend appropriate state.conferences of professional
organizations.

Note: There Are other validation progedures in use at the state

111 major validator in the state
department, including one for business practices. However, IV-C is the
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CALIFORNIA (continued)...

Contact Person

Ira O. Barkman

Coordinator, Exemplary Programs
Replication Unit

California StatesDepartment of Education
721 Capitol Mall
Sacramento, California 95814

(916) 322-6797 '

it
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p. COLORADO

Validation Process and Criteria Used

Colorado-uses the IVOprocess and the validation criteria outlined in
the Sharing Educational,SuCcess manual.

Training Procedures_for Validatofs

/Validators aretrained by ROEP staff in aCco
Department of Education duidelles.

Validation Procedure's

th U.S.

The validation team is composed of twb 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 Oftcedure.

.
.

Organizational Arrangements ,

. The Director of Title IV-C is:retponsible for validation. Eight
.4

Programs were considered last year, of which three were validated. :The
process begins/in July when applications of programs are screened. In

gust, the validation team meets to discuss each accepted application'.
result of that meeting is validation or rejection. ,Rejected programs.

cah apply for additional IV-C4inding.e, .

,

.

Support and Osseminatton

Those IV-C programswhich\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 A/As
throudW,IV-C grants to replicate validated programs.

Contact Person

Chuck Beck
Director, Colorado State

Facilitator Project
$30 S. Lincoln
on§mort, Colorado 80501

2/3031 772-442k1

/1

//'
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CONNECTICUT

_Validation Process and Criteria Used

0 "ConnecticUt uses a state-developed process for the validation of
educational programs and practices.

Projects or programs which apply for validation 'must provide evidence
that each objective was accompligV at or above the criterion level,
that the accomplishment of the o ctive was the result of project
activities, and that the reported findings are educationally significant.

ing Procedurei for Validators

Connecticut has a Panel of s en people who review all applications
for validation. The panel- mem r training consists of workshops on the ,
criteria used in the validatio procedure.

(Validation Procedures

One-day site visjtt, conducted by a'two- or three-member team, are
part 'of the validation prOcedure. Team members are all from within the

,state. One member of each team is'a qualified evaluator. Using in-state
validators means that validators will be easily accessible and. that
expenses will be kept at a minimum. In addition,/ the full panel of '

validators,revidivs all projects t hat have applied for validation and thus.)
has a better understanding of the needs and possibilities.

Organi2ational_Arrangements

Three State staff members participate in validation activities
(FTE=0.5). The State Facilitator coordinates the activities of-a
'Validation Panel. Projects are initially screened by State staff, and
only those which are most likely to be validated are invited to apply.
Of the seventeen projests,which were submitted during. the first year
(1979-80), thirteen received State Validation. Projects which are not
_validated are able terequest technital assistance through the State
Facilitator and are Able to reapply during a later cycle.

/A
fimeline,of the Connecticut Validation pro§ram:

December 1 Letters of ntent to apply are submitted
by LEAs

F

,IVJanuary 2 Approved projects'are invited to apply .

',.Febryary 15 Applications for validation are received

V
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CONNECTICUT (contnued)

114
March 1 Applications are submitted to Validation Panel

March.-April Visitations by teams

May Panel meets for final action on applications

June State Board action and notification of
applicants

Support and Dissemination

The state provides IV-C funds to validated developers in the form of
Demonstrator Grants. Thete one-year grants during the fourth year of
operation are usually less than $10,000. The funds are awarded for the
following purposes: (1) continue the 'delivery of project services within the
developer LEA, (2) develop dssemination, and training materials, and (3')

. provide for the costs of awareness and training'acttvities.

The state also fiinds one-year Adopter Grants"for local educational
agencies. The litit on these grants is $5,000. .FUnds may be used to
purchase training materials and, services frogothe developer and to-provide
'stipends, release time and travel for the staff of the adopting district.
Opportunities are provided three times a year to apply for Adopter Grants:
January 15; April 15, and,October 1.

The developer/deMonstritor (0/0) of a state-validated" project'recefves.
one year of fUnding-through4 Oemonstrator Grant for the purpose of if
-disseMlniting itspractices state-wide.. 'After this one year these'
demonstration activities can be Maintained:by Adopter Grant funds which are
Used by adopters to purchase trainih% from the,O/D. Presently, there ts no
limit on the length of-time that a'sfate-validated project may be considered
an official D/D.

A

The State provides descriptions of all state-validated projects to all
local educational agencies. This is done fi conjunction with thee:
announcement of the Adopter Grant program each year. Moreover, during the"'
5fear awareness conferences are helddoring which potential adopters receive
information about state-validated model projects.

.Contact Person

Dr. Roger chards

Bureau of Research, Planning
and evaluation

State Departotent of Education
Box 2219 - .

Hartford, Connectipt 06115

(261)'566-t8250

"Dr. Richard E. Lappert

,CoOrdtnator,Title,IV-B-C .

State Department of Education
Box 2219

° Hartford, Connecticut '06115
,

(203) 566-3593
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DELAWARE

Validation Process and Criteria Used

Delaware uses the IVD process and the criteria outlined in the
Sharing Necational Success (SES) Manual.

Training, Procedures for Validators

Eleven personnel from the state of DelaWire partdcipated in a two-d ay
SES training session, involving a validation submission simulation,
sponso ed by Regional Office of Educational Programs and state staff in
March O.

Validation Procedures

Three to 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 specialilts, research staff,/etc.),, f,

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 flavor and reduce certain
kindsf criterion. Normally; several things precede the visit:.

I. State Department of PublicInstructionNetaff know about and
---monlOr the program

2. A pro0;sal is submitted to the state

screening occurs--state staff help the districts
det ne if they are ready for a site visit

4. Approved proposals go to the selected Panel

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

40

Organizational Arrangements

At.present, the state NDN Facilitator manages the state iralidation
effort on about a 20 percent time basis. To date five projects haye been
'cons4dered for validation vid three were validated. The state's schedule
fOr validation is as follows:

January Announcement

44101ma

March SdbMission and Screening

-
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DELAWARE (continued)

March Teams .selection

April. Site vi

May Approvals

July Additional funding for dissemination

September--on Additional data gathered for possible-JORP
OUblic4tion.

.. ,Projectsihatdo not pass vlidati n are encouraged to contract for

t'

evaluation expertise from source' of t eirown choice or from a State'
University EvaluatiortUnit organized to serve LEAs.

Su'.ort and Dissemination

Additi 'al IV-C fundim Of $5,000' to $6,000 per project is provided
to validate. ojectA ([l /Ds) for dissemination purposes only in the
fourth year o the Object's. The state assists local education agencies'.
with $5,000 $ 000 project adoption (A/A grants which can beused for
staff devel ent and materials but not for hiring new personnel.

, Developer/demonstrators (D/Ds)must continue operation-as demonstration'
sites_for at least one year, carry onfaw eness activities, Aremonstrate
their project, and assist--adopter.u. Inf rmation on validated projects'.is
.disseminated primarily through the IV-C ffice and through the NON State
Facilitator's Office: The state IV-C ect Inventory Booklet, which 4

. 'describes developmental and validated pro ects, 'is shared with,all
\c, districts 6711y. 1.

1

,

.,,

Contact Person
..

,
1)P

.

iDr. Peter J, Bchmapn , .

State. Specialist, Educational Facilitator
and Program Dissemination.

Delaware Department of Public Instruction
P.O. BQX 1402
Dove)', Delaware 19901

-(302) 736-4583

t
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FLORIDA

,,

Validation Process and Criteria Used

The IVD process is used fovalidating educational programs and
practices. In conjunction with it, the validation procedures of the
Joint DisseminatiOn and Review Panel are used.x,The criteria used are
those identified by IVD: evidence of educational change and
exportability.

Training Procedures for Validators

A cadre of validators/trainers wastrained by ROEP IV staff. These
trainers then train other validators who can be used in or out of the
state.

A

Validation Procedures ,

The validation team is-composed of three people: two'evaluation

.
.

specialists and one exportability /content specialist. Typically, one
evaluation specialist, lives in Florida while the other two team members
are from out-of-state. This mixture permits the team tb be cost
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.

.. ,
'10

i
. \

,Organizational Arrangements,
)

Ope profeSsional at the SEA has primary responsibility for
validation._ While the number of programs considered for validation
varies, an average of five each year is considered. In the past three
years, all programs considered were validated. Since 1974 when the__
validation process was initiated, 27 of 31 development projects have been
validated. The other four projects were not nominated for the validation.
process:

r

In March-of each year, project's notify theSEA that they intend,to
submit a request for validation. In April, -the application is submitted
by the project for review and comments. The revised application is
sOmitted to the State Advisory Council for review and approval. The
project director attends their meeting to answer questions. Simul-
taneously, the validation team members are identified.

In May, appliAt4ons are forwarded to team members who schedule site
visits for May and June. Following the visits,- programs are notified of .

approval and prepare demonstration plans. Programs which fail to be

87 ,
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FLORIDA (continued)

fail to be validated are provided technical assistance by the SEA so that
they can be.strengthened. Finally, the SEA publishes a listing of all
validated programs.

Support aneDissemination

Validated programs arq eligible for two years'of demonstration,grants
to share their program. In addit415,the state makes available adopter
grants of $5000 for one year for the installation.and,evaluation of the
validatedprogram. During the period, the D/D assists the adopter in
installing the ,programi, staff training, and monitoring and evaluating the

\ trial use of the program.

The SEA dissemifiates information about validated programs through
. newsletters, catalogues, conferences, and the SEA dissemination network.

Contact Person

Dr. Ralph G. Vedros0 Program Administrator
Department. of Education
Knott Building
Tallahassee, Florida 30301

(904) 488-7128
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GEORGIA

-Validation Process and Criteria Used

IVO procedures and criteria are used.
ft ,

Training Proceduries for Validirs

Validators are trailed by state department of,educaticirt- staff. Some
team members.were trained by4,staff of the North Carolina Department of
Public Instruction.

Validation Procedures

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 alsio
permits projectstaff to learn about projects outside of Georgia. An

on-site visit by the four member team of two-three days is.required.

Organizational Arrangements

Five FTE are responsible for validation of educational programs and
practices.' Five or six programs are considered for validation each year,
of which four or five are validated. .

State Support and Dissemination

Developers of validated programs are obligated to maintain
observation sites and to assist other educators interested in using the
project.' Staff support funds And materials production (funds are
available from.the.state. Similarly, funds for adoption are available
from the state.

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

4

89 99



A

GEORGIA (continued)
A

Contact: Piirson

Dr. Jess Pat Elliott
Director of Research
State Department of Education
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

(404) 656-2402

90
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HAWAII

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 which
indicate that the projecttoare:

- Effective

- Replicable

- Congruent with policies and directions.

Projects which meet these criteria become eligible for dissemination
by the Office of Instructional Services of the,Hawaii Department of
Education.

'The 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 durtng 1981-8.

410 Contact Perls

Winona Chang/Kathleen Steffen
Office of Instructional Services
Hawaii State Department of Education
233 South Vineyard Street

.Honolulv, Hawaii 96813

(808). 548-3425'
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411 IDAHO

,
.

Validation Process and Criteria Used
.41

Idaho use the ODRR process (called National Validation) and an IVD
variation (called State Validation) and the Idaho Commendation Model
(called,State Commendation). The Idaho Commendation is given to programs
and projects which receive a favorable review,from an in-state;
three4ember reviewfteaM, and appioval of that review 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 application detailing project
activities and costs and providing evidence bf project effectiveness.
The accuracy and validity of the application are then examined and
verified by the on7site review team, wHIch rates the project for
measurability of objectives,, responsivenbss to a real educational need,
transportability, adequacy of evaluation plan and instruments, and other
variables.

rna
Training Procedure for Validators

. Dr. Bert Stoneberg, Jr., and Dr. Roger Reynoldon have reviewed the
IVD training and, although this has not occurred as yet, they are
equipped to train others. For the State Commendation process, some 45

, people are trained and .participate regularly in reviewing projects.

Approximately one-third of these individuals are members of the State .

7 Advisory Council,' another third are from universities, and a third are
from local school districts. -

4

Validation Procedures

Idaho's validation teams are composed of a university professor; a
. local district person with project expertise, and'an advisory council

-member. i These-State Commendation process personnel are from within the
' state and conduct on-site visits of two day's duration.

Organizational Arrangements

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 life. Both
State Validation and°State Commendation involve application by the
project developer 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.

0
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IDAHO (continued)

Support and Dissemination

NN

Idaho does not make provision for continued funding to developers of
validated projects. They are invited to use local school funds to meet
project needs. Title IV-C gf.ants. for adopters/adapters ranging frqm $800
to 7500 are awarded on a competitive' basis, with the average grant being
about $3000. SEA staff monitor the use of project funds.

Information about validated projects is disseminated via the SEA's
newspaper, memos to district superintendents, and other communications
sent by the SEA dissemination consultantand other SEA staff.

'Developers of validated projects are asked to continue their project
activities for one year beyond phase-out of'Title IV-.0 funds. They are
available to provide technical assistance and information, at the
discretion of the district, and they deitelop and disseminate materia1i.
Some developers monitor or evaluate A/A activities,Nbut.preparation for
JDRP is not part of their responsibility.

Contact Person

Chirles Brown
Coordinator of Dissemination
Idaho State Department of Education

411 Len B. Jordan Office Building
Boise, Idaho 83720 .

(208) 334-3225 '

111112=mo
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ILLINOIS

Validation Process and Criteria Used

it

Illinois uses the-IVD process and the validation criteria outlined in
tire Sharing Educational Success manual,

...Training Procedures for Validators

One $EA staff Person is certified as a trainer and validator. In

November 1979, 20-25 people were trained in IVD effectiveness measures
and 20 were trained as exportability analysts. Each group received1/2

'day'of training, includinT some cross - training.

.Validation Procedures

The val ation team consists of two people. A person with eipertist
in evaluit o 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 team.

;Organizational Arrangements

During the first and second ;eWrs of a project, the staff works to
develop the project for\pubmission for PD. Typically,out often or
twelve programs,screenedi six are nominated for validation. On the
average, fix programs successfully undergo the IVD process and are
validated each year through theTitle IV sections

The timeline for validation is as follows:

September Review of validatioriprocedures with project
'director.

OCtober

, January

February ,

Notification of submission.

Applications are due in the Title IV office,
at which time they are screened by in-state
team and Title IV staff.

technical assistance provided for revising
promising applications.

SEA notifies nominees; validation teams are
selected and given project. applications.

..
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March ,

ILLINOIS (continued)

One day;tegiort41,4meeting for all teams and

nominated programs.

April/May On -site visits.

June Certification of- validated projects.

Validated projects may receive D/D funding.

September Distribution of Wings of Progress, a catalogue of
validated programs.

Support and Dissemination ,

Validated p;ogr

levels vary across
in-service training

s are eligible for demonstration funding. 'Funding
validated programs. Generally 1 or 1.5 FTE t ,provide
is supported by the state. Adopters are not unded

directly, althodgh in-service training and materials are made available
from the D/Ds. ,

Contact Person

-*Karol Richardson

'Assistant Manager, Title IV
Illino.W.State Board of Education

. 300 No. First street
Springfield, Illinois 26708 A.

(217) 782-3810

.1
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INDIANA

Validation' Process and Criteria Used

The IVD procesi. and. IVD/JDRP criteria are used A state - developed
process is used for in-state programs such as state history.

Training Procedures for Validators

_ .

Validator training.protedures are in accordance with the IVD program.

Validation Procedures 1%

The guidelines of IVD are used 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. '

Organizational Arrangements
.

.. .
.

Six .staff members of tie ,SEA are responsible for validation. 'Each 2
year between one and four *grams are considered f6r validation, of
which one or two programs are ultimately validated. For programs fatjing
to be validated, continued techniCal assistance may be .available on a
case-by-case basis.' . .

/

Support and Dissemination

SEA staff coordinate awareness activities andon-site training
provided by D/Ds. Up to $5,000 is available for assisting adopters,'in

.

addition to monitoring and technical assistance-by SEA-staff.. All
validated, programs become part#of the in-state Adoption /Replication
Grants Program.

.Contact'Person

Don Treibic
Indiana Department of Public Instrubtion
Division of InnoVative Education
Roomq29, State House
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

I
(317) 927 -0386'
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°IOWA

Validation Process and Criteria Used
. . .

T1 ''VD process and criteria and JDRP Criteria are used. .

.-1__

Training Procedures. for Validators -, .

. A one-day training session in the IVD process. is conducted, usually
. ona regional, basis vin conjunction with tithe states'. Additional
personnel with experience /expertise am recruited.

. . _
S

Validation procedures

The validation team 4s!composed of three people: the team leader, a
content'specialist, and an evaluation specialist.- While both in-state .

and out-of-state specialists serve on thy, teams, it 'IS generally
preferable to have all team members from put-of-state. The team-visits
the site being reviewed, spending two days with the project.

/

Organizational Arrangement's

Responsibility' for validationlis diffused through tie' SEA by funding .

,siource. To date, seven projects have been-validated,,by IVO (the last one -,

was in 1976), and eight projects. have received JDRP approval in the last
five years. Increasingly; the SEA,is empOsizing submission to JDRP. -

There is no sgt schedule for,IVD validatfdb. WIWI/IVO is part of the
-state plan forESEA Title IVA, this is doni"bn an ad-hoc basis. In the- '-

last three years, only one programflfailqd to be validated after submission
.

for IVO review. Thus, no formal mechanisM'exists for assisting programs j'

failing validation. ' .;
.

Support and Dissemination

A validated program may qualify for fourth-year funding-at approxi-
mately.its third-year level. ThyD /D ts responsible for maintaining a *-
demonstration' site and for training-adopter personnel, as well as for
in-state awareness, activities.

e 404
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IOWA (continued)

Contact Persons

Dayid Lidstrom, NON State lacilitator
Iowa State Department of

Public Instruction
Grimes State Office Build'
Des Moines, Iowa 50311,

(515) 281-3111

z

0

.s

V

er

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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KAWSAS

a

4.

A

Validation Process and Criteria Used

6

Kansas uses the IVD'Orocess and the criteria suggested in the Sharing
Educational Success handbook.

Training Procedures for Validators /
4

Kansas has a team or pool of people who were tied at USOE
sponsored training sessions in the early and mid-1970s.

Validation Procedures

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

team to add to the team's objectivity. .Only one out-of-stater is used
',primarily for cost reasons.

-Organizational Arrangements

One state staff member has primary responsibility for the state'S .1
validation process. Usually, one or two programs are considered peryear
for validation and one oh twOrare validated.

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

1. Formal state invitation for projects in
third year development to submit letter
of intent.

2. State concurrance on "letters of intent."

3. Those accepted attend state session to.
prepare applications for validation.

'4. State review team reviews application
for validation.

December 1

January

January 15

March

5. Formal vaiidation.team goes on site visit. May

6. If state validated and want to, help
prepare projects for MP.

by October1 -

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

'64
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, . KANSAS (continued)

Support and Dissemination

The state does not directly support developeridemonstrator.(D/D)
4

activities, but state IV-C monies'ar available on a graht basis to
assist adopter/adapters (A/As),with the implementation of state validated
project%. The state duplicates materials from validated. projects 'for

interested schooldistridts. and uses various other means for .

disseminating information abOt the projects.

The state.requires that developers serve as demonstration sitia and
assist /As with implemObtation.

Contact Person '

Phil Thothas,

Director, Educational Improvement
Section

'Kansas State Departmentof
Education

120 East 10th -

Topeka, Kansas 66612
I

(913) 296-3136

/
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KENTUCKY

idation.Process and Criteria Used

A s te-developed process is used.field review team verifies that
the progr ,theets criteria of program effectiveness,'cost effectiveness,
and exportability. For school business practices, the ASBO "Sharing
Business Success alidation program is used.

Training. Rrocedures for ,V lidators

Validator teams are trained by U.

certified,walidators or by SEA staff.
the Validation Procedures program and

Validation Procedures

S. Department of EduCation

Training focuses on overview of
use of the. Field Review Package.

Validation teams include one representative of the State Validation
Review Panel, an SEA curriculum specialist for the subject area reader
review, *n LEA or non-SEA staff person with responsibility in a program
'similar to the progt.am being reviewed.

v%

'Members of the validation team are all in-state educators. For
"Sharing Business Success," all-validators are from out-of-state, as
required by ASBO.

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

Organiza ional Arrangements
Ak

Four arsons from the'SEA Dissemination Unit are responsible for
program va ion. 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 prograth 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"

Between 100 and 260 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-13-SEN staff. This panel, by
a 3/4's majority, votes to validate after studying field review
recommendations. Finally, the panel recommends 1-5 programs for JDRP

A,



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 II) this year.

No unusual mechanism exists for assisting programs failing to be
validated, although technical assistance-from SEA staff is available to
them.

Support and Dissemination

Support of 0 /Os from the SEA is decided on a case by case basis by
the Bureau with which the prOgrammorks Most closely. The validated

->( program is eligible for funding from the SEA Bureau as a demonstration
site. Some support 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 validated
programs respond to individu-al information requests.

.

The State Validation Review Panel grants validation to a'state
program for a period of three Years.

Contact Person

Geri Weaver
Director, Division of Researdh

and Evaluation
Office of Research and Planning
Kentucky Department of Education
Capital Plaza Tower
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

(502) 564-4743

O

102 1 t2

t--



1/4

LOUISIANA

Louisiana does, not as yet use a formal method for, validation of
education programs and practices. The Louisiana Dissemination Netwqrk
(R&D) of the_SCA solicited siescriptions of exemplary programs from local .

school sup*intendents'for presentation at four regiohal workshops held
in the fall of 1980. A catalog of promising'programs Snd practices was
produced as a result of these regional workshops. During 1981-82, the /

LON(R&D) is planninvtoestablish a,Silate Validation process, which wi
three school\ systems.-

A State Facilitator is located in the State,Departmentof Education
and is part of the Title IV staff. The State Facilitator upports the,

.befforts of NON programs working in Louisiana and assists state-developed
projeCts min their JDRP submission. He also serves on the State
Department of EducatiOn Dissemination Advisory Committee% in-house
'adyisoiv group to the LON(R&D), established as a result of the Louisiana
Dissemination Capacity-Building Project, jointly funded by the National
Institute of Education and the Lou; isiana State Department of Education.

2.

Contact PersOn

Sue. F. Wilson

'.Section Chief, Dissemination

Louisiana Dissemination. Network (R&D)
Bureau. of Development .g

Louisiana-State Department,of EduCation,
P.O. Box 44054-

'Baton Rouge;TLouisiana 70804

(504),342-4268 or 4269

4,
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MAINE

Validation Proce s and Criteria Used

Maine uses a edified IVD process with effectiveness and .

exportability cri eria.

Training.Procedure for Validators

Validators att- d national training workshops conducted by the
Department.of Educa ion.

I.

Validation Procedure'

The validation te consists of two evaluation specialists from the
state university syst m who are experienced in the use of the national
IVD process, i Depa nt of Education consultant who specializes in the
project's fields, and Title IV staff professional. These people are
all from within the state. Maine or ginally used out-of-state falidators

J
but discontinued this 'ractice becau e of the expense involved. The
validation procedure in ludes a one or two-day site visit. .

Organizational Arrang- t

4 Coordination of vali..tion activities is handletby two professionals
in the.State bepartment :,Education. An average of two or thret

'projects are validata ea h year. Sthte'pertonnel are very selective
with respect to projec,ts fiat are encouraged to apply for validation.

If a,project is not validated on the first try, it may request
. additional technical assistance from the state Title Ioffice andcmay

reapply after completing the recommendations made by, the validation team:

Support and Dissemination

Title IV-C projects which areivalidated by the State Department of ,-

. Education can apply for fourth-,and fifth-year funding. In the fourth
year, they can receiveup to-..50 percent Of the third-year funding, and in
the fifth year up to 25 percerit 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, regionally, or nationally validated project.

The state disseminates information about validated projects and
programs through a state directory, through cooperation with the State
Facilitator Center, and:through RECON, the New England Regional

.
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MAINE (continued)

r'
Communication Network catalogue. Projects which are validated are
required to continue to function. within the local education agency and to.V serve as a demonstration site. The project ,dicector participates in
workshops and in training sessions.

.

Contact Person

Dr: Lois W. Jones i

Title IV-C Coordinator

Department of Educational. and
Cultural Services

Station 23
Augusta, Maine 04333

1

(207) 289-2475
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MARYLAND

Validation Process-and Criteria 0Sed

Maryland uses a state developed process to verify* Promising
'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,

-educational significance of the project, and project transportability.

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

-1

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 workthop conducted by PEPS core staff using SES
(IVD) and state-developed materials.

Validation PYbcedures

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 verificationapplication 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 theverification 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 bottoffl line of the

checklist is approval or disapproval of the project based on the team's
collective judgment.

Organizational Arrangements

One staff member from the Division of Instruction, Pro4ra slipSment

Branch, has primary responsibility (part-time) for managing PEPS. Eleven

other state staff are also involved'on a part-time as-needed basis-. i

Three of these staff are jnvelved in IV-4 work.

The state verification process, PEPS, was initiated in the Spring of
1981 and is expected to be fully operational by September 1981. To date,

four projects 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.

10§
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MARYLAND (continued).

a'

The state's verification schedule is as follows:,4.-

Open Date

September 15, and
March 15

I

4

DistrictAompletes "PEPS Submittal .

, Form" and sends it to Division of
Instruction (DOI), Program Assessment
Branch.

The forthhis screened for completeness
by Program Assessment staff.

e

A four or fiv4 person PEPS' team or

panel is convened to review the
application for validation.

The PEPS team requests more

information, rejects the application,
or accepts the application and sets
up a site visit.

The PEPS team conduct§ a half-day
on -site vjsit and rates the program ,
on the Verification Checklist. The

program is accepted'or rejected'based
on the teaespcollective I

recommendation.

DOI and pioject staff meet to
complete a,Process Resource Chart on
the Project. .

Information about neWilrOmising
Practices is distributed in-the PEPS
manual. f

State DOI staff plan to provide evaluationsassistance to applicants,
on a request basisf contingent on the status on validation-applications
from, LEAs..

Support and DisseminatiOn

At preient the -state does not provide financial support for

dissemination Or ttrtinueirdevelopment to the deVelopers of verifted--
programs. Support is also unasielable to- adopter /adapter -(A /A)

4jstricts,-although the state hopes to support A/A activities depending
dh the,future:availability offunds.

o
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MARYLAND (contieued)

O

O

O

-'. I
4.

Developeri.)ilust agree to, operate as a aemonstratfal site for one year
and to provides training and technical assiitance;tb'A/As. .

. . . ',

State information'albout'verified programs 011 be disseminated to all
school principals twice annually through onepageadditions to the PEPS
Manual. State linkers and school' librarians will, assist with
dissemination.

, A

Contact Person

John A. Johns

Specialist in Program Assessment
Maryland State Department of Education
200 West BaltimoreStreet
Baltimoe,'Maryland 21201

(301) 669-2380

.
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MASSACHUSETTS

Validation Process and Criteria Used

Massachusetts uses,a state - developed; modified IV.D process. ,The

validation peocess,is accomplished by a one-day on-site visit by a

validation team. At the,conclusion of the on-site visit, the program or
practicelfill either be 'validated as an exemplary model for state
diffusions validated for state information diStemination, 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 Educatioli to share information about the program with-other school
districts in Massachusetts.

Validation focuses on three criteria:

1. Evidence of effectiveness. .Supportingevidence is provided
to show that the attainment of the major objective(s) can be

--attributed to the project activities.

2. Exportability. Information is provided to demonstratethat
'it is feasible to transport the program or.practice to other'
school districts'Od that it can be adopted or adapted by
Other school districts.

.

'3. Cost Analysis.Suffialnt information is provided'
describing needed costs of,start-up, operation and

b

management,, and the population to be served, which,.when
bined with evidence df effectiveness and exporability',

w 1 ssst an interested school district in making an,
info ed decision about adoptilon or adaption of the prOgram
or practice.

Training Procedures for Validators

Validation teas receive a full dayof training from State Department
of Education staff. Simulation materials have been prepared for -use in
this training. Additionally, simulation training is provided for
-yalidators of School Business' Practices. A validator's handbook 'dr,
School Business Practices has been prepared, modified ffom the ABSO
Validation Manual. An additional half=dayofraining is _scheduled for
validators after they-have been 4iventheir site visitation assignments
and are preparing to review a specific project or practice. ,Both

validators and Title IV.0 project directors attend a two-day seminarjon
.validation specifically aimed at the JDRP review process. Technical

assistance is provided by the Evaluation,Resource Center for those
projects that intend tQ apply for JORP,validation,

ig
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MASSACHUSETTS (continued)

t

Validation Procedures

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-effettiveness

, considerations have led to the use.of,in-state validators. The State
trained,a cadre of validatorscover the years since the initiation of
IVD. Many of these persons Wereprevious (Title,III).project directors
who had projetts reviewed through the IVO 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
teams. In the specific case of school business practices; three school
business officials (usually,at the assistant sulierintendent level)
comprise the teams. These teams are often complemented by A,
superintendents or Title IV project directors who sit on the team when
the practice concerns energy, school food services, or regional," .

cooperative practices such as quantity purchasing.
t

Organizational Arrangements

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.

Appaications 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.
Thiwan take the form of- evaluationsupport, assistance with the state
mandated management system, 1; workshops to assist-projects in preparing
for JDRP submission.

Support and,Dissemination

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 validated programs and
E

projects through newsl tters, awareness sessions, and MAGG, a
.computerized practice ile developed to be compatible with ERIC and the
Bibliographic Retri val Service National Practice File. Additionally,

116
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.MASSACHUSETTS (continued)

the U.S.O.E. (Region I) dissOinates information on state validated
practices through RECON, the New EnglandRegionM-Communica,tion Network.
An index to state-validated projects has been prepared by the RECON staff
describing effectiveness, implementation requirements, financial
requirements, available services. LEAs can then draw from the
contiguous Ne England states when they decide to adoOt/adapt a practice.

Contact Person.

Dr. John,Reynolds

Massachusetts CoordinatbF,- Title IV-C
Springfield Education Center
155 Main Street
Springfield, Massachusetts 01105

(413) 739-7271

C
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"' MICHIGAN

Validation Process and Criteria Used
7

,The Michigan Department of Education uses a state-deyelOped validation
process which ins described fully_in_a-handbook-Veloped.in 197 by the-
Department.' Criteria were estab11shed-r6F-four project classif Ations: .

Planning, Developmental/Operational, Experimental and.Demonstrat on.
,

Validation it.. required to move from txperimental.to Demonstration project
'status. By definition, validation is- the process of reviewing and,

. verifying the resultsof an evalbation of ,in experimental project. , -

Projects are certj_f_ie at validated by a Project Classification.
Committee, chaired by the Deputy Superintendent, if the evaluation date%
show that they are both effective and,exportable. A major criterion for
effectiveness is that the project meets its specified performarat
objective for specific target populationt, -Exportability is defined as
replicability in the experimental year'ofthe project. Overall, the r0

'-'entire project is reviewed in'light of:the,,following questions to
determine its qualifications.for a "DemoristratiOn" classification:

1. How accurate were the data 'flocessin-g procedures?

2. .How accuratelS, were the data analyied?

3. What percent.ofthe conclusions stated inthe evaluation
reObrt are supported by thelcollected.data?

.
,

4. What percent'of the process performance objectives are
supported by written documentWon? .

5. To what extent is there evidence that informatidn gained
from theevaluatioh was utilized in management decisions?

of the product performance objectives were ,
validated?

of the product performance objectives were

6. What percent
'successfully

at percent
achieved?

Training Procedures for Validators'

'Research staff -of the Department train new validators to use the
published handbook. Validators are-required to-have a technical
back'eliund in evaluation and may not be currently employed by the
Department or the school Ostrict operating the project6 be validated.
The orientation/training)of validators is usually accomplished in one day.

a/.
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Validation Procedures

MICHIGAN (coninued)

The state uttjizes a pool of approximately 18-20 validators drawn on
a voluntary basfs mostly from university settings in Michigan. The

0. state-required one-half to one-d4 validation site visits are usually
conducted,by a one-person team. The rationale for using independent
evaluators as validators -is to avoid political bias (the validators
receive honorariums) and to contribute to qdality control. Validator
on-site visitation responsibilities and procedures for data collection/
evaluation are outlined fully, with prescribed forms, in the Handbook.

Organizational Arrangements-

Michigan maintains approximately six staff on the tperimental
Demonstration Centers Program unit. One person manages the state
validation activities. Although tt)e number varies, approximately a dozen
_projects are considered for validation each year. On the average about
10-1240-ojects are validated each year. Projects are removed after
several years. Usually there a mix of old and new Demonstration
ProjeCts.

Validati

procedures.
rather than

1.

on can occur at any time of the year according to Michigan
A prescribed sequence of_events is%suggested, therefore,
specific dates...

The Service Area staff select projects for nomination and

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

3. The Service Area notifies the project `staff of nomination. ,

Service Arita staff should check to determine if the

spperintendent knows andapprovis of the proposectvalidation.

4. The Service Area staff encuMber the funds needed'for their
-total validation activity.

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

6. The on-site visitation is conducted;

7., The validation report is received.

113

123



0.

MICHIGAN (continued),

Support and. Dissemination

Typically, the Department grants demonstration projects $60,000 to
$70,000 for one to three years for: travel, training, developing
demonstrAtion training materials,-reproducing materials, and supporting
the project director and a secretary. In 1980, about 25 projects
received the above support. The Department provides adoption grants up
to $5,000 ($3;50044,000 average) forA/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 awareness

workshops; develop and maintain "implementation checklists"; and help-.
client schools obtain adoption grants by providing assistance with grant
forms) budget, training schedules, staff selection, implementation, etc.

The Department employs dissemination procedures ranging from the
preparation of awareness brochures and Department of Education Project j
listings to the conduct of state awareness conferences and subject area
awareness workshops by Regiona) Supplemental Centers.

Contact Person ,

John Osborne

Coordinator, EXperimental Demonstration
Center Programs

Box 30008
Lansing, Michican 48909

(517) 373-1806
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MINNESOTA

.Validation Process and Criteria Used

Minnesota uses the current IVD validation process and the Crit161/1
cited in the Sharing Educational Success manual.

Training Prodedures for Validation

Minnesota draillon a pool of people in the state who are trained in,
the IVO procedure.

Validation Procedures

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

iin-state vilidators with expertise in evaluation and/or the content area
conduct a two-day site review of the project. A combination of in- and

,out-of-state people is used to promote objectivity-and as an expedient
approach givencurrent resource problems.

Organizational Arrangements

,Minnesota use three full-time staff members from Title IV-C and two
part-time people from the Office of Planning and Evaluation to conduct
the validationprocess. 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:

October

November-March

April-May

June

July 1

Basically, the state has
fall-short of the validation
again on their own efforts.

S

First review of project status: materijls
, and evaluation data #

Projects nominated for,site visits and
teams assembled

On -site validatidii review,'"

Reconvening of screening panels to review
end-of-year data from projects recommended
for validation.by on-site'teams

Funding of.validated Projects ,

no formal structure to assist projects that
criteria. Project staff are free, to try

1
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MINNESOTA (continued)

Support and Dissemination .

Validated projects relve state IV-C funds to serve as demonstration
sites (D/Ds) and assist adopters. Diftricts choosing to adopt validated
projects also receive-one year of IV-C funding to assist with start-up
activities. :...W.staff are required to.provide A/As with training and('
technical assistance. .The state d ss inates information about validated
projects ithrough the Title IV-C dis ination/awareness system.

Contact Person

Len Nachman

Evaluation Supervisor__
Minnesota DepartmEnt of Education
Capitol Square Building
550 Cedar Street-
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

(612) 296-5032 **

a
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MISSISSIPPI
1

Mississippi does not haye a validation procedure at this time but is
in the process of developing a procedure. The proposed praddure will
include pre-screening of applications by State Department of Education
staff; review of the application by the validation team leader, an
out-of-state person with U.S.O.E. certificationlend five years of recent
experience in educationagl 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 (purposes -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 ..0
Jackson, Mississippi 39205

(601) 354-6958

A o
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/IP er MISSOURI

Validation Process and Criteria Used

Missourilises the,IVD. process and the validation criteria outlined in
the Sharing Educational Success manual.

I

Training Procedures for Validators

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:

Validation Procedures

The, state usually conducts two-day validation site visits and uses
three person'teams. The administrative teams. are selected to include
administrativ6 evaluation, and subject area personnel. .Outtof-state
validation team members are emOjoyed to add to the objectivity/
credibility, of the.process4-

Y.

Organizational Arrangements

In Missouri 3.5 FTEs are TM the staff of the diOsion section
responsible for the validation of educational projects. Usually three or
four projects, out of about 20 third year projects, are nominated,per

i
year for validation and most are validated.

The state has no set schedule for validation. Selected projects have
$2,500 written 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.

1'

Projects that fail in their attempts at meeting the state validation
requirements may obtain technical assistance on an informal request basis
from the Departmentof 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

The state does not provide direct funding to assist validated
'projects. Developer training activities, however, are funded through

IV*
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MISSOURI (aontinudl

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.

The state disseminates information about validated projects through
the issouri Pacesetter catalog and through handouts at DESE workthops.

The ate also disseminates information through the VIP Program and the
Facilitator Project.

Contact Person

Tom Odnet1

Director, Title IV-C
Missouri Department of Elementary' I

and Secondary Education
Boi 480
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101

(304) 751-3468

.°
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Validation Process and Criteria Used

In Montana A variation of the IVOlprocess is used, with some sections
of the handbook- having been rewritten for clarity and to meet local

.needs. The JORP:_process is utilized when appropriate. Validation
tIlterfcreflect 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 originally developed and implemented, and that they'are worthy In .

the professional' judgment of experienced educators and projeft validators.

Training Procedures for Validators

Professional educators from all areas of education received training
in the first SiSsionconducted 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

Montana validatio4.-teams are made up of an out-of-state person who'is
trained in the validation process and who usually serves as the
chairperson, a specialist who is familiar with the content area of the

an administrator, and an evaluator. On-site isits of 2 or 2
day's duration are part of the validation procedure. Montana

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

Organizational Arrangements

The consultant in charge of the project and two other staff members
,make up the unit responsible for the validation process in Montana. The
/number ofprojects 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,validatiod are being accepted.
The validation-process can take place at any- point during'the year. Over
a two- to four-month period the following events take place. A
validation request, together with project information and materials, is-

,
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MONTANA (continued) .

submitted to the OPI. An in- house 'review takes place to assess the
likelihood that the project meets the state's criteria. The school

- receives, completes, and.-submits a formal application form. The IVO team
eis selected, reads the project proposal,, conducts an on-site reviewand------
announces-findings to thd project personnel and school administration.
The team then prepares its report and the chairperson subinits it to- he
OPI. f'cIf validated, projects may apply for demonstration status.
-Projects not receiving validation may request assistance from OPI staff.

Support and D issemination

Projects which116e been validated may apply 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 k

equipment, and follow-up activities. The OPI disseminatei information
about validated projects via content area cOnsultants and-in proposal ,

writirtewonshops, atwhichdescriptions of projects are distributed to
participants. There-is an intent to publish a brochure or mini-catalog
this summer, which will provide additional information about validated
projects.

Developers of validated projects, ifthey receive demonstration
project monies, have different responsibilities-depending on the tape of
project; for example, some are able to 'conduct large-group trashing and
others work with small. groups. The decision to submit the project for
JDRP validation is at the discretion of prollect personnel.

Contact Person

Judy Johnson
Assistant Superintendent for

Special Services
Office .of the Superintendent of Publip InstrUction
State Capitol Building
Helena, Montana 59601

(406) 449-3693

6
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NEBRASKA

Validation Process and Criteria Used
ft-

Nebraska uses the IVO process and the validation criteria outlined in
.the Sharing Educational Success manual.

..z....;14,.,

.

Training Procedures fot Yalidatioh

Training, patterned after the workshop orgarilied by the federal,
government, is provided regionally. =

Validation Procedures :

Validation teams cSist of three People: one adminjstr'ator",,bne
evaluation'specialist,

op
ancrone content area specialitt. All validators

are from out-of-state, which adds-credibility tbteam judgments: A two
day site visit.isan tntegtal part of the team's)vork. .

. C

,..

.Organizational Arrangements

Six people at the SEA are responsible fors-validation. Approximatelj,
five programs are considered each-year, of which one or,two are
ultimately validated.

The schedule for Nebraska's validatiqn process is as'follows:

1. Schools are notified of the*proCess.

2." An abstract is submitted by those.
interested.

3. Abstracts are screened.

N/ar
4. Those accepted are invited to submit

a.preliminary application.

4 ,

4

by February 1

due February 15

5. Preliminary applications are'screened. byMArch 1

6. If a preliminary application is

accepted, an invitation to submit an
application'for validation is extended. . March 15

7. Applications for validation art screened. . April .1-

a
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NEBRASKA (continued)

8. If anrapplication for validation is

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

9. On-site visit is conducted. after April 1

Programs not validated,can.request technical assistance, if they wish to,
re-apply for validation.tion.

, ,

4
Support-and Dissemination

Validated projects ore'eligible for funding for dissemination activi-
ties. The D/D must agree to continue the program, to accept site visits
from other educators; and to share inforMation with others.

.Tit le.IY -C monies are available to districts wishing to adgpt a vali-
dated program. The state'disseminates'inform ion about Nalidated pro-
grams through press releases, brochures,la ewsletters and by providing
funding for,awareness visits.

Contact Person

*jack Baily

Adilnistrator of Special -SerNices'

Nebraska Department of _Education
P.O. Box 94987
301 Center Mall Street
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

(402) 471-2481
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NEVADA

Nevada does not have a formal validation 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 provlde educational
projects with information related to needs assessment, goals, object4rs.i
and program validation . The State Depaitment of Education conducts
periodic and routine reviews of educational projects and through this
process identifies exemplary programs. Inftrmation abbut these exemplary
programs is disseminated on &_referral basis and throtigh periodic
awareness workshops conducted by the SDE.

Contact Person

Ramirez
Nevada State Department of

Education
Capitol Complex
Carson City, Nevada 89710

(702) 885-5700

P
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NEW HAMPSHIRE

Validation Process and Criteria Used

New Hampshire uses a state-deyeloped process which 14 somewhat
similar to the IVO and 3DRP processes but which-is not as rigorous as

. those processes. The process utilizes a fiv ember dtisemtnation review
panel focusing on effectiveness review criterTi. 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'perspective and to the
objeCtilies;.(5) measures of change are valid and reliable for the
specific, population and the purpose of the project; and (6) results ,

obtained are both statistically significant andeducationally meaningful.

Training Procedure for Validators

There is only ode,internal validation tedmin 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 evidencef effietiveness. ,Since the team member4 have

-'remained the same, and projects are evaluated on a rollingbasis,
o .

improvement in the quality Of the team?s decisions comes from experience.

Validattbn Procedures
.

Cuerently four staff members, within the New Hampshire State
bepartment of Education serve on the validation team. The validation
,panel must consist of at least five regular members, and prOvision is
made to include content 1petialises when necessary. The current chair is
the Director of the New MampshireDissemination Project, and the other
members are the.Directorof the Planning and Evaluation Unit, the-
Consultant fbr 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.
Ion-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
Department of Education staff, they are available to feet several times a
year.

,
Site vits are maderwhen the team feels they are necessary; and the

team decides how many members will conduct the visit.
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NEW HAMPSHIRE1 (continued)"

_Organizational Arrangements
.41

One person in the'State Department of Education, the Director of theme
New Hampshire' Dissemination Preject, has primary, responsibility for state

',validation activities. Five to ten projects apply for validation, each
--ye4t-r.._ 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 three may pass validation;-a third may have

'five components and all may pass.) .

.1

Notices of validation opportunities.. are distributed approximately
four times a year. When /a project submits a request for- validation, the
Director of-the New HamOhire Disssemination Project visits the project
director, and together they plan the strategy fir subsequent actions.
Within three to four weeksof the initial\ request, a validation team

. meeting. is scheduled to review the project, ana..the project is informed
of the decision at the conclusion of the review meeting.

//'--
After the team decision is made, the'Director of:the Dissemination

Project assists the project in disseminating the components_that have
been validated and improving those that have ot. The project-may--later
request validation of previously unvalidat components.

Support and Dissemination

Developers of validated projects can apply fora diffusion grant
thi-ough Title IV-C. Perions wishing to adopt,or, adapt a validated;
project can apply for a Title IV-C A/A grant.

. "The state -disseminates information about validated projects through
RECON (New-England Regional Communication Network),, through.5 Project

°SPREAD (the state prgmising practices file), and through, thd State
Facilitator. -Directors of validated Projects are required to respond to
requests-for information about the project. Many go beyond thii minimum
requirement and disseminate, aterials, conduct workshops, invite
visitations, and speak at conferences. Funded validated projects conduct'
comprehensive dissemination 'efforts based on objectives negotiated with
the TiClegkIV-C office during the funding process. Also Title IV-Ufunds
the New Hampshire Facilitator Center to provide technical assistance to
all state validated projects.

Contact Person

James V. Carr
Coordinator, ESEA Title IV

lewtirtrittlairien SstarteeetDepartment of Education.
-

Concord, New Hampshire 03301

(603) 271-3481
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NEW JERSEY

Validation Process and Criteria Used

New Jersey uses the IVD process and also incorporates the following
criteria from the JDRP Ideabook: change occurred, statistical
significance, educational generalizability, effects from
the intervention,,and credibility/interpretability of the evidence.

.1 dair,
3

No"

Training Procedures for Validators

New Jersey state staff-conducte two, day- ong reviews of the SES
simulation; derived from the 1979 Denver, Colorado, USOE training
session, to train six out-of-state and two in-house staff as validators..

Validation Procedures

. New Jersey's certified validators consist of a school superintendent,
an evaluation, specialist, and four teacher-training university

--,p cofessors, in addition to the state project director and a state
evaluatAostaff-person. The six-out-of-state-validators read validation

,r applications once a year and decide if projects are- ready for a site
visit. A tyo-step procedumis used for practical and economic reasons.
The-state attempts to ens&e'that projects are "prepared for validation"
before going through-the expense and trial of a site visit. The use of
out-of-state staff retuces 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 ta other handles effectiveness/success matters.

Organizationalk6angemOts

Basically two staff persons are involved in projtct validation--the
Director.of Program Systems on a roughly 15 percent time basis and the
Coordifiator,of Evaluation on/a 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 development 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.

.4\
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NEW JERSEY (continued)

The state's validation schedule is as follows:

May Orientation session,for eligible
projects.

.July-September Technical assistance and review,..:,

September 22 Submission to panel.

ober Pane mee s o discuss s

October 13-31 : Visitations by teams.

ss on.

November 1 Notification of decisions. regarding
validation.

The state provides technical 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.

Support and Dissemination

The state provides IV-C money to developers (D/Ds) for
issemination--for the reproduction of materials, bfochures, etc., and
for pant of staff salaries'for dissemination activities. The Money.
prdiffiff 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 Compensatory
Education R&D project.

The state area provides IV-C Adopter/Adapter.(A/A) grants to local
eddiation 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 in 1980-81.

Develdpers 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.
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NEW JERSEY (continued)

State isAformation about validated programs is disseminated via

catalogs, brochures, awareness copferences, and a computer search file
system. °

Contact Person

Ronald E. Lesher

Director, Program Systems
New Jersey Department of Education
Division of Operations, Research,

and Evaluation
P.O. Box 2019
Trebton, New Jersey 08625

(609) 292=7984

t
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NEW MEXICO

Validation Process-and Criteria Used

New Mexio'uses a state-developed process for validating educationaljr-Nbi
pr rams 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 met, 'Applicants must submit documentation of specific pitogram
outcomes which indicates the extent to which objectives have beerf met.

jatrie-program routcomercarr be-specifit-to-studelitSt . te act rs ,-

.administration/management, parents/community; or 9ther areas related to'
school improvement. Both statistical and narrative/subjective data can
be submitted.

Training Procedure for Validators

There is no formalized training procedure for verification team
members. Members of a verification team meet before the on-site misittb
review all avai labi_e_materi &Is ancLto_ coordinate_activities for-the- _

itself.

Validation frocedurn--/--
,

The Valkldation'Task Force consists of four people, including a.

representatjve from each of four State Department of Education units:
Evaluation, Elementary and Secondary, 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. All members'of the verification. team
ah from within the state because they tend to be familiar with existing
state programs, they understand and are invested in the concept
within-state schooljimprovement efforts, and the State Department of
Education prefers to use volunteers rathbr thin paid consultants.

One-day site visits by the-three-member verification teams are part
of the state's validation procedure.

Organizational Arrangements

41

mo professional staff members in the State Department of Education
a responsible for validation activities.' During the 1979-80'school
year, in a pilot test of th6 state validation plan, eight Title IV
projects were invited to apply for validation. All of these--6 Title
IV-C projects and 2 Title IV-B projeCts--were validate& Beginning in
the 1980-81 school year, the process was opened to all interested
programs in the state.
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,NEW MEXICO (continued)

Informational presentations on the state's validation procedures are
made at the state administrators' conference and at the state4itle IV
conference in the Fall. For 1980-81 nomination forms were due ate the
State Department of Education on September 30 and self-evaluation forms

'were due on November 14. On-site verification *visits, possibly in
conjunction with regularly scheduled "in-depth visits" by State
Department of Education curricular specialists, were conducted in Spring
1984-and-not4fioation of--results was made in late Spring.

Projects which are not approved for'validation can request technical,
assistance froth 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.

ti

Support and Dissemination

' For the 1980 -81 school year, two validated Title IV-C projects have
been awaeded funding"for dissemination/demonstration purposes. Each
projeot-Teceived-$;500.. 44o4unds-are-currently-avai-lable-for-school
districts which are interested in adoptiWor 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 Cehter which are available to interested school
districts; state staff make presentations regarding the state validation :4
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.

Validated 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 lend available program
materials.

Contact Person

Susan Brown
Coordinator, ESEA Title7IV
New Mexico State Department of Education
Education Building, Room 102
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503

(505) 827-5441
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NEW YORK

Vatjdation Process and Criteria Used

New York has developed its own proceffirre for validation of,Title IV-C
funded projects. Applications can be filed 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
Aire 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 technique the evaluation
design; a summaryof the data; a statistical analysis if was
performed; anda statement about the educational significance of the-
project or program. . Additional requirements are a statement about,the
context within which the project operates, a description of.the prdject,
and cost data. ---

Training Procedures forValidators

New members are nominated by current members'of the Validation Team,
district superintendents; or State Education Department-personnel.
Members are picked on the basis .of their .backgrounds in evaluation,
administration, ortprogram content/expertise. Training sessions, are
conducted by the Coordinator of Validation and feature case studies of
validation evidende.

Validation Procedures

Projects are Prescreened by a state-staffed preliminary review team.
The team consists of an evaluation specialist, a content specialist, and
a program manager in Title IV-C. The site,44sit team includes an

- evaluation specialist,'a contentospecialist, anda school. administrator.
Although teams are usyally made up of in-state validators, oat-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.. Occasionally, a State Education Department
representative will participate in the site visit.

Organizational Arrangements

There are six staff members in the division responsible for

validation; one of these people supervises the process. Fifteen to
twenty individuals'in other program units have been involved in
preliminary reviews of applications. Appi.oximately 25 projects
voluntarily apply for validation each year. From December 1976 through
December 1980, 102 applications were reviewed. Of those completed, 50 .

were validated and 52.were rejected.
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NEW YORK (continued)

A

gs.

There is no specific time schedule for submission of applications.
Preliminary review is completed within two to five weeks after an
application is received. If a site visit is necessary, a team is
selected and the visit is scheduled four weeks in advance. The team_
report is submitted to the State Education Department 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
diagnostic commentary about the nature of the evidence and the way the
evidence is presented in the - application.

Support and Dissemination

After a project or Program is validated, the state provides funding
for continued development. The state also provides LEAs with monefor
demonstration activities. Districts which would like to adopt or adapt a
project or progrlm Ter-submit applications for funding to the state. The
state-does-not-prohibit schooT,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* project.

.4,

Contact Person /
.

Richard L. \Egelston .

.

Validation Coordinator/Title IV-C

,-. Program Manager 0.

.Room 860 EBA .

New York State Education Department
Albany, New York 12234

(518) 474-2380 z
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NORTH CAROLINA

Validation Process and Criteria-Used ,

,IVD and JDRP procedures and criteria are used.

Training' Procedures` for Validators

'' IVD validators were trained by ROEP IV. A similar activity to train
regional validators was conducted in-state.

Validation Procedures, '

Validation_teams include specialists in evaluation and
exportability. Depending upon the nOure 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'othee SEA staff members who are working with programs which
might be validated. While no established number of programs is
considered forz-vilidation.each year, there are usually several programs
which request validation. To date, all programs which have been

gominated have beep validated.
go -

The Division of Development of the SEA discusses the validation
concept with each new development project at the beginning 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 tomke validated. Similarly, post-validation .

procedures are planned on an individual project basis. Plans include the
provision of technical assistance to projects which arenot validated if, -

in the judgment of the validators, they might be-validated in the future:

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 materials, The local education agency is also
.elicouraged to provide funding to ddopt validated projects.

134 .8
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NORTH CAROLINA (continued)

Diveloper/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
information toNorth Carolina school districts.'

Contact Person

Mr. Henry Helms

Director, Division of DeVelopment
North Carolina Department of Public

Instruction
Education Annex I

Italeigh, North Carolina 27611

1-'919) 733-7018

F
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NORTH-DAKOTA

io

Validation Process and Criteria Used,

North Dakota uses the IVD process and the validation criteria
1r outlined in the Sharing Educational Success manual.

Training Procedures for Valid8tors' _

Validators participated in regional training sessions. 'Local

training by trainedvalidators is also provided.

Validation Procedures.

Validation teams are composed of three persons: an evalulkon
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 biased; for or agatnIt 8 giyen program.

--During-the-on-site visit,which lasts a minimum of two days and may
run
e cy directors.

o more than three, the team is supplgmented by state education'ag, . '
,

. , . 0 r
, -,

.

Organtizational Arrangements .

. . .

One person at the SEA has responsIbility for validation: While nine.
-,programs Wert'originallylialidated, and three programs are annually ,

validated, there is no f4ed sthedule for validation. Rather, the
procedure is implementedtdased,on demand and on initial qu 'ality review by
the state validation coordinator. ,

. e'

Programs which fail to-be.validatedare OrlOvided technical
assistance, again, on a demand basis.

Support add'Dissemination

De4eloper/demonstratort 0/Ds
request to the SEA. Adoptions are
objectives-t6that grant funds fa
of state needs. At present validated`
state revalidation. i

-o

technical assistance on
-accordaRceTisith;AIAte.

can have *pin in terms
programs4are not required to seek

136
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NORTN DAKOTA (continued)

For the most pirt, the DID's primary responsibility is to create
awareness and to host visitors to the project. The State disseminates
information about validated programs through state publications targeted
to teachies and to administrators. In addition, the state works with
projects to prepare JORP submissions.

Contact Person

)

Dr. David Lee

Director, ESEA IV-C

Department of. Public Instruction
State Capitol
Bismarck; North DUO" 58505

(70)) 224-2391

137. 4
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OHIO

Validation Process and Cri -teria Used

Ohio uses a state-developed validation process and publishes a mantial
for Project Validation in Ohio to structure the process. Ohio's
validation criteria include:

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

id

71,

2. Start-up, management and operational costs Must be
specified for producer and potential adopter districts.

3. The project must continue to operate pisyihe federal
.funding period.

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

5. The project must identify key learner activities,

-materials,-and processes necessary for an'adopter to obtain
similar results.

6. Key instructional variables must also be specified.

7. Priticatproject activities and elements for success must
b' specified.

8. If appropriate; the pros and cons of partial adoption must
be discussed.

9. Personnel needs must be specified.

10. Any special problems for potential adopters should be
discussed.

11.. A de ription of the- valuation design is required.

s112. A de ription of the activities and procedures used in
attaining the objectives is required.

)3(,Developed processes or products must be exportable to other
districts.

Training Procedures for Validators

'The Ohio Department of Education, Division of Planning and
Evaluation, is responsible for the conceptualization, and implementation
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OHIO-(continued)

'of'program validation. Division stuff 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,
using the state'sManbal for Pfoject Validation, via phone and mail. An
on-site pre-visitation orientatfon meeting is held for project developers
and validation team members the evening prior to the two-day on-site.

Validation Procedures

1WiEltitifil-fdit-lon procedure consists o two ay site v s is
usually in March, by three person validation teams consisting of an
evaluator to assess evidence for success, a curriculum persot6t9. 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 self-nomination form completed by interested projects.

Organizational Arrangements

. ) Two Division of Planning and Evaluation staff manage the state's

411
- validation process. The number of programs considered for validation has

varied from 5 to 15 per year. On the average two to three projects have
'been validated,per year.

The-state schedule for validation is,listed below:

April-December District self-nomination for .the

validation review process made,by the'
superintendent of the developer district

December-January State screening of the 25-page
self-nomination form for completeness

January-February .Organization of the on-site teams begins

March On-site project reviews are conducted

April' Awards regarding validated programs are
announced.

Programs that are Riot validated.thiy re-enter the process.

Support and Dissemination

Since 1974, the Division of Planning and Evaluation has conducted an

Adoption Grants Program. Over 400 grants were awarded in the first three
years of.the program. The Division alsoisupports D/D districts in that

4
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OHIO (continued)

validation grants are awarded to districts to,cover al the necessary .

costs of the orientation/training meifg and the on -site validation
activities of the review team. .RinalTy; Division- staff supportthe
district through the preparation.of a Cooidinator's Manual if the project
is accepted in the Adoption Grants Program,

The extent of developer participation in ttie dissemination of the
project is left to their self-determination. Divisionstiff frequently
encourage projects to seek MO certification..

The state disseminates information about validated project's throligh
the "Forword" newsletter, at -the.annuaT spring awards conference ind
through the Adoption Grants Program if accepted. The State Advisory
Council for IV-C considers validated projects,forpioption Grant
inclusion.'

Contact Person

George, Harris

Educational Consultant
.,Division of Planning and Evaluation
Ohio,Department of

802
Ohio Departments Building
65 South Front.Street
Colilumbus, Ohio 43215

(614) 466-4838

a
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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

To date, validation team members have received training in seminars
the IVD process. "'They are certified IVO on-site validators.

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 One day visiting the project-site.

Orflanizational Arrangements

The Title IV-C staff Is very small. Other departments within Title
IV assiseTitie IV-C 'staff in validation activities. Two to ten
applications tor validation are received each-year, and four to five
projects are validated.

\

The sequence of events in the validat, process is as follows:

Announcements are, made to schools

1. Interested IV-C projects should notify State DeOartment of Education
Schools that receive favorable response will.submit one page on

accomplishments
Identified suceplful projects are notified
Validation team is appointed
Site visit date is determined
Final submission of application
Validation team reads the report.
Validation team makes the "on-site visit"

. Validation team makes their report to State Department of Education.
School is notified of.approval or disapproval.
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OKLAHOMA (continued)

Title IV-C_projects which are not validated but *Lich show potential
can request technical assistance from the State Department of Education.

4

Support and Dissemination .

The state supports the activities of developers of validated programs
and projects through the awarding of-competitive Title IV-C grants.
School.distric'ts which are interested in adopting or adapting a project
can also apply for funds on a competitive basis.

The state pridts a directory of all Title IV-0 projects operating for
the current year. This directory is mailed to every school district in
Oklahoma. Special articles op. state developer/demonstrators.are included
in the "Oklahgma Educator," regular publication of the State Department.
of Education that goes to all school districts in Oklahoma.

Developer/demonstrators are required to respond to requests for
information from other schools and to receive visitors from schools .,.

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.

t.

I

Contact Person

Al Underwood

AdministratOriTitle IV-C
Oklahoma-State Department

of_Education
Oliver Hogge Memorial Education

Building
.2500 North Lincoln Boulevard
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105

(405) 521-3694

Or
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OREGON

Validation Process and Criteria ised

Oregon makes use of a state-developed validation process in which
projects under consideration are given ratings in six areas and a final,
overall rating. Materials are reviewed for the evidence they give that
the program is complete, transportable, end self-sustaining. The
utilization of project materials at 'the test site(s) receilies a rating,
as does the likelihood that a "typical district" could successfully adopt

k the program. The process requires that the project be successfully used
by an adequate numberIof teachers, and a rating is also assigned based on
'evidence that the 'typical teacher" can use or has used the.program-
successfully. Likewise an adequate number of students must have
experienced success with the program and because of the program.

Training_ Procedure for Validators

ti

The Oregon validation process.has,nd special training procedure. The
. process is, however, characterized by-a long-term association between ,

project,staffiand the validation" teems whose activities follow from the
state's validation guidelines and rating form.

Validation Procedures
.

'One Title IV-C project officer, three State Advisory Council members,
,-1 and an'Oregon Department of Education (ODE) subject matter specialist

generally comprise the.mOnitoring team for the project under

dia -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 mode
by the full Council based on a review of the monitoring team report.

Organizational Arrangements

The ODE Title IV-C unit hasa staff of two people. Two or three
projects are considered and validated each year.

The final year ,of develOment is the project's field test year. When
projects are notified of their funding, they are encouraged to collect by

i, 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.

J
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111 (I,GON (continued)

Support and Dissemination

Title IV-C provides between $25,000 and $100,000 for Assemination
purposes to validated projects. The grants are issued on a competitive
basis and are for one year.' Substitute pay, travel allowances, and some
materials and staff training'costs are provided. Technical assistance is
readily available from Title IV-C staff and other validation team members.

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
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 t4ir program evaluation.

The ODE supports the dissemination effort by publishing descriptive
-information by means of catalogs listing programs available for districts
to adopt; through newsletters developed by ODE programs; in article's
published in the ODE newspaper, EDU-GRAM, which is published six to seven
times.a year; and through the information services offered by the ODE
Resource Center.

Contact Person

Chuck Nelson, Program Specialiit
ESEA Title IV -C
Oregon Department of EducatiOn
700 Pringle Parkway, S.E.

) Salem, Oregon 97310.

(503) 378-6799

4
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t PENNSYLVANIA

'7

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,criterid is used in evaluating
submissions for validation. Panel members rate each program, using a
four-page criteria checklist, on its evidence of program need,

effectiveness, capability 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 Pxordinator regarding the stat's
validation rating procedure and criteria.-

Validation Procedures

As was noted above, the 30. memb Diffusion Panel is
convened annually to review submissions for validation. Members of the
Panel are selected to represent a cross-section of specialties--
evaluation, content areas, research, and administration. Only inate
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
vaOidation is read by approximately 15 Panel members and must be approved
by two-thirds of the readers to become validated.

Organizational Arrangements

Pennsylvania has two Title IV-C staff who are primarily involved in
the validation process. :Ong staff member monitors the D/Ds and
coordinates. the Pennsylvania Diffulion 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.

145
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PENNSYLVANIA (continued)

.

Since 1976 a total of 84 programs have'been validated. The state's
schedulefor validation is as follows:

August 1 7)

October 1

October 15

February 45

March/April

Announcement of requests for validation
and panel meeting date

Deadline for submissions of, applications
for -validation

Pennsylvania Diffuston Panel convened to
review applications

Orientation for directors of validated
projects regarding D/D
responsibilities/procedures

Open house week by D/D projects to
facilitate awareness

Progr hat are not validated are asked to make commended changes and
resubmit

re

he following year. The Director of the Panel suggests
technical.avistinCe sources on a request basis.

Support and Dissemination',
)

The state doe's not'provide direct support for developer /demonstrators
(D/Ds). state, 'however, does provide grants to the adopter/adapters
(A/As) of ate:Validated projects--approximately $6,000 for the initial
year. These monies can be used to contract for support (travel,
workshop for D/Ds. Developers (D/Ds) must agree to
participate in the diffusion of their projects,,if validated. D/Ds must
conduct awarene s or training workshops, prepare program materials and
generally cooperate with A/Asa The PDE/RISE Catalog.of IV-C Projects,
brochures, newsletters, and education association joOrnaTs are used to
disseminate information on the state validated projects. .

4.

Contact Person

Waldo G. Weaver, Coordinator
Pennsylvania Diffusion Network
Pennsylvania Department of Education
Box 911, 333 Market Street

.Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 18108

'(7f7)..787-7372
&
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) RHODE ISLAND

Validation Process and Criteria Used

Rhode Island uses- the IVD-proceis and the validation criteria
outlined in the Sharing Educational Success manual.

Training Procedures for Validatol.s

Validators attend national,training workshops,conducted by the
Department of Education.

Validation Procedures

Members of the validation teams used by Rhode Island are specialists
in one or more of the following areas: evaluation, finance,
dissemination, and content., Under the old IVO system, out-of-state
validators were used to review projects. Because of financial
considerations and the pew flexibility of the IVD process, n-state
validators are'now used. Site visits arepart of the validation
procedure.;:; They last 2 and 3/2 days,and are conducted by three or.four
people.

0

- Organizational Arrangements

Two professional staff members in the State Depaitment of 'Education
are responsible for coordinating yalidation activities. In addition, all
Title IV staff contribute some portion of their time at needed. Two to
three prograMS or *practices are submitted for consideration each year.
Of these, on the average, one or two are validated.

An announcement goes out to schooldistrlcts in January of,each
year. Letters of intent to apply must be received by February 28, and
the fulrapplication 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 could apply for an
evaluation grant to assist them-in establishing proof of
effectiveness/success. Such gramps'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 JDRP approval.

-
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RHODE ISLAND (continued)

Support and DiSseminatign

The state supports thiactivities of develbpers of validated projects
and-programs by paying the cost of demonstrating and disseminating the.
project. School districts which Want to adopt a project can apply for a
grant from the state.

Rhode Island disseminates information about its validated projects
and programs tkrough RECON, the New England Regional Communication
Network. Devefopers of validated projects are responsible for
disseminating information. about their project, providing inser -vice
programs for adoptei's of the project, and helping adopters develop
applications for adoption grants.

Contact person

Dr John Custer .

Consultant, Title IV
State Department of Education
'234 Promenade Street'

.., Providence, Rhode Island 02908

(401) 27,7 -2617

6.

1

1
.
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SOUTH CAROLINA

Validation Process and Criteria Used

The IVD process is used for validating programs and procedures where

kira developers plan to apply for %MP 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 SouthCarolina Department of Education
staff (certified validator trainers).

Validation Procedures

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 chairpertonvis 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.

Organizational Arrangements

One professional at the SEA is responsible for validation. She is
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 evaluatibn consultant or SEA
program consultants.

Support and Dissemination SI

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 responsible for .

statewide dissemination and training A/A staff. Disseminatioa is built
into.IV-C project proposals.
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SOUTH'OAROLINA (continued)

Contact Person

Mr. Joseph Pate

Chief Supervisor, Title PL-C 5
Office of" Federal Programs
South Carolina State Department of Education
1429 Senate Street
Columbia, South Carolina. 29201

(803) 758-2911
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MUTH DAKOTA .4.

Validation Process and Criteria Used

South DakotaAses the IVD process' and the validation criteria
outlined in the Sharing Educational-Success manual.

Training Procedures for Validators /

The validatimiteam leader was trained at a U.S. Department-of

. Education training conference and has subsequently trained 'other in-state
people.

Validation Procedures

The teams are composed of evaluation andcurriculum specialists from
universities. Out-of-state team members were used in the past, but for
economic reasons and for professional`growth, two team members will be

,in -state this year.

Applicants are presdreened. 'Three peciple are on the site visit
team., The visit lasts between 1 and 1/2 and 2 days.

Organizational Arrangements

One person at the SEA is responsible for validation. Each year, one
or two programs apply for validation, and the applicants have been

. successful.

Ih October, meetings are held with potential projects. In December,-

, the projects are nominated for validation. The on-site visits occur in
April, and in-May decisions to validate are made.

Support and Dissemination

The state funds projects which have ,een.validated for continuation

and for dissemination. During this perfbd, validated projects are
encouraged to prepare for JORP submission.

Adoptions are supported with "Title IV-C funds. Additionally, -the

state provides grant writing workshops to encourage wider ad9ption of
validated programs. .



a

SOUTH DAKOTA (continued)

The-state also helps disseminate information through publications to
administrators and to teachers.

4 Contact Person

.
. .

Gene Dickson

Director, Title 41V-C and State Fadiliiaior
Department of Elementary and'

Secondary Education
Kneip Building
Pierre, South Dakota 57501

(605) 773-3395

/

40,
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TENNESSEE

V

Validation Process and Criteria Used

A state,developed variation of the IVD process is used for.
validatioo The major criteria for program validation include:

Effectivenesi
Clarity of objectives
Availability of-data

Exportability'
Training packages

' Materials lists as packages

Training Procedures for Validators

Validators are trained during a one-day training spinar.

Validation Procedures

Generally, the validation team is composed of e content specialist,.
one evaluation specialist,A0nd.one exportability specialist. These
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.

;- The team, of three or four people makes anon-site visit of two days
as Part of the view procedure.

Or anizatio 1 Arr

'Four SEA' s' ff are direc responsible for coordidation of the state
validation proce' re, although fifty SEA staff persons may be available
as. part of the review team.

Each year th \ee to five programs are considgred for validation, of
which two to four annually are validated.

Although a fixed scheddie has not been established, the following
series of steps are-undertaken within the validation process:

1. PrelWnary conference
Letter'tb LEkinvtting-application for validation

-,.. '3." Response froth LEA
4. First submission from LEA
S. Bevisions, as required
6. Identification of review team

A . A A
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TENNESSEE (continued)

7. On-tite visit
8. Recommendation by Title IV-C

on team recommendation
9. Notification by Commissioner
10. 'SEA.publication of awareness

I

Advisory Council, based

of Education
materials

I

Programs, which submit but'are not validated are invited to seek
technical assistance from Developmental Programs office staff.

Support and Dissemination , ,

.
53.

. .

t

Programs which are Validated may apply 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
years. Similarly, LEA adopters can be supported by funds of ESEA Title
IV-C.

The SEA disseminates information about validated programs through
awareness conferences`, brochures, and mailings to school. units.

Contact Person-

Barbara Oakley Adkisson
Developmental Programs

Tenneisee DepOtment of Education-
116 Cordell HullBuilding
Nashville, Tennessee 37219

(615) 741-1896

vo.
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TEXAS

Validation Process and Criteria Used.

fiistate-developed .process is used for-validation. Inorder to Be .

eligible for validation 'a progriM must:".

1. Have been in operation two or more years

2. .Continue in Operation fortwo additional years

3.' Be. observable in operation

4. Hive been designed to meet a documented` need

5. Provide formal written objectives, the evaluation design,
and documentation showing evidence of success inmeeting the
needs. for which it was designed

6. -Be-replicable in a Similar school diStrici or'regional
education service center

7. Be incompliance4rith:applicable regulations 'if financed
partially or totally by categorical state or federal funds

8. Be. open to a verification visit by an indiyidual or team
designated by the state validation steering committee

Additional criteria for effectiveness are devel6ped to be'appropriate
to the particular program being examined. .

r

Training ProCedures for Validators

Specific training'for all team Members has-noiloter posiible 'because

of financial constraints. ,forever, in 1979-80, a half-day training.
session for'-about 20 people was conducted.. Training focused on purposes
of validation, criteria, procedures, and instrumentaton.

Valid ion Procedures
110

A validation team-of two to five people, representing content,
evaluition, and administrative specialists visits theesiteor at least
one day.

. .
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r. TEXAS (continued)

Organizational Arrangements

Two professionals at the SEA are actively involved in the validation
effort. Each year, about 100 programs are considered for validation, of
Which about half are ultimately validated. The sequence of events is as
follows:

May 1-31 Announcement to school
superintendents, regional
educational service centers, other
special mailing lists, SEA
specialists

June 1-October 31 Nominated program directors
complete detailed self-report form

NOvember 1-30 SEA specialists and task forces
(including outof-agency people)
review self-reborts,from program
directors and recommend visiting
.or not

December 1-May 1 Visit programs

mid-May Statewide steering committee meets
to review reports of programs-
visited and to make selection's

September 1 . Annual directory published -

Those programs 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 programs which are validated and which become demonstration
sites undertake nine obligations:

Ns

1. Ser've a term of approximately two years, ceasing when.the
normal.iprogram schedule ends during the summer following the
second year of)the term

2. Receive reasonable numbers of visitors by appointment at
designated times appropriate to program and staff
scheduling, stuni,eneeds, etc.

k
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TEXAS (continued)

3. Provide a place, for orientation Of visitors.:

4. "Hold brief visitor orientation'and debriefing sessions

5. Appoint a staff meter to be responsible for orienting.and
guiding visitor

, .

.

.

6. Provide visitors' -with a brief printed program description
and schedule

7. Have visitors sign registerprovided by the Texas Education
Agency and send completed register sheets to TEA

.

send8. If'invited, send arepresentative to present the program at
a regional or state awareness conference .

9. provide'written information which would be useful tb another
. agency considering adoption or adaption..

The.state disseminates information through quarterly newsletters to.

local superintendents, a,program directory, -through resource centers, in
'regional service center newsletters,d by presentation at state

III

conferences.

Finally, programs are revalidated for twoyears following
documentation of successfuevaluation results.

: 7
,

Contact Person

Aarj WigHtman
"Director
Division of Disseminaton
TexavEducation Agency
201 E. 11th Street,
Austin, Texas 78701

/

(512) 475-5601#
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UTAH

Validation Process and Criteria Used

. The Utah State Boaed .of Education has.adopted a prOcedure which
allows for three levels of endortembot of educational projects or
programs: (1) full endortement; (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

_ ., to districts wishing to adopt the progranj; and (3) it must be
exportable. JDRP approved programs are, automatically fully endorsed.

, -

Provisional'endorsement means that: (1) the program is likely to be
fully endorsed only ifsome additional, specified.product development
and/or evaluation is carried ant; (2) it is believed thatdissemination
of the program would benefit learners; and (3) the desired product
development and/or evaluation processes cquld be carried out in-the
developing. and/oradopting districts in three years or less' Model
programs must meet at least three conditions: (1) the practice can be of
value to other school districts;,(2) at least ddb LEA must agree to serve.

411
as a demonstration site; and (3) the respOnsibilities or that LEApust be
agreed to in writing. N

For any of these levels, an SEA professionaPitaff member must
nominate the program. If a project on program is rec mmended for full or
provisional endorsement, then the SEA advocatb and a representative from
the Office of Research and Planning assist the LEA completing the
application for validation. An externa3 evaluation evaluates the
application and recommends action or endorsement. j e cision-to,
endorse or rejectstheprogram is madeby the Offic of Instructional

Services Adminittrator's Coordinating Committee.

Training Procedures for.Validators'

Currently, validatorS are certified by ational train ng programs.

Validation Procedures -

The state uses both in-state and out -of -state validation teams in
order to have several options available to project developers and state
administrators. Validation teams for business bradtices consist of-three -

specialists covering the following three areas of concern:
effectiveness, cost statement an efficiency, and exportability:
Validation teams for other practices have expertise, in effectiveness,
cost, and exportability. On-site visits are usually two days in length
and are usually conducted by three team members.

158.
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UTAH (continued)

Orgtnizational Arrangements

No state 'Department of Education Personnel are specifically assigned
to coordinate validation activities. Approximately three programs or
peactices,are given full endorsement each year. Title IV-C developmental
projects'are encouraged to pribare for validation in their second year so
that problems can be remedied by the third year. In'the case of business
practices, some projects that are not validated are given assistance in
Oreparation for validation. The "provisional" endorsement is a pechanism
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 applications is facilitated by an educational
research firm through a contract with the state. Adoption and adaptation
activities are supported by Title IV-C grants.

Business practices are disseminated by the state at the state and
national AS80conferences. Other validated practices are disseminated
through meetings of project directors of experimental programs.
Dissemination also takesplace through distribution of Educational
Programs That Work and through funding of adoption projects by Title

`IV -C.' In January of each mpar, a listing and description of all endorsed
programs is published. Developers of validated projects, with the help
of Title IV-C grants, Tare responsible for active dissemination of their
project.

Contact Person

Dr. Richard Keene
Specialist inResearch.Design and Statistics
Evaluation and Planning
Utah State Office of Education
250 E. Fifth South Street
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

(801) 533-5888
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VERMONT

t40

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.

Training Procedures for Validators

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 pr,ocess.

Initially all Title I anO,Title III/IV projects are screened by state
staff according.to a checklist to determine whether or not projects are
suited for validation. At this stage five criteria are employed:
funding ,level, local continuation, availability of'impact data,
availabili.Xy of exportability infbrmation, 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 willinInessto become a state validated project. During
pre-validation vis.its, state staff utilize two checklists covering a
numberof effectiveness and exportability- criteria.

At the conclusion of the visit, validators meet with local officials

and either recommend a validation.visit by an outside consultant -or help
the project develop 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 end dissemination staff, State Advisory
Council members, and the Director of the Division of Federal AsOstance.
This team renders a decision'whether or not to validate projects within
one week of the validation visit made by ,the outside consultant.

0
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S VERMONT (continued)

Organizational Arrangements

Title I and IV staff-are involved in the initial pre-screening

4rocess..Pre-validation visits are conductd by state dissemination and
evaluation consultants. The proportion of'state staff time involved in .

the validation process is determined by the numb of eligible_projects
each year. To date, no projects have been validated, but four projects,
recommended by initial screening have received pre-validation visits from
state staff and are being scheduled for,volidation visits by outside
consultants. ,

A 4 4

Projects recommended for further developmeA in the pre-validation
visit must apply for additional. support from Title IV by May 1st of each
year. Once the additional development suggested by the pre-validation
visit team is completed, projects are granted state validation.-

Support and Dissemination

All validated projects must be those developed under Title I and
III/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
= an approximate average of $5,000. Districts adopting state.valldated

projects must apply in a competitive grants process for support. The.
duration dfA/Agrants is one year.

State- validated projects must agree to participate actively in the
dissemination of the project. Validated projects .maker commitments to

train all adopters and otherwise assist in the installation of the
T

project at the adopter site.

State information about validated programs is disseminated via
oatalogues,'direct contact with districts, brochures, awareness
conferences, and a computer search-file system.

. The Department also has a promising practices file khownr-as-NERB___
(Vermont EducationaloResource Base) in which Department of Education '-

staff and practitioners in the field are encouraged to submit Vermont .

originated or Vermont developed products, publications, practices,
'methods, consultants, etc., for entry in the4VERB database. The
accepted entries are put on master microfiche and made available without
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VERMONT (continued)

charge to elementary and secondary teachers on duplicate microfiche or
riaper copy. The VERB entry abstracts are periodically issued in indexes
And widely circulated through the State..

.

Contact Person

Ronald Rubin
Coordinator, Title.IV-C

State tlepartment.of Education
Matpelier, Vermont 05602

(802) 'B28-3124
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VIRGINIA

Validation Process and Criteria Used

Virginia uses the IVD process and the validation criteria outlined in
the Sharing Educational Success manual.

4

Training Procedures for Validators 01,

To date, all validators have teen,trained by the U. S. Department of
Education.,,

ValidatiOn.Procedures'

TOe validation Ream is composed of three people: a chairperson, an
effectiveness/success specialist, and an exportability specialist.
Before 1981 all validators were from ourof-state, which increased
validity and reliability,of'findings.at 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.

P

Organizational Arrangements

Three people at the SEA are responsible for validation.' All 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 ready are then reviewed by
the validation team. On the average, two or three projects each year are
validated.

s

Title IV-C staff provide-technical- assistance to projects desiring

re- submission for validation. Similarly, technical assistance is
provided during the initial application period.

While the schedule for - validation is not fixed, a typital -schedule
includes these steps:

Letters forwardeg/to all terminating projects in early
February. .

Desire of local'division to be considered for

validation submitted to 'state by March 1.

4
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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.

Those selected to proceed, i.e., those who have been
identified as meeting the requirements, will submit
their validation proposals during April.

Teams identified during April and on-site visits held
in May and/or the early fall.

Teams, during exit interviews on site, announce
success or failure And submit their written report to
the state Title IV-C representative at that time.

FollOwing,review of the re rt and the 1
recommendations,the State, partment officially,
notifies the superintendent concerned and forwards Ot
grant, award for the first yeir of operation.

All state validated projects contained in the
'Profiles and are encouraged, if data are acceptable,
reed for JORP approval.

Support and 0isseminatitm

.

Projects which are state validated are provided up to $25,000 for two
years to support dissemination- difftsion 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 equipment cannot be purchased from this_mo

D/Ds are eligible for grants to develop materials and ,to nitor
adopters.

The SEA also disseminates information-about validated progr
through the Profiles Handbook and through staff recommendations
potential adopters.

I_ )

I
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Contact Person

4

VIRGINIA (continued)

COL Francis T. Phillips, Jr.
Coordinator of Special Programs

And Grants
Virginia Department of Education
Box 6Q
Title IV-C Office
Richmond, Virginia 23216

(804) 786-3178/7215
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`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 Criteria used by validation teams include:
evidence of a real need for the program/project; review of project
objectives to insure that they fo low directly from the stated needs and
are measureable; review of the eva ation 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.

,

Training Procedure for Validation

Washington currently-has 15 trained and certified validatori.
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 he Superintendent of Public
Instruction (SPI) in the development of the state validation manual and '

who have been inVolved in'the develo nt of Sharing Educational
Success Once validators have been ce ified, recertification is planned
T-orry, ttre.e.years. Additional validators are chosen from a list of
people invited to send resumes for review. Twenty-three of the 64
persons submitting resumes have been seledted and are called "Members of
Tri-Partite."

Validation Procedures

In putting togethtr validation teams, major eappasis is placed o
evaluation ttai ing and experience. The team leadet must have high]
developed ski] ln,evaluation and measurement, and other team members
must have a sold backgreund and experience in curriculum development and
administration/ udgetinT. On-site visits are conducted'by threerperson-
teams and are of one day's duration.

Organizational Arrangements

The Director of Grants. ManageMent at SPI assumes the responsibility
of coordinating the staters 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. The `are reviewed at SPI for cbmpleteness and

166
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WASHINGTON (continued)

accuracy, afterwhich 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
or improvement. Technical assistance is provided subsequent to

bmission of a preliminary application for validation.
*fr

Suppo t and Dissemination

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, anOopproximately $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 disseminat b

the Washington State Facilitator, b30,roject KNOW-NET.(the NIE State
Capacity Dissemination Program) throUgh Your Public Schools (the SPI
publication with a circulation of 35,000), and 6y brOthures; newsletters,
and program and-SPI staff.

Developers of validated projects are responsible for secUring a
minimum of one adoption per year, and pfeferably more thdh one. Training
and follow-up are provided to adopting districts. Projectrstaff make
presentations at education fairs, are available to provide prOject
information, and disseminate project materials.

k
av

Contact Person

, Jean Wieman
Director, Programs and Learning - Resources /Dissemination

Office of the State-luperintendent of Public Instruction
7510 Armstrong Street, S.W. FG11

Tumwater, Washington 98504

..
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WEST VIRGINIA-

Validation Process and Criteria Used

A state developed process for validation oPyeducational 'programs and
practices is used. The review team looks for evidence-of educational
effectiveness add-exportability.

or

(N

Maining Procedures for Validators . ,-

An orientation one hour) is conducted ,for team members in advance of

the site visit. ..----

Validatiori Procedures
.

. -,
.

The. validation team is composed ot fivecipeople: a member of ESEA IVrC ,
Advisory Councils an SEA content specialist, a higher education
specialist A local education agency content specialist, and an SEA'

)6aluationripecialist. This combination was chosen because of
codt-effectivenets'ind because requirements of the state validation
plan. The members Of the team visit on site for three :t9 five hobs.

.

OrganizatiOnal Arrangements

Three staff persons from the SEA Title IV-C office are responsible
for the coordinatidh of validation activities. They are assisted by.

othe EA staff as required by.the state procedures manual. `On the
average, en programs annually are considered for validation, of which
two are validated.

I
Projects 'in the hind fiscal. year are eligible for validation team

review:- Deadline or plicattoq& is February 15. A review of the
application is made by arch 15. On -site visits occur between May 1 and

June 15, with applications for DID grants due from successful validated
projectt-i*July 1:

Support andOissemination

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--tb 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

month. A portion of the DID awarfris designated Oecifically for
.dissemination activities. 0
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WEST VIRGINP1(contintied)

In addition, the SEA disseminates information about' validated
programs through awareness conferences.and a variety of print media.

`,Contact Person

Dr. Alpha E. Wilson
Ille;C Coordinator,

West Virgplia State .DepartmA
of Education .

Building efloom B-261
Capitol amplex
CharlestAn, West Virginia 25305

cr.4.

(3C4) 348-2699
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WISCONSIN

Validation Process and Criteria Used

Wisconsin uses the IVD process and the validation criteria outlined
in the Sharing Educational Success manual.

Training Procedures for Vafidators

,Validation 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
genera ,curriculum background. All team members rate all aspects ofa
project (i.e., effectiveness/succes, exportability, etc.).

Orqanilational ArrAgements

One full-time and one part-time person .are responsible-for
ii_sdonsin's validation program. Approximately five programs are
considered for validatibn each year and, on title average,_ three are
validated. -% .

ile-. The sta 's schedule for validation is listed below:

Third year

Summer after third
year

September-October

AO4

January

,;

Letter of.intent prior to application ;

AriOliCation-

Review of the prpject; immediate
notification from on-site validatol.s

Appliiations for dissemination grants
considered

State staff provide,general consulting assistance with projept data
atialysis, interpretatiori, and reporting. Data organizattOn seems to be
the most common. problem.,
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WISCONSIN (continued)
- fr

Support, and Dissemination

Validated projects 'are eligible for one Wilis:D/D' grants up to
$15,000, and are eligible for renewalupon applitation. Support of
adopter/adapter (A/A) activities s a,major priority. About half Qf the
state monies OV-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
,,,to $20,000

Divelopers of validated,projects must agree to continue the projects
and provide general to A/As.

_ The state disseminates information about validated projects through
Title IV-C newsletters, regional meetings, and brochures.

Contact Person

Bill. BoWrnan/Nancy Scott

.Coordinator,. Title IV-C .

Wisconsin Department of Public instruction
..Y25 S. Webster Street
Madison,'Wisconsin 53702

,
(608) 266-5357

'S .
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WYOMING

Validation Process and Criteria Used N,

. Wyoming uses the IVD proceis and thi validation criteria outlined in
the Sharing Educational Success manual.

.." .-,

Training Procedures for Validators R

1

ValidatorS are trained at ROtP workshops and/or state training
workshops.

Validation Procedure

:

The validation team is typically composed of three peoOld: a
//

.

research specialist, a content area specialist,, and' an administratian
specialist. Of the three, two are usually in-state, with the team leader
b9ing brought in from, another state.

Applicants are prescreened./. The site visit issa major : part of the
validation process. All three team members spend three days on7site:.

S

e o

Organizational Arrangements . e 4 ..
. .-.

One person in the SEA is primarily reiribnsib)e for validation,

although any trained consultant atOthe SEA can work^on validation.
`-

Since this is the first year in which IVD has been Used, it is
difficult to report numbers of programs considered for validation. To.

date, three programs have been validated:

There'is no fixed schedule'for validation. Usually'a request is
forwarded to the State Superintendent from a local superintendent. The
validation process then it set in motion. After the site visit, a
program which it not recommended for.validation is informed of reasons
,why validation is withheld. No formal mechahism, however, exists for
'helping programs which have not been validated.

4

Support and Dissemination.
.

t

.

. . ':- /

The state support of.D/Ds is individualized for each project: Level. .

of funding and source of funding vary. The 0/i is responsible for
developing awareness materials and making wor shop presentations.

4
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WYOMING. (continued)

'qv

The state supports A/As via materials and workshops. The state does not
current:IY fund adopters but is looking for ways to'support A/As through
funding. Tiisemination by the state is handled through a state
dissemination network, newsletters, ails1 workshops.

'Contact Person

Mr. Jack Prince

Coordinator'of Educational Innoiation and Media Services
State Department of Education
Hathaway Building'
Cheyenne, Wyoming. 82001

(301) 777-6252

nY

e
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APPENDIX B: LIST OF STATE 'ClfACTS



v,

. Alabama

1

LIST OF STATE CONTACTS

Dr. R. Meade Guy

Director, Alabama Information and
Development System

Room 607, State Office Building
Montgomery,,Alabama 36130
(205/832-3138)

Alaska

`hula Ruby, Director ,

Division of EduCation Program Support
Alaska State Department of Education
State Office Building, Pouch F
Juneau, Alaska 99811,

(907/465-2830)

Arizona

Dr. Beverly Wheeler
Director of Information Dissemination
Arizona State Department of Education
1535 West Jefferson
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 -
(602/255-524)

Arkansas,
#

Mr. Fay Bohannon

Coordinator, Title' IV, ESEA
Division-of Feder Programs, Title IV
Arch Ford Educ on Building -

,State'Capitol Mall

Little'Rock, rkansas ,72201
'M1/371-1245) /

fi

California

Ira D. Barkman ,

Coordinator, Exemplary Prograw
Replication Unit

California State Department of Education
721 Capitol Mall
'Sacramento; California 95814
(916/322-6797)

Pf

O

Colorado

Chuck Beck

Director, Colorado State Facilitators.,
Project

830 S. Lincoln
Longmont, Colorado 80501

(303/772-4420)

Connecticut

Dr. Roger Richards
Burgau of Research, Planning, and

'-Evaluation
State Department of Education
Box 2219

Hartford, Connecticut 06115
.(203/566;8250)

Dr. Richard EAappert
Coordinator, Title IV-B-C
State Department of Education
Box 2219,
Hartford, Connecticdt 06115
(203/566-3593)

Delaware

Dr: Peter J. Bachmann
State, Specialist, Educational
. Facilitator and Program Dissemination

Delaware Department of Public.
Instruction

P.O. BO:0402
Dover, DelawarI 19901
(302/736-4583)

60.

Flor

Di:. Ralph . Vedros
Program Administrator
Department of Education
Knott Building _ a is,

Tallahassee, Florida 30301

(904/488-7128)
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Georgia.

Dr. Jess PatElliott
Oractor of Research
State Department of Education
AtlantA, Georgia 30334
(404/656-2402)

Hawaii v

Winona Chang/Kattileen Steffen

Office of Instructional. Services
Hawaii State Department of Edudation
233 South.Vineyard Street

..Honolulu, Hawaii, 96813
(805/548-3425)

Idaho

Charles Brown
Coordinator of Dissemination
Idaho State Department of Education
Len' B. Jordan Office Building
Boise, Idaho 83720
.(208/334 -3225)

Illinois

Karol Richardion
Assistant Manager, Title
Illinois State Board of Education
100 No. First Street
Wingfield., Illinois 267.08

(217/782-3810)

Indiana

Don .Trei Pic

r

Iowa (continued) .

Max +Morrison, Chief
ESEA Title IV andOissemination Section
rowa State. Department of Public

Instruction
Grimes StateOffice Building
Des Moines, Iowa 50319.
(515/281-5274)

.

Kansas

Phil Thomas
Director, Educational Improvement

Section'
Kansas State' Department of Education
120.East 10th
Topeka,' Kansas 66612
(913/296-3136)

Kentucky

Geri Weaver
Director, Division of Research and

Evaluation
ffice of Research and Planning

KentUCky Department-6f 'Education
CaPital Plaza Tower
Frankfoet, Kentucky 40401
(502/564-4743).,

Louisiana

Indiana epartment of Public Instruction
Division of Innovative Education
Room 229, State House
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
(317/927-0386)

v

Iowa

David Lidstrom, NON State Fac
Iowa State Department of PO i
Grimes State Office Building
Des Moines, Iowa 50319
(515/281-3111)

Sue F. Wilson
.Section.Chief, Dissemination
Louisiana DisseminANn Network (R&D)
Bureau of Development
Louisiana StSte t4artment of Education
P.O. Box 44064
Baton Rouge, Louisiana- 708'
(504/342-4268 or 4269) a.

Mairie

-lr. Lois W. Jones
Title IV-C Coordinator ,

Department of pucatibnal and Cultural
or '

struction Stat n 23 '

AuglIs a, Maine 04333
(207/289-2475)
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Maryland

John A. Johns
Specialist in Program Asseisment
Maryland State Department of Education
200,West Baltimore Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
(301/659-2380) 1

Massachusetts

Dr-. John Reynolds r ,

Massachusetts Coordinator, Title IV-C
Springfield Education Center
155 Main Street
Springfield, Massachusetts- 01105, .

(413/739-7271):

Michigan

.

John Osborne

Coordinator, Expettimenfal'Demonstration
Center Programs

Box 36008
Lansing, Michigan 48909
(517/313-1806)

Minnesota

Len NaChman

Evaluation,Supe visor
Minnesota Departkent of Education
Capitol Square Building .

55UCedar Street
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

(612/296-5032).

Mississippi

Clyde ten

'.Coordin tor--ESEA Title IV
Missis ippi State Department of Education
P.O. .Box 771

Jackson, Mississippi 39305fi

(601/354-6958)

Montana

Judy Johnson, Assistant Superintendent
-. for Special Services

,Office of the Superintendent of
Publjd Instruction

State Car ol Building

ak
Helena, tans ,59601
(406/44 - O3693) -

."\

lebraska

Jack Baily
. --Administrator.of Special Services

Nelicaska Department of Education
P:07 Box 94987
301 Center Mall Street
Oncolrf,_Nebraska , 68509'
(402/471-24Q1)

Missouri

_Tom Odneal

Director, Title IV-C
Missouri Department of Elementary and

Secondary EdOcatiOn
,Box 480

Jefferson City, Missouri 65101
(304/751-3468)

7

Nevada :

41'

Al Ramirez

Nevada State Department of Education
Capitol Complex
Carson City, Nevada 89710
(702/885-57007--

New Hampshire
:

James V. Carr
Coordinator, ESEA Title IV
New Hampshire State Department of

Education
6411ortti Main Street
Concord, NewHampshire 03301
(603/271-3481)

New Jersey

Ronald E. Lesher
Director, program Systems .

NeW Jersey' Department of Education
Division of Operations, Research;

. and '

P.O. Box ,201,9

Trentidn, New Jersey 08625 .

(609/292-7984

187.
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New Mexico

Susan Brown
Coordinator, ESEA Title IV
New Mexico State Department of Education
Education Building, Room 102
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503
(505/827-5441)

New York

Richard L. Egelston,
Validation Coordinator/Title IV-C

- Program Manager
liDom 860 EBA

New York State Education DeplIrtment
Albany, New York 12234
(518/474-2380)

North Carolina

Mr. Henry Helms
Director, Division of Development
North Carolina Department of Public

Instruction
"Education Annex I
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-
(919/733-7018)

North'DakOti

Dr. David Lee
Director, ESEA IV-C ."44

. Department of Public Instruction
State CapItol
Bismarck,' North Dakota 58505
(701/224-2391)

0

Ohio

' George HarI'is

Educational Consultant
Division of Planning and Evaluation
Ohio Department of Education

.Room 802
Ohio DepartmentS Buildipg .

65 South Front Street
Gol'Utbus, Ohio 43215 L
(614/466-4838)

,3

0

Oklahoma /
Al 'Underwood

'Administrator, Title IV-C
Oklahoma State Department'of Education
Oliver Hodge Memorial Education

Buildihg
2500'North Lincoln Boulevard
Oklahoma City, Oklahomi 73105.
(405/521-3694)

4

Nelson
cialist

itle IV-C t.

0 Pr'ng e Parkway, S.E.
Salem, Iregon 97310"
(503/378-6799)

, .

Pennsylvania

Waldo G. Weaver,-Cbortlinator
Pennsylvania Diffusitin Network

Pennsylvania Department of Education
BOx 911; 333, Market Street
Harrisburg; Pennsylvania 18108
(717/787-7372)

hhode-Island 1h, -,

,Dr. 'John Custer

Consultet, Title IV .

State DepartMent of Education
234 Promenade Street '

Providence, 'Rhode Island 02908
(401/277 - 2617,)

Sodth'Carolina

Mr. Josiph C. Pate
Chief Supervisor, Title IV-.C:Section
Office of Federal Programs
South Carolina State Departmelt of

Education
1429 Senate Street
Columbia South Carolina 29201

(803/758-2911)

O.
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South-Dakota

Gene Dickson
Director, Title IV -C'and State

Facilitator
Department of Elementary and Secondary

Education
Kneip Building

". Pierre, South, Dakota 57501
(605/773- 3395k.

Tennessee

Barbara Oakley Adkisson
Developmental programs
Tennessee Department of'Education .

116 Cordell Hull Building
Nishville, Tennessee 37319
(615/741-1896)

Texas,

- Mad lightman
rector

Division of Dissemination
Texas Education Agency.

0 201 E. 11th Street
'Austin, Texas 78701
(512/475-5601)

Utah
ti

Dr. RichardKeene
Specialist in.Research Design and

. Statistics
Evaluation and Planning
Utah State Office" ,of Education
250 E. Fifth South Street
Salt Lake City, Utah. 84111

(801/533-5888)

yermont

. Ronald Rubin'
Coordinator, Title IV-C .

/State Department of Education
Montpelier; Vermont 05602.
(802/828-3124)

fo,

' Virginia

COL Francis T. Phillips, Jr.
Coordinator of Special Programs and

Grants
Virginia Department of Education
Box 6Q
Title IV-C Office
Richmond, Virginia .23216
(804/786-3178 or 7215)

.Washington -

Jean .Wieman

Director, Programs and Learning Resources
Dissemination

Office of the State Superintendent,
of Public tp

7510 Armstrong eet, S.W. FG11

In tionsdC
Tumwaterl Washington 98504
(206/153-6717) .

West Virginia

Dr. Alpha E. Wilson
IV-C Coordinator
WestVirginia State Department of

Education
= Building 6,'Room,B-261

Capitol Complex
tharleston, West Virginia 25305
(304/348-2699)

m

Wisconsin

Bill Bowman/Nancy Scott
Coordinator, Title IV-C
Wisconsin Department of Public Instructio
125 Sp .Webster Street.

Madisbn, Wisconsin, 53702 .

(608/266-5357)

Wyoming

Mr. Jack/Price
Coordinator of Educational Innovation

and Media Services
State Department of education

. Hathaway Buildiqg
%Cheyenr, Wyoming 82001
(307/7:7=6252Y

:
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.ThelVD, JORP, and SharThg Business Success Pridtetsesk

%' .

0

4..

A Brief Explanation

. (/'

A

a,

This material -was drawn from "The Search for Quality Control in Disseminat on
of Educationdl Products and Practices: A.Look at the Litehture and Plajor/'
Issues," written by Linda Reed, R&D Interpretation Service CEMREL,.Ing.,
for the R&DIXchange, 1981.
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The Joint Dissemination Review Panel

'Almost 256 pedgrams have been validated since-1972 by the Joint Ditsemination

Review Panel (JDRP), originally the Dissemination Review Panel. In 1975 the

United States Office of'Education, which originally developed the process,

enlarged the'panel by the.addition , pf rectiesentatives from the National

Institute of Education and ma-deQit the Joint Dissemination Review Panel.

From 1975 to 1980, the panel 'was composed'of 22 members, eleven from ysoE and

.

. 11 from NIE. Members of the panel were chosen for their experience in educe-
. .,

. ,

tion and for-their ability to analyze.evaluative. evidence on the effectiveness
0

of educational products.and, practic4s.
. .,

ifRP review was origigally confined to programs developed with.federal fundS%
. i

The pane now reviews a broad range of,prOgOimt. which come from all states and
1

whichll e been develloped,with funds from a variety ofsources.. Only proprieta
, -

. .
%

projects a d prod ts are not eligible for review.
,

.

The Joint Dissemination Review Panpl Ideabook, the major publication of the'.
0.,

panel, establishes;; an dr-expte-ile in detail, criteria for evaluating'programs,

giving sapplli!:of convincjng and nop-convincing data from validation
. , ,

, t .

applica . The Ideabook, al,sa lists typiFal evaluation Jhazards which

validation teams Should be alert for.

Six questions must be'addressed by a validation team as it examtnes-an,educa-S

tfonalO.aCtice, although the Ideabook,makes it'clear'that evidence of
/

"effectiveness isthe sole-oriterion for approval by the JDR0.1.:

0

Talimadge, G. Kasteh,' The'Joint Ossemination,Reyiew ,Panel Ideabook.
Washington, 'U.S. Officeof Education and National Institute
of Education, 1977%

4
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1. Oid a change occur? Was.the change a positive one that wal in some
way related to the objectives?

2. Was the effect consistent enoUgti and observed often enough to be
statistically significant?

3. Was the effect educationally significant?. . . In judging the
educational significance of an intervention's iepact, two factors
must be considered: the size of the effect and the importance of the
area in which it happene . The ,e_ought to be a reasonable balance
between the two factors. The chance that a small gain would Se
considered educationally Significant is higher An a broad or
educationally 'important ea than in a narrow or less important.area.

.,4. 'Can the interventioAt be. implemented in another location with a.

reasonabl' expectation of comparable impact?
s.

Is the project setting unique?

Is the project effect Solely due to the uniAue 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 different' staff?

What components are essential? Can these be disseminated?'

5. How likely,is it that the observed effects resulted from the
= intervention?

Can pladtible alternative expllhations be generated?
Can the alternative explanations be rejected?

6. Is the presented evidence believable and interpretable?

Are there any Warent inconsistencies in the data presented?
Are enough data presented to satisfy the skeptical evaluator?
Are the inferences drawn from the data consistent with the

evidence?

Has evidence been presented thdt Commoerrdrs have been .

avoided? 2

Project staff who decide to submit their project for review by JORP follow a

spicific format.for submitting materials (see page3). They can submit no

more than 10 pages of explination and documentation. The difficulty ofi .

selecting the most appropriainformation. and of demonstrating avoidance` of

typical evaluation pitfalls leads most project directors to hire outside

IIIevaluators:

2
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FORMAT FOR SUBMITTING MATERIALS
. TO THE JOINT DISSEMINATION REVIEV PANEL

Footnote 3

PROGRAM AREA: (e.g. Title III, reading, carver education, environmental education, education for the
hanSitepped),

I. INTERVENTION TITLE, LOCATION:

.Spicifythe title of the intervention and the location for which evidence of effectiveness is being,
submitted.

II. DEVELOPED 8Y:

Indicate who developed the intervention originally: even if thii happened at a different site than the
one for which evidence of effectiveness is being presented:/1

III. SOURCE AND LEVEL OF FUNDING:

List all funding sources for the intervention at the location for which evidence of effectiveness is
presented and, for each source, list the amount of funds (see Figure 1 for an example).

ty. YEARS OF INTERVENTION DEVELOPMENT:

Indicate the year or years during which the intervention was originally developed or tested.

V. RIEF DESCRIPTION OF INTERVENTION:

Briefly describe the intervention for which claims of effectiveness are being mode. The descriptiob
should cover at least the following points:

What is the intervention?
What are its objectives?
What claims of effectiveness are made?
Whet is the tontert in which it
Who are the intended users and beneficiaries?

What are the characteristics of the groups on which the intervention was developed and tested?
What are the salient features of the intervention?
What are the costs of adoption and maintenance of the intervention?

VI. EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS:

Describe the evidence of effectiveness foi: the intervention. This section should deal with each-of
the following points, althoughnot'nncessarily in the seise order:

IrpretabilitY of measures: Evidence that the quantitative assures are reliable and valid
indicators the effects claimed.

1Z/Oility of evidence: Who collected and analyzed the data; what assurances are there that
hidings are objective?

Ividanceof impact: What is the evidence that something happened? Whet are the effects. claimed
or the intervention?

1gAtoce of statistical rgliakilitr of the effects: NMI is the evidence that the effects happened
enough and-With sufficient reliability to oe likely to happen againownder similar circumstances?

Eviddnc, that ects ars educationally ameninzful: What is the evident; that the effects are
'large 1 enough-, or important enough to be .educationally meeningful, regardless of
their :n411ttical siteificance?

Evitemce that the effects are attributable tp the intervention: Canalternative explanations
such as practice effects, maturation, selection of superior treetmentagroups, etc., be ruled out?

gvidsnee of oeheralizability to the populations for which the product or practice is intended:
Evidence that the product,or practice has been tasted widely enough and under sufficiently
diverse circumstances to give assurance that the effects claimed may be similar when the
product or practice is used elsewhere for the populations intended.

3
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The review protess actually begins with the belief of a project officer that

the projecOs worthy of national dissemination. All submissions are reviewed

in-depth by the originating federal program office. They are examined fOr

. factual accuracy, social fairness, and possible harm to users, as well as for

evidence of effectiveness. The final review is conducted ,by a seven - member

sub-panel of the JDRP convened by he ExeOutive Secretary. A vote is taken on

the submission immediately after the review--a simple majority is required for

a favorable decision. JDRP has been known to ask for resubmission where

evidence is less than adequate, for a decision. The minutes of all reviews are

available to project staff and the general public.

Projects that are approved by JDRP become eligible for,bui are not

guaranteed, dissemination funds distributed by the Department of Education to

III selected projects. These projects become part of the National Diffusion

NetwOrk ION), a nationwide system established to assist schools,

poitsecondary institutions, and others in improving their ed ation programs

through the.adoption ofAexemplary education projects approv by JORP;:such

'projects are known as Developer/Demonstrator (DM projects. With these

. 'funds, and with the'assistance of State Facilitators (SFs)--offices located

. with each state, and funded by the Department of Education to help local

schools and others learn about and adopt DID projects--the staff of validated

projects can assist in the adoption or adaptatign of their programs or

practices at other sites. DID projects are described in the NON catalog,

-Educational Programs that Work, which, is distributed nationally.
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Identification, Validation, Dissemination (IVD)

41/ The IVD process wasinitlated Ainty blithe National Advisory Council for

Supplementary Centers and Services, State ESEA Title III Coordinators and ESEA
IP

Title III personnel in the U.S. Office ofEducation, and the National

Association. of State Advisory Council Chairmen, with input and assistance 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

process would be used for validating other programs as well In fact,

'most states that use the IVD process use Title IV funds 'to validate programs

,funded under that Title.
4

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

''validation program, therefore, addressed the need to identify and,to
cepiify programs and practices that could facilitate constructive
educational changes in our nation's public and non-profit private
schools, and provided guidance not only in establishing the
educational worth of a project at its original site'but also in its
successful replication in other school systems. 5

-'The IVD process is guided by

Handbook for Validation of

*very explicit the procedu

ndbook called Sharing Educational Success:. At

Edu tiona1 Practices.- The or4ginal'handbOok made

to be used by the state, by the validation team,

and by project staff. It o fere three very general criteria, but-the forms

5 196
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in the handbook,made very explicit the requirements for meeting these

41/ criteria. Projects were given no guidance in Sharing Educational Success

regarding evaluation hazards or kinds of data.that represent proof of

achievement gains.

In 1979, a revised edition of Sharing Educational Success was completed by the

U.S. Office of Eduction in cooperation with the Association of State AdVisory

Council's and the State Departments of Education. Three major considerations

led to the need for a revised edition: (1) the states felt the -need to

develop & cadre of individuals at the state level who would be well trained

and who would ensure quality control of the validation standards nationally;

(2).there was a need for state autonomy in the validation process-autonomy

which would allowahe states to modify, within federal guidelines, processes

and procedures for project validation'; and (3) there was a need to reduce the

cost of the IVD process for both the 'states and the federal gdvernment.6

In the I/D process, each state validates projects that it believes are

!exemplary, based on the following criteria:

1. Effectiveness/Success: Project objectives identified for validation

are supOorted by convincing evidence showing statistically and

educationally significant outcomes.

The documented effectiveness or success of a program or practice
is of paramount importance for validation. A prograrmor
practice Can be "proven to work" in numerous ways including:
(1) by demonstrating -with convincing evidence that the program
will bring about desired change or improvement over'the existing'
practices, (2) by demonstrating a more efficient qr 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.?

0 6 .
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2.- Expolability: Information is provided .to demonstrate -project or

pract4e is capable of being diffused to other school districts and

can be adopted or adaptid tother school districts with similar

needs and environments.

For the project as a whole (or for each' applicable 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, equipment, and facilities; replication costs; and
special .problems.

Sharing Educational Success describes six steps to be taken in the validation

Process: These steps can be modified by individual 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 responsible for coordinating validation activities
at the state level.

2. Preliminary review by the state agency for validation followed by:
a. approval for validation-team review; or,
b. return to the LEA for'reVision according to suggestions;

or,

c. disapproval for further validation.

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 applicattbn by individual team members. (This may be done
as individuals in isolation from the other team members or 'the team
may be convened twrevteW an individual application or serve as.a
,pagel to review a group .of applicatons):

a. the team leader makes recommendations to the state agency
responsible for validation that the identified revisions
are to be-completed before the on-site team visit is
condUtted.-

b. the. team leader informs the, state agency responsible for
validation that the on-site visit be conductedaccording to
.the existing application.

it
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5. Conduct of the on-site visit. The most Hequent procedure is tosend
all team members on-site. Some states have designated an individual
team member to conduct the on-site visit as a cost savings measure.
The individual conducting the on -site visit serves the role of,
collecting and clarifying any incomplete or'missing information
identified by the review of the application by the whole team.

6. The primary decision of the validation team is either approval or
disapproval under the IVO standards. .

9

If approved the team might also make the following recommendations:
1. Submission'to,JORP
2. State Dissemination
3. A special component or product be recognized al worthy of

distribution. 9
. .

An abbreviated.form of the applicatiOn requirements Ae IVO validation is on

. pages 9 and 10.10 The requirements set forth in the original edition bf

Sharing Educational Success, again in abbreviated fofm, can befound in the

Appendix.

The IVO process requires no,commitment, from the federal government beyond

assistance in training validation teams. After a program or practice is

validated, the developers of Sharing Educational Success recommend that the

state take one or more steps: 4

Successful completion of the federal-state IVO process would be tied
to a "pay -off" to the project and to the state. ,-Such rewards may
include, but not be limited to, entry into-a-stete-operated

diffusion network, access to funds for project diffusion,
preliminary screening for national JORP validation, or to otherwise
serve as a vehicle for educational improvement within the state.11

The Department of Education may furnish technical assistance,for state-level

diffusion, but only if a state-validated project is alo approyed by JORP.'

8 199
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SSIOk REQUIREMENTS

ated Form)

Part I, information and Overview

A. Applicant Information (includinf.expenditurts)

11. Prefect Abstract or Overview

A two-pace summery describing key elements: target group, needs addressed, whit you die(process) results,
significance of results, and cost and exportability _factors..

Part II. Effectiveness/Sutras

A. Purpose and Objectives

1- Identify the major pocoose of the program or practice:
2. liit the anticipated changes or objectives of the program or practice.
3. Identify how much change in process"br behavior was expected for each objective if this was not

included in the statement of objectives.
4. Describe how the major objectives are interrelated and if they are of equai importance.
S. Identify new or unanticipated objectives as well as any objectives that were dole:tatduring the

praject.

S. Proves Activities.

1. Describe the process(es) Including each key element. such as:

a. What the learner did differently,
. b. Whet the teacher did differently
c. Use of traditional or non-traditional materials
d. Special management plan(s)

e. Duration and intensity of process (i.e. daily schedule)
f. Involvementof parents and/or community

C. Ivalustion (*lion

1. Deseribetriefly the evaluation design utilized in the project. (Time series,. baseline, norm
referenced. traditional experimental-control Mign, discrepancy Mel, case study. etc.)

2. Establish that the evaluation instramants or daibsgathering techniques utilized were valid, reliable
0 and sensitive.4.The following format-is suggested for each instrument:

a. Test or data gatheringdevice \k
b. Validity
c. Reliability
d. Nerergroup (if norwreferenced test')
e. Criteria levels (if criterion+referenced tests) Alb
f. Other relevant characteristics

3. Show that evidence was systemically gathered and recorded.

0. Results and Minis co

1. Report the results of the process intervention. Relate these results to specified objectives, both
process and product. Indicate whether results net or varied from expectations.

.0

Thefollowing format would be helpful in responding for each, objective:

a. Expected change .or anticipated outcome
b. Actual change ovresalts. Utilize charts, graphs. statistical summaries where appropOiate
c. Signifi of results -- either statistical or otherwise. If other than Itatistical provide

rationale f evaluation of significance.

Fer overall project. results:

a. Estimate of educational or preitical'significance of findings
b. grief interppetation of results

. - -

Z. Shoo that the results were systematically and competently analyzed.

3. Report unanticipated outcomes of major importance and significance.

1.1 9 200



.

rvo SUBMISSION REDUIR1340(TS
(Abbreviated Form)

Continued

Part III. Exportability

The doomenteisuccess of a program is an essential part in making that program available for diffusion. 4The actual process of diffusion may require
a different, but related, set of program activities andmaterials. This section Wilt identify and document the program's capability to diffuse a successful program.

1. Ijducationel Significance

.

Importance it the educational community, magnitude of the problem. benefits of a replication in
Another sehool,site, etc.

4

3. Target Population

Describe the appropriate learner population for the replication of the program and any unique
characteristics about the original site that may limit the success of a replication-

3. Staffino and T;Ninino Requirements

Describe special staffing any training that is neided in order to replicate the program. Is such .staff usually available to school district; can the training be segmented?

4. Ng F I i

Describe all required materials, equipment, and facilities necessary to replicate theprogram: Provide copies during on -site visit.

I. Minima Adoption or fhelication

' Describe uhatuould constitute a "anima level of replication of your program that weld produce
similar results to those you have documented as successful. Can individual components be
replicated?

4. Reoliotion Costs

Detail all costs, inclUding costs of training. materials, And start-up.

ZA toeciaI Problems

Describe special problems that are likelyto be encountered in the replication and'operation of yourprogram. Now can they, be overcome or avoided?

ON,
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Sharing Business Success (SBS).
if

Business practices which successfully go 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 (IVO) process, in operation but is

similar to the JDRP process in its rigor.

Applicants for validation are "required to submit a preliminary application

which is reviewed by a screening committee. Applicants supply the following

information:(1) a statement of ma,jor'outcomes in objective form; (2') a.

description in sequence of the changes, interventions, or activities whch

causedthe accomplishments or outcomes; (3) a description of how the outcoMes

were evaluated ancevidence that achievements were 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):a

description of savings in time and/or money; (7) a description and number of

peronnel 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.12

Those local education agencies which are invited to make full application must

supply extensive information about the practiceiti effectiveness,

efficienc Y:_cost, and exportabilityand, must undergo at least a ones and a

half day site visit. ,Thcriteria for sbccess are those used by the Joint

III Dissemination RiCiiew Panel .(JDRP).
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I. liesic Infonation

SNARING BUSINESS SOCC233

Subrission Requirements
(Abbreviated Form)

II. jibstract of the Prectict" ...

. e
/*clinks mtsument of accomplishments as objectives or outcomes. otitis of'ectivities, description

, of materials and/or equipment. costs. savings In time and 112027. PON of personnel, and evidence
of effectiveness. efficiency, and exportability. 'Also includes a brief description of locally designed10/4mblications and materials and a description of unanticipated oettemii and spinoffs. . .

.

.

III. Csiffectivenes Criterionrin

. .

d

Daly major objectives should be presented for validation. A major objective represents a cont;a1
&icons of, the practice which will be refleCted in the mmaent of effort, staff time; funds expended,and anticipated sotco... . x

Supply the llewing information for each objective:
. .

1. *tidy& shield be stated inMeasurable
terms delicribingiolso or what has been affected, when'it was to be accomplished.hcm the

accomplishments have been measured; how one will know that
the accomplishments have occurred; andiende# what conditions.

/
,2. Preview evidence to slew that there was need for the,objective.

.
,..

, ,
.

3. Oestribe in detail the activities usii to achieve thig objective incloding, where aoprooriate.the period of operation, special materials, staffing, facilities, and inservice training. etc:-Witt eves Impel .
.

.

_ __'4. _Describe the evaluatioirdemign, i.e.. pro -post maven. baseline data, Poq looliokti oily. -, experimental-control. '.- .
.

I. Describe data collection procedures specifying' type el date
,

cplected, method of data collection,
timelines (a table format is suggested)..

.
,

1.....
.A. If &elution informatics was cellected'on a sapling of the It:cacti= participants, degcrib

sapling Monique. Give sample size antevidence of representativeness.
.

7. Whom tontiol units or groups were used. describe how they-wore selected and give some indicationof their equiveleecy to the adertnonte group or unit.
.

.

2. ihntifY ind.dnscribe each, iastrument
.

or enduring devicrusedim the evaluation.

S. Give evidence that persons responsible for data collection (administration of tests, inventories.reties forms, or scales) were qualified-for
their taskoliilIf any instrument utilized required 'special training or procedures. so indicate.

.

1C1.. Olintribe data verified& precedent used to assure the accuracy of data/ The descriptions shouldinched* the nature of and dare, to wed data'verificatiom
procedures were used to detect and

correctoorrers'ia data oildaganint.
..

,0
11. Describe the Op anelysis precedurd(s) used infdata Veltman% and intardreidtion. Include nerves

of persons or 'guides responsible for data analysis:
0,..

12., Provide statistical evidence (result* or findings) that th, ololoctod or acceptabfe levelit*mimic (criterion levels) wee achieved. .

L.1

._
.

, .

13. is support's, evidence that the attainment,of the objecVve can be attributed to-thetide of this Prilltloo.-4

14. Avid, evidence of eeneomig or educational impact of the moot* findings;
and negative OutCdOes. Consider the impact of the 'Maio on on or more of
management, instruction. personnel, student services. and educational ciliate
commmeity.

1S. State the emaciation* which were dfswe from the us and findings ?maned
12 and 14.

Cite both Wetly* .

the following:,

of the school and

in item number*



ma&

r

r

Or.

%mime susnItss socan

Submission Assirsents
(Abbreviated Form)

Continued

IV. Efficiency Criterion

Efficiency is that-chancteristic of a practici tOet identifies it as being exemplary when measuredby a comparison of its products with casts. time. aid effort.

1. kids Prirritr Standard. Describe how the priority far iholumnting this Practice was determined.

2. Cost Comeratility
Sr unit cost before

Standard. Describe the per unit cast of the practice and compare it with the
the practice was Implemented and with other stellar practices, if known.

4
TimkComearqbilitv
resuit.or is

installed.

1. Spedard.- Pfovide,data on the the (real time or staff hours) saved, 44 a
practice. Cooper* with other practices or with conditions before practice was

4. Product Ccsoersbiliptpasdarde This standard-requires an assessment of the degree of magnitude
of the needvallevia on. The question is not whether there is a statistically significant gain
or change. but rather how that gain compares to gains made by other known practice with stellar
44.1eCtiveS.

Provide laicisation which
compares the gains. if applicable. cede by the practice withother prdctices previously used-by (1)

your schdol system. and (2) by other school.ystamm.

S.. Cmit Absarotien. Provide
replacestAad, .(Z) hoe the

°

*hustles regarding (1) unit similar activities this pretties
costs were armed by ith Mutilation,. and (3) how any savings were

4. lacy no/weird. Present informals, which shows longters outcomes
ed dollar cost.

ters_leiefit Cowell
Me intent ie terse of.time

-.

V. Cast Stateseit Criterion
r

A sonory of *tie expenditwes (including indirect costs) for the start-up and heretics of the
practice. Ishismtion is given for auch objective.

Item

i

Start 00
',.- Costs

Operational
Costs

Indirect
Cbsts-

Personal
-

Staff Developisit

Materials

lileiroult

Contrected Services

.

Other

113TAL

.

.

. . .

,,

...,

..

.

,

VI. lfineri14124:3441:12A

4

1. . Provide a 'description of the need for this prattles in other districts. If the
practice can ea adopted IS tart, the evidence should substantiate this.,

2. liability Standard. Present evidence that the Practice will continue in approximately the sew
manner for a period of time that will allow examination by intereited observers. ,

-Im"°'
13
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SHAUN SUSUIESS SUCCESS

g%.Sobeission Requirements
(Abbreviathil Font)

Continued

3. Ingslastraatart.

a. Muller ankqualificitions of staff
I. Effect of the practicelm staff, organisation, and co mmeitY
c. Description of essential, equipment and facilities
14 Description of 4SSIAtiSi materials --ke. Required staff training
t. Ccomweiti participation

g. Description of additional factors essential to the success of the practice

4. Iteqstivityjtandart Describe the willingness of the school administration to act as host.and
assign staff to assist potential adopters.

S. Vitibilltr Stadderd. be the activities, materials, and equitation now awmilluis which cam*as updestanding" of theeppputice to a potential adopter.

.'4. jimplititr Stmader4. Detcribe the practice in tlime of the ease of understanding, extant of

oFganisations.
training required, singleness of purpose, and adoptability without major adjustments to other

7. Availabilitvitinol. Discuss the availadility of meteriels and equipment that are essential
' to the practice.

$. I Identify special problem( (uniqueCo this kind-of practice) :Mich the adopting
s ct gin emrcomnte in impleomming the practice and describe solution.

VII. IgnitsiteingsintgistjagolDisjssztv4)

14 205
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FOOTNOTES

1 . Kasten Tallmadge, The.Joint Distemination Review-Panel Ideabook
Washington, DIC.: USOE and NIE, 1977), p. 2.
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2. deabobk, pp. .9ff. .

3. Ideabook, pp. 74-75.

4. Linda Reed, David Holdzkom; and Ed Patrick, Survey of State Procedures
for the Validation of Educational Programs, developed by the Research
and Development Exchange, 198). See this report for a-discussion of

4. ,state validation activities.

5. -*William Hinze, Sharing Educational.SucceSV. A :Handbook for Valnldatio ca
of Educational Practices, Revised Edition (Washington,4 D.0.: AssocieJ
tion of State Advisory Councils and State Depaftments of Education with
assistance froM the U.S. Office of Education [1979]), p.,2.

6. Hinze, pp. 6-7.

7. Hinze, p. 20.

8. Hinze, pp. 26-27. -

9. Hinzi, pp. 9-11.

10. Hinie, 19;27.

11.
Hinze, p. 9.

12. Association of School Business Officials (ASBO), Research Corporation,
A Handbook for Identification, Validation, and Dissemination of School
Business Practices (Chicago, Illinois: ASBO, 1979), pp. 19-20.
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APPENDIX 0: STATE SURVEY



tr.

410 QUESTIONNAIRE TO IDENTIFY STATE PROCEDURES FOR THE VALIDATION
OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS, PRACTICES, AND PRODUCTS

a

During the,nast two years, it has become apparent to several of the
Regional Exchanges within the Research and Development Exchange that
the identification of high quality educational programs and pra6tices
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 issued that have been raised about valida-
tion has been written by staff of the Research and Development Interpre--.
tats on Service, a central support service to the,RDx.

In October 1979 several Regional Exchanges agreed to collaborate in the
development 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-Cepartment°
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 clientswill have ready access (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 nrgedures 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 would like to thank you in advance for taking the time to complete this
cestionnaire. Wherever you find it convenient, please feel free -to
attach materials which will answer a.question and, thus, save you time.
Please return this questionnaire to Regional Exchange staff.

Linda Reed,
Director
R&D Interpretation Service

Febna'ry 10, 1980

4'
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46.

QUESTIONNAIRE .TO IDENTIFY STATE PROCEDURES FOR THE VALIDATION

4- OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS, PRACTICES,. AND PRODUCTS

Your Name-.

Your Title:

vs,

Your State:

Complete Address: -`

Telephone Number:

1. Does your state have a formal method for validating, or certp-
fying the effectiveness of, educational programs and practiOs?

YES. If your answer is "yes," please gO on to
question number 11, page 3.

NO. If your, aritweis "no," please answer the
following questions, 2-10, as applicable.

2. Has yOur- state ever had a formal procedure?

If so, please identify the procedure used.

, 3. When was the procedure used?

4. Please explain briefly why the procedure is no longer used.



5. Does your state have a procedure for identifying promising
nractices, that is, practices that are identified aso
promising but are not validated?

YES (Please answer questions 6-10}

NO

6. How are promising practices identified?

(If availabl'e, please attach materials describing the program,
particularly the criteria used-for identifying pr6jects as
Promising.) t

/17. Who is eligible to submit a practi for, consideration as
a promising practice? ,-

6

8. Does the state-maintain a central file of promising practides?

YES. Please attach a description of the file and-Pf
the format used for describing practices, if
available:

9. How is information about the promising practices disseminated?

10. What are the responsibilities of the developers of promising
.

practices? -

2I0

a-
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11. 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 Validation of Educational
Practices.

A variation on the IVD Process.

A state-deveroped process.

The Joint Dispemination Review Panel Process, out-
lined in the 'Ideabook.

Other (please identify)

c
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.

12. Please list below, or at.tach 4,1ist of the major criteria used
to determine effectivenbss/suCtess and exportability.

o



A

13. Please- describe the training procedures used for validation

teams.

14. What is the composition of your validation teams evaluation

specialists, content specialists, etc.)?

F-

15. Does your state use in-state or out-of-state validation teams?

Please describe briefly the state's qtionale for this preference.

16.. Are on-site visits part of the validation procedure?

rf your answer is yes, how long are these visits?

How many people are on the site visit team?

%.

17. How does the state-disseminate informatlonabout validated
programs and projects?

t

212

4



T

,5

-5-

18. What are the responsibilities of the developers of validated
programs and projects in your state?

5

I

19. Does the state-in any way support the activities of developers
of validated programs and projects? Please describe.

0

4,1 e

. .

20. Does the state in any way-support adaptation/adoption activities?
Please describe.

1 e

21. DC4s the state riguire that 'programs' and practices' that have
been validated be "re-validated" at any point? If Rot, has
such a' policy been coinsidered?

.

i

1 '
v .

.

la d

213
.
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22. Does the state have,a'mechanism 'for assisting programs which
are not validated in meeting the requirements aV-solpe future
time? Please describe. . ,te..'"`

ill ,,,
. ,,.a..

. .

THE. FOLLOWING QUESTIONS' ASK ABOOT THE STATE'S' MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FOR
THE VALIDATION OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FRACTICES. PLEASE ATTACH
SUPPORTING MATERIALS. WHEREVER POSSIBLE.

23. .E1614 many people are on the staff of the divisigon iesponiibTe
for the validation of.educational programs and practices?

0 . t

24. How many programs and practices are'const erect for validation
each year? . c2Vi.

(13

25. How many programs and practices are validated, on the average,
each year? ) ,

o

c

21.4

.5 .

O
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26.. Please outline the state's schedule' for. early validation
of prOgrams. (Include such items-as the following: announce-
mentgoes toschools ; intention-to-submit deadline;
first submissi'on; identification of teams; first reading
of submissions; site visit period; etc.) _Also include
-post-validation activities, such 'as notificatjon of approval,
publication of catalog, etc.

.4.

rev

A
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I

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-
tratningsessions)? Please describe.

OP

28. ,
P3eae describe below yopr level of satisfaction with the
current procedures used -by your-state. In what ways would

you like to see them changed?

r.

216
11-
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29. One of our goals is to bring to the attention of the federal' e
government issues and conderns which the states have identi-
fied concerning federally sponsored or developed validation

ProcedUres. Please uSe:thl,spice-below to describe any
`concerns you might have. This might include concerns about
costs, consistency, flexibility, whether programs should
be validated, scheduling, essemination*,-etc.).

I

s.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE._

4

C

A
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The'ROx Wlaborative Effort on the-Validation of Educational Programs and

Practices 'includes four products:

Survey of State Procedures for the Validation of Educational Programs,. by
Linda Reed-, Ed' Patrick, and David Holdzkom. St _Louts-f-Missourf: 'CEMREL,
for, the R&D Exchang6,4981. -
Survey of
Executive
Missouri:

The Search
Practices:
St. Louis,

State Procedures for the-Validation Of Educational Programs.
Summary, by Linda Reed, Ed Patrick, and David'Holdzkom. St.
CEMREL, Inc., for the R&D Exchange, 1981.)

Louts,

for Quality Con of Dissemination of Educational Prdducts and
A Look at the Literature and Major Issues, by Linda Reed.

Missouri: CEMREL, Inc., R&D Interpretation Service, 1981.

Vditdation'of Educational' Programs, Practices and AuAludts:s--An Annotated
8ibTio9nalhy#, prepared by Karen Tamen, 'Mary Ann. Isaacs, and Sandra Ruder.
St. Louis, Missour4: CEMREL, Inc., for the R &D- ExChinge, 1981.
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