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ABSTRACT

. This guide defines the objectives and procedures of
the United States Department of Education's Joint Dissemination A
Review Panel (JDRP) and the National Diffusion Network (NDN), The
authors discuss the JDRP's methods of identifying successful

- educational programs and informing other schools nationwide about’
them. The major questions asked about, programs are covered here, as
are the general procedures of considering the merits of programs

_submitted including the clerical details of program submissions,

~activities during and after a JDRP review, and the handling of
resubmitted proposals. A section of questions and answers addresses
common concerns raised by. program developers about e JDRP and the
'NDN (which provides funding for disseminating info§§§§ion about ‘

. JDRP-approved programs). A brief annotated bibliography lists related
publications, films, and videotapes. (JW) : f
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INTRODUCTION

ot

The purpose of th1s paper is to ass1st deve]opers of educat1ona1 programs,

. education offac1als, and eva]uators to understand the. concepts and processes
. by which.the 'U. S. Department of Rducat1on identifies, recogn1zes, and
disseminates: high qua]1ty\7ducat1ona] products or pract1ces through the
Jo1nt Dissemination Review’ Panel and the National Diffusion Network.
This paper provides detailed 1nformat1on to these persons. in order to
he]p%them understand and’ prepare for the review .process. Much of this N
paper is based M the actual experiences of individuals who have made . R
presentat1ons to the Joint D1ssem1nat1on Rev1ew Panel. . . S

/ .
'Over the past years, the Federal Government provided funds for the development

- of many Qhousands of programs-under various edutation programs starting
in the mjd 1960s. Some of these programs were highly. successful;, but -

'+ they were limited to the schools in which they were developed or'to other

4 schools withig the samk State. Educators.outside the State had little or .

. -no oppportunity to learn about them or to make.use of their findings.
Consequent]y, the Federal 1nvestment in the programs-was never fully realized.
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Two needs became eyident:

-

]. ‘A way to 1dent1fy successful:programs. : :
2. A way.to help schools learn about successful prggrams and |
- adopt the programs for their own use. » s

The first of these needs was sat1sf1ed by creation-in 1972 of the Joint
Dissemination Rev1ew Panel (JDRP) '

Often ‘referred to as a "qua]1ty control mechan1sm » the JDRP is a group
. - of U.S. Department of Education emp]oyees, experienced in education and
evaluation, who carefully review evaluation based data, such as test
- scores, to determ1ne whether programs shou]d be “made available to other
schoo]s. ' ' I
: Approva] by the JDRP gives a program obJect1ve profess:ona] recogn1t1on 0
and the opportunity to compete for Nat1ona1 Diffusion: Network (NDN)
.d1ssem1nat1on funds. - .

In NDN's first year, 32 locally deve]oped programs were approved by the s
JDRP and were eligible to app]y for NDN dissemination funds. By December
- 1983, 368 programs, developed in the local schools and other educational s
agencies in ‘48 States and the District of Columbia, had passed" the
JDRP and were eligible to apply for NDN funds. T ‘
The second need--that of enab]1ng schoo]s to ]earn about - and adopt JDRP-
-approved progﬂams--1s fulfilled by the NDN. ‘It disseminates information
about JDRP-approved programs throughout the hation and sets up arrangements
- . by which such programs may' be adopted in other 'schools. The NDN: supports
> two kinds of project grants: Developer Demonstrators (DDs) and State )
: : Fac111tators (SFs). Deve]oper Demonstrators prov1de information, training - C
and follow up services to schools 1nterested 1n adopting their programs,
: / - .
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t  and Fac1]1tators Tink, up potent1a1 USEFS w1th r Demonstrators.
There is a State Fac1]1tator in every State, erto Rico, .and the
Virgin Islands. : ) -
By prov1d‘hg funds to both DDs and SFs, the*, AL R that -1ocal schools
or other agencies in any State can draw on quaﬁ&_ tion, progects to’

DRP in deta11

\ . e

solve their education prob]ems.. Let'

. B ’ Y S "
What Is the Joint Dissemination Review Pane]? ' . ' I
The U.S. Department of Educat1on s chief rev1ew/group, the Jo1nt D1ssém1nat10n

’ Review Panel (JDRP) rigorously examines evidence fr educat10n programs, .. ¢
' . ,products or practices that claim significant effedt eness in. atta1n1ng their ¥
. goals. Any program or product that.the Panel apprové has shown that’ there
.. is objective compelling evidence present to support the claims. The JDRP ¥
-also recommends nat1ona] d1ssem1nat1on for a]1 approved programs, products
‘ ~ and practices. . = L, , _ .
The: JDRP is composed of 22 to 30 members from the - Department 's various program
offices, chosen for their ab1]1ty to analyze evaluation-based data for ev1denée
of effectiveness of educational programs. For‘the purpose of review, seven
_ -members of the Panel who are present at the review meeting const1tute a quorum.
P The members are concerned about severa] key quest1ons such as: o
1. Has a spec1f1c pos1t1ve change occurred? What is the . -
evidence of change? (Fxamples are: changes in test scores, the .=
durability of the change, the number of students affected by" C '
the. change, the cons1stency of positive change, cost’ sav1ngs to L
the school, changes in attendance records)

2. Can the change- be attributed to the program rather than to
other causes, such as normal maturat1on, regu]ar educat1on programs,
~-or other factors? '
3. Is the change great: enough and observed ofte n énough to be - .,
stat1st1ca]]y significant? : '

4, Is the change educat1ona]]y significant? -What is. the size of e
* ., the change and what is the ‘importance of the area in which
' the chdnge has occurred? Is the:cost reasonable, considering the
magn1tude .and area of change?__ ? . : : ‘
5. “"Has the evldence support1ng the program S. c]a1ms been gathered
~ - and 1nterpreted correct]y?-
6. Can the* program be used n other ]ocat1ons with comparab]e
1mpact? > .




is comp]ete]y vo]untary.fq 1
beneral Protedures \'“ o - .;',;' .. o -_; ;ﬂ c ,

. A genera] summary of the program s obJect1ves; c1a1ms, methodology, support1ng
"evidence.and 1nterpretat1on, limited.to 10- pages, .is called a“"submittal’.

An outline of the 1tems needed for the subm1tta1 is conta1ngd in the JDRP
IDEABOOK.] . . C

\'

. . . : .
b ’There are two procedures for mak1ng subm1tta1§’%;>the JDRP based on the source-
of developmental. fund1ng First, if the prograsf, product' or practice was
. “developed with U.S. Department of’Education funds, the local agency forwards
- the JDRP submfttal to the'U. S. Department of Educat1on program office that(/_
funded its deve]opment.2 This program office_will pre-review the submittal
Lo and ass1st the log¢al developer throughout the‘SDRP process. It also serves -
as sponsor withinthe Department for the submittals, °For examp]e,.a program
of fice may‘ﬁelp in, Qhe preparation of the JORP submittal, 1dent1fy-spec1f1c B _
resources, and prov1de persona] contact w1th1n the U.S. Departmgnt of Educat1on.

. Second,-to forward .a JORP subm1tta1 on a program that was deve10ped w1th
. other Federa] .State and local government, or private non-profit organization
; - funds, requires another procedure. The applicant sends the JDRP submittal
. to the Department-'s Division of - Nat1Qna] Dissemination Programs which administers’
the National-DiffuSion Network. Personnel.- from that organization provide
.. the agency submitting the JDRP subm1tta1 with technical assistance similar- -4
. to that provided by the Department s other program fund1ng off1ces.

known to the appropﬁ%ate U.S. Department of Educat1on program office as soon
as. substant evaluation data are available ‘for review.- Some program offices
R require-S?a%E1approva] prior to sending the JDRP submittal to the U.S. Department
of Education. Thus, early contact wi%h»the .program office can save much
time, effOrt, and‘heartache.-

N -Agenc1es 1nterested in present1ng a JDRP subm1tta1 shou]d make\She1r intentions

o ‘

Rrogram 0ff1ce Pre rev1ews

- . . . y
Most - program off1ces have’ pre review comm1ttees\to examine the JDRP subm1tta].
They review carefully each submittal for strengths, and weaknesses and 1n1t1ate
commun1cat1on with the developer concern1ng it.
If the pre- -review 1nd1cates that. the - program is not ‘ready - for subm1ss1on T
_ to the Panel, it simply means that the committee believes the program s ' ,
. un11ke1y to: be approved by the: JORP for one or more: reasons. The subm1tter ~
\ should then review the‘program record and eva]uat1on data, €study the committee's
. critique, and then make the dec1s1on to continue or d1scont1nue the effort
. to subm1t to the JDRP o o i o o

1See Append1x Se]ected References.l
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2Because of conso11dat1on of certa1n pﬂograms, the: program office that funded
the development may no longer exist. In that cage deve]opers may send the
JDRP submittal to the D1v1s1on of National D1ssem1nat1on Programs.- :

'




" Once theigre-reﬁiew committee is satisfied with the submittal,-a memorandum
of transmitta] is prepared and signed by the Assistant Secretary. of th@_

" appropriate program office stating that the submittal has been pre-reviewed,
x* . ' is factuaHy correct, and that the’products or practices are socially
" fair and apparently not haqui}. ‘This is the official-notification of .
; ~~ thedrogra 's readine r presentation to the JORP by the program s

office. When this mémorandum is ‘signed, it certifies to the JDRP that . ° ‘

all stages of development "have been completed and that the submitted + » .
program is one;that the prograqkoffice believes is ready”to‘be’recdgnized» ‘

and disseminated widely. * ' ' : N '
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: What -Ar‘é.}@@me Of the Other Nitty-Gritty Details One Should Know?
‘Fifteen copies of the submittal, the transmittal memorandum, and a brief
+ - (125-150 words) summary of the program are forwarded to the JDRP's Executive
«, Secretary, who then schedules the JORP meeting. Ca I S
e . o - ‘ ' . N o <.
L Paney members require a minimum of five working déys.to'review the submittal . .
. .prior to a meeting. Typically, the Panel will consider ‘three submittals
at each meeting, with each submittal receiving an hour or so of the Panel's
time. A Department of Education program office staff member represents the
program.at the meeting. This staff member informs the' developer of the time
and location 'of the meeting. Because of the variety of information neéded
by the Panel members, it is highly recommended that each program send the-
local program director and program evaluator to accompany the program office ‘
staff member at the JDRP meeting. The costs for preparing the submittal, ~
travel, costs, etc. however, must come from the agency and developer making
_the submittal.. ' - ‘ .
Activities During and After JDRP Review )
< o : : o N 2 S . .
The bulk of the time in a Panel review is spent 'on questions &nd discussions

betwegen the Panel, the agency staff, and the developers for.clarification
'r\ and specific information. It should be/ remembered that-the Panel's

questions are meant to bring out specific program eviluation details

which are valuable in determining program effectiveness and/or value to

. other educators interested in adopting the program. Implicit is the

goal of discovering the positive educational contributions of the submittal

which may be present.” - - T y
It s aTways helpful for the persons representing the developer (i.e., local
program" di rector and/or evaluator) whose submittal will be reviewed, to meet
with the Department of Education program office's staff member prior to-the' -
JORP meeting. Thi$ meeting need not be long but some Vast-minute details
can be clarified, such as<discussing ways to respond to questions relating [ -
to the educational significance of the program or reporting on a meeting
room change. The review meetings are held in Washington, O.C. -

‘Panels convene in the morning, usu 11y at about 8:30 AM. Generally the’ ‘
seven Panel members (including the/Chairperson. ind the developers are seated’

at tables facing one another. The Panel's Executive Secretary is also present

to record the proceedings and to provide technical assistance. ‘

S N
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* The program office: staff member§ first 1ntroduce themselves, the d1rector
of the pro ject,” add its eva]uator. After 1ntroduct1ons, a summary of the
subm1tta] is made by the Panel's Cha1rperson to h1gh]1ght the program's goals
and accomp]1shments and to make certain that the developer and the Panel
both understand what exactly is being submitted. This summary-is also helpful
to. visitors who may attend the meetings. After ‘the summary, the Chairperson- .
opens the session for quest1ons from Panel members. The following illustrates
~ the types of quest{ions that might ‘be asked: A member of the Panel might
+indicate that it.i%hard to p1ck up from the submittal the nature of the
program activities ‘that wou]d be exported. The Panelist m1ght ask: What
did the tedcher actua]]y do «in the.control classroom? What is the instructional
mater1a]s package that would be exported?- These types of questions -could
~ be -answered best.by the)program director. The.director may spend about five
’ .m1nutes summarizing the 1nstruct1ona] procedures and products 1nvo]ved in . L
» - the program. : ' . , v ' \\

"~ Other Pane]amembers,may ask questions about the evaluation. The program ;
. .evaluator usua]]j’responds to these questions. - One type of quest1on may -
be a clarification question. Other types of questions may involve the
effectiveness of the program at different grade levels; whether the .
., program has .achieved results that speak to the sdstaining effects quest1on St
-and whether the effects might hold up with-other not so similar. student
.o pru}at1ons. At the conclusion of this type of dialog, one of the Panelists
;1, ~may suggest that the data presented are restricted basically to only one
-7 type of.student.population. Both program director and evaluator may. \
..wish to respond to this type of observation. It is sometimes hglpful to
. . bring back-up data to the meet1ng which-can be drawn upon to amp]1fy
N data not descr1bed fully in the ]O-page subm1tta]. :

After -the Hane] members have had a chance to raise the1r quesions, the .
. .Cha1rperson may ask whether the sdore differences between the treatment T
~ and compar1son students were ]arge enough to be kducat1ona]]y s1gn1f1cant.

¢ - . . “
. v

The program director may focus attention to a tab]e,in the submittal containing
the results from administering the primary data collection instrument’. The .
¢ instrument, for~ examp]e may have 54 items and a mean‘score difference between é
i . treatment and comparison students of the post-test of 5.96 points. The , ’
- "~ Chairperson may ask the program evaluator to commment on what a‘'mean.
.. . difference of 5.96 points truly means in terms of educational s1gn1f1cance.
The-program'eva]uator might respond by pointing out‘that such a difference :
_is .meaningful, given the fairly small amount of time the treatment students”
' were exposed to the materials and the, Tow cost of materials, or some )
other re]ated types of valid exp]anat1on. This type«6f dialog may cont1nue
- for about "an hour; or until each Panel member is convinced that. the
program evidence has .or has not supported the claims. The presenters
are free to raise questions themselves and/or to present *any detail they
.may feel necessary to help support their claims. The Panel is receptive
to colloquium-type discussions. . When nq additional questions are forthcom1ng,
the Cha1rperson ‘asks the Panel to vote. - ‘
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“Panel Decisions \ﬁ . L

-+ . At the beginning of the meeting, each Panelist is given a ballot with the!
program's name and JDRP assigned number .om which he or she votes "yes" or -
“no". Since each member's ‘vote is eventually made public in the Panel's
Official-Minutes, the“ballot contains a place for the name of the Panel member.
There is also space on.the ballot for comments. - -The comments may be very .

" helpful to the program director since they point out areas of Panel concern

. that should be strengthened. - After the voting is completed, the Chairperson «»
‘counts.the ballots.' ) ' . ‘

Panel members disqualify themsefves from voting on submissions made by programs
in which they are directly involved. A 'simple majority is required for a

Panel decision that the evidence of effectiveness is compelling. A tie vote
(rare) .is considered as being the same as a decision that the evidence is

‘not convilncing. ‘The Panel's decision is announced publicly by the Chairperson
immediate]y”fQéJowipg the project review. - - . ‘ R o

. What® About Resubmissions?'

-
.

Programs -not favorably reviewed by the Panel may be resubmitted at any time. e
The Panel makes’every effort to specify weaknesses; it often makes recommgndations -
which could result in’'a stronger resubmittal. If the program director

‘. can satisfactorily revise the submittal to meet the Panel's concerns,
' .}hen resubmission is advisable. .If not, do not resubmit. The Panel itself
‘often recommends resubmission following comments and recommendations ‘qh a. )
program's defined deficiencies. Natur 31y, approval of a fesubmittal cannot

be guaranteed. The Panel also welcomes resubmissions. of programs already . .

approved but which now come with significant improvements, additions or changes.

N Rfcords of Péne] Meet1ngs o o I | {/'
The Minutes from each meeting are normally distributed to the.Panel members,
developers, and other selected U.S. Department of Education personnel. Copies
of the Minutes may be obtained from the JDRP Executive Secretary by other
educators, evaluators, and administrators interested in the JORP review process.

. ) v

“What Happens After Approval?

K)

‘Once a program has been approved by the JDRP, several events take place.
An officjh% letter Qf_congratu]ations'and recognition of program, approval
is sent to the developer's officials by the Executive Secretary the JDRP.
A letter is also sent by the National Diffusion Network (NDN) notif¥ing the ’
developer's officials that the program is now-a part of the NDN, the major

2,\: dissesggation'arm of the U.S. Department of Education. The letter also contains

\ a "Welcome Wagon" kit which explains briefly the NON and the role of the

“:. - newly approved program as a Developer Demonstrator (DD). ' \

‘

e




Questions and Answers JDRP and NDN . . ' ",f

The following quest1ons and answers represent common concerns//’at individuals
have raised since the JDRP and NDN began to work. Wh11e they are not all

inclusiye;, they do represent the inquiries. and experiences of others
and/majyge he]pfu]. _ .

1. How does one distinguish between a State' s validation and
 the JDRP? Does JDRP approval result .in automat1c funding by
the National Diffusion Network.? »

' Ans: State va11d t1on and the JDRP are both involved in the
review. of eviden$e of effectiveness. The NDN. concerns itself

in the dissemination/diffusion of approved JDRP programs,
_products and practices. State validation procedure is a
function of the State and is not required by the JDRP.

[N

"Some States do require State validation before considering -
-a JDRP submission. -Other States permit a program to go

- directly to.the U.S. Department of Education. Approval by

) the JDRP means that the Department of Education’ can actively"

disseminate the project. To receive Federal dissemination funds -

from the NDN as Developer Demonstrators, those projects that
lKave been approved by the JDRP submit applications for grants
Lo the NDN in periodic competitive funding cyciles., \

. C X T B :

2. Does the Panel take into cons1derat1on the type of program
-represented in the subm1tta1 in 11ght of the voids that ex1st
in the kinds of programs represented by the- NDN7 '

Ans: ‘The JDRP will cons1der ,any educatjonal program recommended )
Lo " -through the pre-review process describée prev1ousﬂy. For.

. example, products and practices may cover areas from pre-school”
to adult education and ‘management. -The Secretary announces .
annual: funding priorities for the National Diffusion Network
through notites which appear in-the Federal Register. At
the time programs.are approved by the JDRP, a copy of the
most recent priorities for NDN funding will be 1nc1uded
among the "Welcome wagon materials. N

3. Is a program that is approved by the JDRP authorized to appear
~# in the NDN's cata]og, Educational Programs That Work?

~Ans:e Yes. Only JDRP approved programs may. be included in
. the catalog. However, that does not automatically include
NDN funding. Only about 30% of the programs that appear in
Educational Programs That Work receive NDN funding for
dissemination in any one year. NDN funds, like other Department
. funds, are provided for in annual appropriations. The level
4 . .of funds available for d1ssem1nat1on purposes may vary from
year to year.

& . ' .
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4. Can one predict whichr seven members of the Panel will show . -
~ up fbr any given session? : : b
. . e
L ~ "~ ‘Ans: No. The JDRP Executive Secretary knows the nature of"
o , the submittals before calling together a quorum of seven
. " :panelists. Membership of each Panel is . different as their
. - selection is basjcally rotatichal. ' Occasionally some members -
A\ _ are selected on the basls,of a particular knowledge. For
: o e example, a vocational of adult education profedgional may be
. on the Panel when these areas are being considered. ‘

»

5. Is there some way of knowing who is more "stringent" ant who

. ‘ is Tess "stringent" amdng the members of.the Panel and of being
. ., able to influence which seven members wi.l1l make up your quorum ° .
™ ahead. of time? .\ - ‘
N o Ans: Certain configurations of the seven Panelists

have seemed to be more "stringent" than others. However, ‘the
Panel's structure and procedures preclude any outside influence
- being brought to bear on the composition of a particular quorum. !
' The professional atmosphere, expertness, -and "mix" of the.quorum
. has-§hoWn'itsz§erctiveness in assuring objective decisions.
%'  Thus the word- and concept "stringent" should not really enter
the situatior: Panel members' deliberations are based on a strong
sense of objectivity and professionalism. v :

’

) . 6, If there is a resubmission, ahé ybu assured Ehat-the Panel
/. will be reconstituted to include the same members who serve
when the QIigina] submittal was reviewed?

. Ans: No. However, the program offite *official, when introducing
. o the program director at the second session of the Panel, is
y . -at liberty to say that.this is the second time around. The
‘ : o&ficia] may wish to highlight the concerns expressed by the
. first Panel and explain how these concerns were satisfied..
. The second Panel, which may  include a member of og two from’
the initial group, will consider the earlier Panel's concerns

'\ig,tﬁe context of the resubmittal. In all cases, however,
the Panel members are apprised of the earlier consideratipns
and decision before the meeting so that the details may bé

o . taken -into’ account. for the new decision.

’ " 7. Do project staff have'any.influence overéthe order in which .
' the submittdl is reviewed in a given session/of the Panel? : ¢

Ans: Normally, a program is scheduled to ap ear in the order
— Tn which the submittal has entered into the systemi However,
if the program is scheduled to appear last, and the program =
representatives have a plane flight. out .of Washington, D.C. 't&‘i
at 11:30 that morning, a request to the Panel will usually
result in an adjustmept being made. The Panel tries to be -
. as flexible as possible. T B
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~ many as three-submittals have been received.

Is it absolutely necé&sary for a.prdjeét,fO‘havé‘gOVernment

" process because of this very issue.

L pSTORAMLRE L

How often does the Panel meet ? o ; . B | ;

Ans: There is no regular schedule. It'meets whenever as L
The Panel has been
known to meet to review just one submittal if others have not

been presented for review within a reasonable period of time.

The Panel- meets about 20 to 25 times a year. ‘ ‘
Looking at 10 pages of written material and dat® tables, how
do the Panelists know that what they are reading went on in the
program? After all, the JDRP does not require State validation

" in which site-visits are made, and the Panel members do not.

make visits themselves.

Ans: The Panelists rely on the program office transmittal .
memo, the credibility of the projgct representatives in that. .
session, and on the persuasiveness of the written-submittal.

In addition, the-Panel relies on-the pre-review process within -
the Department to¥ensure that the submittal is not enly.complete -
but is also an accurate reflection.of the program. . * -~

Yy -

funding (State or Federal) before it can be donsidered by { °
the JDRP? = T ' - ' o

Ans: No, Any public -or nonprofit privdte agency can.make o

a submittal.” Only for-profit organizations are excluded. Many - -
of the 368 JDRP approved programs. in the National Diffusion.
Network were developed with funds .other.than from the U.S. -~
Department of Education. For example, funds from the Natiodal
Science Foundation, U. S. Department of Justfce, Youth Development’
Act, and local educational agencies hav en used to develop
the exemplary programs. - - CT o R oL

: ' R S @,
Of what benefit is JDRP approval and possible NDN funding to
an educational organization particularly, given the possible,

" "loss" of valuable staff persons’to dissemination efforts?

Ans: Some -very -good programs have never gone'thréugh the .
However, an educational
group will receive national recagnition for its Efforts\ggﬂtf;/* o
exemplary results and will receive numerous inquiries a _

the JDRP approved program. This ghould be realized.in advance,

and an understanding reached between the dévg]open.qf,the

program and the group's administration. Since the school . -
system committed itself to the program ‘and enjoyed the benefits

of its results, a positive obligation to_.share this information
with others exists. Traditionally, educators have always '
sought to find, share or exchange exemplary pregrams and

ays to show others their development. The JDRP process and
t DN provide the means for such sharing.to~improvefedqcation.- |
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"12. How does an app oved‘program*back pﬁt.of the NDN 1f 1t
) becomes 1nundate with requests or its staff becomes conmi d
a]ong the lines-of previpus questions?
‘) == . .
Ans: Very s1mp1e. The progfam's pff1c1als do not nequest
.. “Funding from the NDN. Only they can determine the extent of

' . their dnssem nat]onopract1ees and capab111t1es.
&

e

vty
‘\ 13., ' "there an appea \proceduge 1f the:subm1tta1 is not
-?p roved © bytghe Pan 7 . O

- Ans*ﬁ Nq formal, appeals are necessary., The developer can . '
‘Sgge.back as- many t1mes as 1t wants w1th new data and a resubnﬁssion.;
. ) . : . _

. v

Does the Pane]‘use an 0bJECt1VP rat1ng scale, or does . o
it orely’ on its: profess1ona1 Judgemeﬂ% abbut the evidence presented’

/(‘
'fAns The Tlatter. Pane11sts are askfng the question. is the proaect
effective, can 1t be replicated, does it help students, administrators,
rs, etc.? The Panel reaches a * judgement based on the weight .

e .- -of alX the evidence presented. If it approves a program, it

7 o+ is 3aying that the program should be disseminated, ,It is up

' - "7 "{o the indiw‘dual local ‘educétor to decide to-adopt ’it and adapt

N o Cit to the ocal sett1ng. . o _ e
~ S : / ‘ : f .

: -
‘w.d5. 'Does the JDRP expedt a developer to document that the .
- .program 1tse1f was the cause of .the princ1pa1 intended outcomes’

. ‘ Ans: Yes. The Panel requires that evidence be presented which
R R Indicates that it is the _program, rather than. other external ", -
SEPE - factors, wh1ch 1s produc1ng$$he benef1c1a1 oqtcomes.

E /fTPTEX Where can I. 90 to get he]p in putting together my submittal’

.ot

3 \- e
e 'Ans The reférences 11sted in the appendix wou]d be very S

"\, . useful, especjally the JDRP IDEABOOK and the Guidelines. L
A R In additiofr, programs within the Secretary's Tist of pr 1or1t1es ;3 W

" may receive direct assistance through professional evaluators ;- ©.
+ "+ “ravailable through the National Diffusion Network. Some other ' - |
. evaluator's aré available through indi¥dual arrandements.
T The JDRP S Execut1ve Secretary may also provide help.

. \ - . + ‘. 'J 3 i 5

' -~ ™17. " How soon can a- developen flnd out if the subm1tta1 uas
,approved or d1sapproved for dlssem;nat1on7

-~ wt' ' :

'v,'Ans: Aﬁs soon ‘as the ballots are’ counted during- zhe Pane] 'S review
. ‘meetifg.' Tne Chairpemson will anngunce the. results of the Panel:
* .+ - members' (otes p]us the1r recommendat1ons to the developers. '

“ . i . -Q

«
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What are the chances for Panel approval?

AN . . .
Ans: The answer to the question is really in three parts.
First, submittals do not go directly to the JDRP but to.a .
U.S.Department of Education program office pre-review group.
This group provides comprehensive technical assistance to the
agency which submitted the program. The data from one pre-review'
group show about 26% of the submittals received afe forwarded

- to the JDRP, *Second, the JDRP's figures show about 60 percent

of the submittals forwarded by the program office are approved
at the.initial panel review meeting. Third, about 80 percent
of all resubmittals are eventually approved.



Appendi x: SELEGTED REFERENCES n
® [ PN
-° - U. S. Department of Education Joint D1ssem1nat1on Review "id¥n
Panel. Pamphlet prepared by the Far West Laboratory for Educat1onal
‘Research and Development, San Francisco, California, (Contract _4'
#300-77-0415) (not dated) " A'brochure wh1ch provides an overview .
of the JDRP- process and cr1ter1a for subm1ss1on. Lo~
. v . ' Ty
dk S. Department of Educat1on.‘ Educat1ona1 Programs That Work.
Ninth Edition, ]983. ' _ - o

This pub11cat1on, produced 1n1t1a1]y by the Far West Laboratory,
will probably be continued by some private, non4profit educational-
service. Many agenc1es reproduce the catalog iniwhole or in

part. Another source for -information about NDN programs is

the Educational Résource Information Center (ERIC). The Center's
complete address is in the succeeding reference. Additional
information about NDN programs may be obtained by contacting:

Marshall L. Schmitt, SenioF Program Officer
The National Diffusion Network
Division of National Dissemination Programs
U.S. Department of Education
Room 613, Brown Building
400 Maryland Avenue, S.W. K
Washington, D.C. 20202 En
. (202) 653-7003 '

Educationy IDEABOOK: The Joint’ D1sse 1nat1on Review Panel,
* October 1977/,

° uU. S. Ofﬁice of Education and the National Institute of

) -ﬁ

This pub1iéation is a result of a contract (number
NIE 1A O 7706) with. the RMC Research Corporation, Mountain View,
Ca]ifornia. It was written by G. Kasten Tallmadge. It illustrates
“the JDRP's six main concerns. governing its decisions and
many ways to gather convincing evidence of the effectiveness
of educational innovations. It is the official guide for anyone
planning evaluation in ant1c1pation of future submission to
- the JDRP. This publication is available in the Edycational
Resources Information Center (ERIC). Inquiries concerning the
availability-of ERIC microfiche should be sent directly to ERIC
.Document Reproduction Service (EDRS) Customer Service, P.O.
Box 1901, Arlington, Virginia 22210. .
Y . . o
Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP): Guide]inesL
March 2, 1982

An unpublished report used in the U. S. Department of Education
by persons working closely with the National Diffusion Network
and the Joint Dissemination Review Panel memberms and by
those-preparing a submittal. It provides an explamation of

~ why the Panel was established, the general procedures fo]lowed

13 \ .
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in actually preparing the 10-page submittal,.and the details ;
on the criteria used for approval for dissemination. This -
. 21-pabe duplicated report can be obtained by writing to:
_ o -€ _

.« ~— . Seymour Rubak -~ ¥ . * , o
/. L - Executive Secretary - : ' . :
' Joint Dissemination Re¥iew Panel” ’ -

U.S. Department of Education -
Room 615, Brown Building -
400 Maryland Ave., S. W.
Washington,. D.C. 20202
(202) 653-7006 ‘
State Facilitators (see addresses in the catalog: Educational
. \\\7Prquams That Work). State Facilitators can identify evaluators
’ in your area who are familiar with the JDRP process, identify
‘ resources that may be of help, and answer details about the
functions of the various interrelated actions in the National
Diffusion Network. ! . : 2

R ]

)

- ° NDN Video Tapes and films. , - 1
1. Joint Dissemination Review Panel: Selecting Educational

Programs That Work, 1980. This recent videotape/film prduction
describes not only what the Panel is, but by actual examples
tells of its criteria, its quality control mechanism and procedures,
.and how it helps to recognize and initiate the transfer of successful
education programs from national State, ‘local government and
private, non-profit sources elsewhere in the nation. Through.
actual interviews and excerpts from a Panel meeting, the production

. helps to fully tell and show the critical role the Panel plays

* . in American education. Its connection with the National Diffusion .,

Network is clearly and well portrayed and detailed. Potential
viewers and users of this two part 38 1/2 minute tape are those
who either are now planning to submit a program to the Panel - -
or will in the future; professionals in teacher education
and administration; teachers; educational eva]uators%yeducational
change agents, e}c.’ 4 R : : -

2. National Diffusion Network: An Overview, 1980. This.37
minute, two part program, graphically and objectively
-1ooks at what the Nationql‘D{ffusion Network is, what it does,
‘how it does it, who does” what, -and with what successes. It
is a comprehensive view of the Network's elements - the égevelopEr
Demonstrators" (DDs), its "State Facilitators" (SFs), an
echnical assistance’contractors. Their rolé and relationship
he NDN.and the Joint Dissemination Review Panel is also
“iclearly presented. Educational professionals at all levels,
as well as private, non-profit groups working in education are
prime viewers of this. videotape/film. It is quite valuable
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aiso to -administrators apd‘fundjhg boards whovare charged with

" making decisions'about the cost effective educational improvements.

>

’ S . -
“National Diffusion Network; Transferring Educational Programs -

-’

That ‘Work , 1980. This videotape/film shows in an almost

"documentary ‘way exactly what happens when-a school’ interested .

in a program approved by the Joint Dissemination. Review .
Panel, goes about adopting this program through the National
Diffusion Network.. .Needs, problems, resources, false starts
and the step by step successes to eventual adoption are all
dealt with openly.. The 28°1/2 minute production is in two -
parts for easier presentation. It is valuable for awareness
and training sessions,. and is pf interest to educational
administrators, parents, gro teachers, educational change

. agents, and school board membgrs. )

Information concerning availability of these video tapes/films can be

obtained by writing to :

e

. ,
National Audio Visual Center -

General Service Administration (GSA)
' Washington, D.C. 20409

St



