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IMP SECTION 3.7 - Operational Evaluation Process

3.7.1 Purpose

This section describes the Operational Evaluation Process (OEP) for the C-130 Aircrew Training System (ATS).  This document contains the entire test procedures for formative, summative, and operational testing of all courseware in support of the C-130 ATS training programs.

3.7.2 Referenced Documents

Government Documents

· AFH 36-2235 Vol. 8, Chapter 8, 1 Nov ‘93

· AETC 36-2201, Training Evaluation, 16 Nov ‘98

· AETC 36-2206, Graduate Evaluation Program (GEP), 3 Aug 98

Lockheed Martin Documents:

· LMIS Standard Procedure Instructions (SPI)

· LMIS C-130 ATS Site Specific Procedure (to be established during ramp-up)

· LMIS C-130 ATS Quality Management System (QMS) 

· LMIS C-130 ATS Statement of Work (SOW), (paragraph 4-2)

Referenced COIs:
· COI 5.0, Courseware

· COI 5.1 Courseware Configuration Management

3.7.3 Objective of the OEP

The objective of the courseware OEP is to outline the formative, summative, and operational evaluation process for C-130 ATS.  New courses or courses undergoing major modification will undergo formative and summative evaluation as determined by the Training Analyst (TA).  All courseware under configuration management will undergo operational evaluation on an ongoing basis.  Evaluation of the Formal School and C-130 ATS will be accomplished through internal and external evaluations.

3.7.4 Methods of Evaluation

The primary method of evaluation will be by review and assessment of lessons when initially implemented or, for revised lessons after going through the instructional change proposal process. This evaluation will examine the overall ability of the courseware to train to the stated objective. 

Several instruments will be used to collect data: Contractor Subject Matter Expert reviews, student internal critiques, supervisor external critiques, and Courseware Team Reviews.  Most of the information collected through this process will be in the form of opinion based on technical knowledge and practical experience. The majority of reviews are conducted by highly trained and qualified crewmembers, Air Force/Contractor instructors, and Instructional Developers (IDs). 

The goal of Quality Assurance in this process is to ensure the instructional program is of the highest possible quality when implemented in the training environment.

The training evaluation process verifies and validates the processes and products of a training program and assesses the impact of the training in the operational environment.  To the Lockheed Martin Team, evaluation is a continuous process that begins during the analysis phase of ISD and continues through the life cycle of the training programs we develop and support, as shown in Figure 3.7-1.  Content validation occurs during the analysis, design, and development phases of the ISD process.  Formative evaluation of processes and materials is an internal evaluation conducted during the development phase primarily through individual and small group trials.  On-site internal and off-site external summative evaluation occurs before fielding/graduation and continues after graduation as post-training evaluation.  The entire process measures continuously, and collects verification data followed by results data at four levels— reaction, learning, behavior transfer, and organizational impact.
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Figure 3.7-1.  The C-130 ATS Evaluation Process
(Measures Continuously from the Analysis, Design, and Development Phases, Through Post-training)

Some brief, but important rationale, supporting an effective multi-level evaluation include:

1) Determining if a syllabus of instruction is accomplishing its design objectives

2) Identifying  strengths and weaknesses in lessons, courses, or entire training programs

3) Deciding who participates as trainees in future programs (e.g., target audiences)

4) Testing the clarity and validity of tests, questions, exercises, and flight evaluations

5) Identifying which trainees benefited the most or least from a syllabus of instruction

6) Gathering data to assist in modifying current courses and courseware, or in designing and implementing new ones

7) Determining training impact on mission accomplishment and the satisfaction of operational graduates and their commanders

8) Developing multi-levels of information, including documented feedback from trainees, graduates, and their operational commanders to point out necessary changes to training and justify training budgets in today's fiscally constrained environment.

A successful evaluation process must be well organized and documented.  It must be capable of evaluating the total training program and of providing data in usable formats.  It must be accepted by students at the training sites, and by the external operational customers.  Many variables can affect the integrity of the evaluation process and data and its potential internal and external customer acceptance.  Controls for population size, composition, observation bias, and developed checklists are needed to prevent the loss of data validity.  Without data validity, the decisions derived are suspect. 

Cost factors can affect the quality of the evaluation.  Time and resources are needed to develop stringent measurable standards to validate instruments for data collection, and to collect external information at the unit level, which proves behavior transfer and job results.  The type and level of evaluation conducted is budget and resource driven.  We will develop an overall evaluation strategy including these requirements:

1) How will tests be validated?

2) Test reliability and validity

3) Criteria-referenced testing

4) Performance tests

5) How will lesson be validated (e.g., sequential testing)?

Even with the automation of our proposed program, a capable evaluation program requires skilled personnel to plan, conduct, and analyze the data to be cost effective and efficient.  Effective evaluation requires personnel with a level of education, training, and experience commensurate with the complexity and scope of the training program conducting the evaluation.  These skills and individual qualifications include: 

1) TAs to interpret data results and derive recommendations,

2) TAs to create evaluation tools for specific training programs and to perform statistical processes for effective and usable data analysis,

3) SMEs to verify recommendations derived from evaluation results and data analysis,

4) Personnel skilled in compiling electronic databases and operating statistical software programs and,

5) Instructors trained in their important role throughout the evaluation process.

The skills required depend on the purpose and type of evaluation conducted.  For example, most team members assist in validating content during the analysis and design phases.  SMEs are particularly critical to certify content correctness.  TAs are required to ensure the data items flowing from one phase to another are correct and follow standard and accepted processes.  During traditional external evaluation, an experienced person has been required to conduct the evaluation at the field site.  Our Lockheed Martin C-130 ATS Team tools are designed to allow external evaluation input to the evaluation process via the Internet and the World Wide Web from operational units.  Telephone interviews can also be accomplished effectively for units lacking sufficient computer equipment or Internet access.  Though less personable, these innovations provide external, off-site data collection within the typical constraints of time and money prevalent in today's austere budget environments. 

Our proven and operational four-level evaluation program was developed in conjunction with AETC and is used successfully for the effective evaluation of complex, multi-syllabus, multi-crewmember aviation training programs.  This computer-based, automated module of our proposed Training Management System (TMS) for the C-130 ATS program provides local and long distance evaluation capability, and supports operational field input. 

The Lockheed Martin Team’s evaluation processes and automated TMS evaluation module are based on the widely accepted educational evaluation model developed by Kirkpatrick.  Prior to any tailoring for specific requirements, the four general levels of evaluation supported by our proposed process are: 

1) Level One - Reaction: Satisfaction of trainees with their specific course of instruction and its applicability to their future operational mission.  Learning is not measured.

2) Level Two – Learning. What did the trainees learn?  How effective was the training?  Achievement of training objectives within stated tasks, condition, and standards is measured.

3) Level Three - Behavior: Did the trainees improve their behavior based on what was learned and retained after graduation and while flying operationally?  Behavioral change on the job is documented, as well as suggestions for improvements in the training syllabus of instruction.
4) Level Four - Organizational Impact: Did the change in behavior positively impact the gaining operational unit as judged by the graduate's supervisor and or commander? Evaluation of productivity directly attributable to the new graduate receiving training.
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Figure 3.7-2 illustrates the four levels of evaluation sampled and collected by our automated tools, as well as the key instruments used to collect and validate the data.

Figure 3.7-2.  Four Levels of Evaluation are Supported by Our Proposed Process.

Figure 3.7-3 illustrates a detailed and robust evaluation process.  Expert reviews are conducted by SMEs for each content area and members of the project team are trained to use comprehensive checklists developed to agreed-upon standards for lesson verification and equipment acceptance.  Our Lockheed Martin C-130 ATS Team has experience using verification checklists.  Existing instruments are modified to meet specific tasks.  Monitoring checklist data saves time, ensures schedule impact is detected, and efficiently uses resources.  The formative evaluation ends with the successful testing of each of the training system components.  Significant flexibility and tailoring are available within formative evaluation to allow the customer to initiate the process within a design-to-cost approach.

By automating data collection and key survey instruments, we support the evaluation process, as shown in Figure 3.7-4, through the constant update of the training system, using our configuration-managed training change process.
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Figure 3.7-4.  Our team can translate evaluation data from our automated databases into configuration-managed improvements to the training system through the instructional change process.

During formative evaluation, a trainee sample from the target population is tested using the materials and system.  Tests are conducted by module, lesson, or phase segments.  Ideal trainees for established test validity are masters and non-masters in the target population when they are available.  Trainee reactions to the materials are collected through the survey instruments, observation, interviews, computer-managed instruction (CMI) data, and the TMS database.  Changes and revisions to each lesson or system component are made, based on a qualitative analysis of student reactions, observation data, sums of attempts, time spent, and CMI equipment/operation data. 

The last element of formative evaluation is the small group tryout (SGTO).  Our C-130 ATS Team emphasizes conducting the SGTO using the target population, when available.  Using small groups from the target population ensures data validity.  Instructors or SMEs in the role of trainees have used SGTOs, depending on customer preferences, trainee availability, and schedule constraints, but this introduces an additional variable in the statistical analysis.  Instruction is delivered under conditions approximating the actual training activity.  The information is collected using reaction questionnaires for students and instructors, objective tests, CMI data collection such as trainee time, or attempts to mastery, and equipment failures.  The information is analyzed using qualitative judgments as well as quantitative statistical processes to begin item analysis on the objective test items, and cumulative statistical measures of student reactions and learning.  The information analysis drives any required changes to the materials and training processes.  If major changes are made, the SGTO can be repeated.

As depicted in Figure 3.7-5, summative evaluation is internal to the supported training organization and also external with interfaces to the customers.
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Figure 3.7-5.  Our Evaluation Program
(Includes Processes for Constructive Changes and Improvements)

3.7.5 In-Place Controls Eliminate Bias
Our team’s methods will control bias in the C-130 ATS Program.  The internal components of summative evaluation are similar to the SGTO, with the exception that the course is now on-line and trainee population size is larger.  Much of the information, including student reaction information, is captured electronically.

One key process in summative evaluation is trend analysis.  To conduct trend analysis, the evaluation process must be ongoing, not just a one-time sample course.  The TMS graduate evaluation module can generate reports.  The Lockheed Martin C-130 ATS Team expects to maintain a sample size confidence level of 95 percent for internal evaluations and 85 percent for external evaluations, depending on customer emphasis.  This stringent sample size ensures that the conclusions and recommendations derived are valid.

External summative evaluations are conducted through electronically mailed and Internet capable questionnaires from trainees and supervisors.  These are usually conducted 60 days after training.  However, this time period can be tailored to meet individual customer and operational unit preferences.  Experience has shown this method to provide adequate support for the third and fourth levels of evaluation.  The process may include data collected via our site visits or our Government-training partners to conduct observational reviews and to collect accurate data that verifies behavior transfer.  Information derived from field visits or electronic collection methods is compiled and processed into the system.  Data analysis is conducted using quantitative and qualitative processes within the life cycle configuration management period for any specific program.  A final report with conclusions and recommendations is developed.  This report generates changes required in the system and provides a powerful tool for improvements and budget defense.

A list of the automated tools used by the Lockheed Martin Team for the evaluation process includes:

1) Lockheed Martin Training Management System (TMS) Graduate Evaluation module

2) CMI tools such as QUEST Net Plus 

The CMI information is collected in the QUEST Net+ software and the data output is linked through customized interfaces to the TMS tools developed by Lockheed Martin.  Since much of the process is conducted through use of the automated TMS modules, including the Internet for the external summative evaluation, the process is efficient and cost effective.

Our Lockheed Martin C-130 ATS Team approach provides features and benefits not usually offered in most evaluation processes.  The summative evaluation process incorporates continuous and effective measurement at four levels ensuring the continuing effectiveness of the training system.  The automated processes allow the collection of data over time, which provides the possibility of conducting trend analysis.  Only through trend analysis can one discern subtle shifts in trainee population characteristics or identify experiences that affect the training requirements.  The Lockheed Martin C-130 ATS Team approach mitigates several of the major risks associated with evaluation by automating the process for labor-intensive tasks.  This helps to control data analysis bias and error.  In addition, the process establishes standards for the study, such as sample size, confidence levels, and target population requirements in the evaluation process before the study is conducted.  Though ideally the employment of long-range transfer and impact studies is most often preferable, the majority of customers and programs cannot attend them.  We can conduct such studies but also offer the proven and streamlined processes proposed as part of our technical approach.

3.7.6 Formative Evaluation

3.7.6.1 General

Formative Evaluation is conducted during the design and development phases of new lesson development or during the design and development of the major modification of existing lessons.  Figure 3.7-6. shows the lesson design and development process.  The specific integration of evaluation into these phases is shown in the checklist in the ISD Process in Attachment 2, Section 3.1 Figure 3.1-8.

[image: image5.wmf]Input

Change

Revision/

New Lesson

TA

OK

CCWG

Yes

No

OK

Yes

No

Courseware

Admin

TA

Scenario

SME

Scenario

SME

Lesson

SME

TA

Graphics

Quality

Control

Lesson

Program

Multi

-

Media

TA

OK

Quality

Assurance

OK

Configuration

Management

Formative

Evaluation

Summative

Evaluation

OK

End

No

Yes

No

Yes

ANALYSIS

DESIGN

DEVELOPMENT

PLANNING

IMPLEMENTATION

EVALUATION


Figure 3.7-6.  Courseware Change Process

Approach
The Formative Evaluation consists of a sequence of government and contractor reviews conducted during lesson design and development that take place prior to lesson production and summative evaluation.  Reviews include:

1. Contractor Subject Matter Expert(SME) reviews of the lesson content and teachability

2. Air Force QAR reviews of the lesson design and documentation.

3. Contractor QAE reviews of the design and development process and products.

Most of the reviews will be conducted by a combination of the three listed above.
Each lesson is written by courseware personnel in accordance with available technical references, lesson assets (i.e., lesson objectives, lesson format guides, etc.), and input from Contractor Subject Matter Experts.  The lesson passes through a systematic series of checks involving the Training Analyst (TA), and contractor SME to ensure lesson accuracy, smooth flow, and instructional soundness.  CAI programmers, conversant with the Quest authoring system, produce the actual on-line lesson from the storyboards provided.
3.7.6.2 Contractor Reviews

Contractor reviews will be conducted at various stages of the design and development process.  This incremental review process will protect against major development flaws occurring in the lesson.  The TA reviews the newly revised/authored lesson to assess instructional effectiveness. Specific review guidelines are outlined in the TA sections of the Courseware Change Process document.  The reviews ensure the basic lesson structure is sound, assesses lesson flow and use of overviews, reviews, summaries, practice quizzes, and post tests, to communicate the key information necessary to cover the lesson objectives.

3.7.6.3 Contractor SME Reviews

AF/Contractor SME reviews start early in the lesson design process. Early detection of technical errors saves man-hours and materials. If undetected in the early stages, technical errors compound, requiring extensive revisions to graphics, and textual materials.  Effective AF/Contractor SME participation in the initial review process results in a reduction in the number of revisions required as the lesson progresses to completion.  The Air Force/Contractor SME reviews the instructional materials for technical accuracy, compliance with Air Force Instructions, and for consistency with other lessons and other airframes (Multi-aircraft Lessons).

Air Force/Contractor SME reviews are conducted periodically during the lesson design and development process.  Reviews are documented on the Courseware Change Process Checklist.  Changes are requested by completion of SME Reviews. This documentation will provide specific instructions to the courseware team.  It will also document the history of changes made during lesson development.

3.7.6.4 Air Force Quality Assurance Reviews 

At specified milestones and during day to day operations the Air Force courseware QAR will be invited to review the progress of the lesson and adherence to policies and procedures.  The first review is an in-progress review.  This involves the Subject Matter Expert, Courseware QAE, and TA. The lesson will be reviewed for technical accuracy, effectiveness, design, and conformity to lesson specifications. 

The second scheduled review is the Physical Configuration Audit (PCA).  This review is conducted just prior to placing the lesson in the classroom for the Summative Evaluation.  During this review the technical accuracy and quality of the lesson is confirmed.  The Air Force is also invited to review all deliverables pertaining to the lesson.  When a lesson is delivered for PCA, an Instructor Guide, Student Guide, all on line and off-line Media, Tests, and Quizzes will be available for review.

3.7.7 Summative Evaluation

3.7.7.1 General

A Summative Evaluation is conducted for new course development or the major modification of a course. The purpose is to determine if learning materials work under actual teaching/learning conditions.  This phase consists of actual instructor use of the lessons with students going through the course of instruction.

Since the instruction and materials are developed for average students, tryouts are focused on an average group. Students selected should represent the target audience. A lack of resources may prevent or reduce the number of participants. At least five (5) students should be used to provide effective data on each lesson.

Time becomes an important factor in tryouts. Students should be able to learn the information or perform the task within a reasonable time period. Learning time provides an indication of the efficiency of lesson structure. If a lesson consistently requires an inordinate amount of time to complete, it could be an indication that the structure of the material and its presentation require modification. The decision to modify lesson structure is not, however, based solely on learning time data. Post test, as well as, attitudinal data, must be closely analyzed to ensure that extended learning time is not a result of more fundamental instructional deficiencies.

This phase of evaluation fine tunes the course to ensure information is correct and clearly presented.  It consists of student critiques, instructor critiques, and gathering and evaluating student test scores.  Data collected during this phase is analyzed to identify trends and used to improve the lesson material and presentation prior to final government acceptance. At which time all results will then be available for review.

3.7.7.2 New Course Tryout

Following production, upon the completion of the formative evaluation, new CBT lessons will be loaded on appropriate computers and the learning center.  Student and Instructor Guides, Tests, and Quizzes will be reproduced and provided to students and instructors, as appropriate.  The lesson will undergo evaluation for three classes or 115 calendar days, whichever comes first.  All off-line materials will be clearly marked “115 DAY”.  These lessons are located in the learning center library and should be the only lessons used during the evaluation process. Instructors will then be familiarized with new lessons by Courseware staff. 

Each student taking lessons will complete a critique covering such things as material correctness and applicability, student interest, and ease of use.  Instructors teaching the material will complete a similar survey covering the lesson from the instructor’s point of view.  On line and paper based test scores will be maintained to document student performance.

At the end of the Summative Evaluation data is collected, summarized and analyzed to allow appropriate revisions to be made.  The TA/SME will meet to review critiques, resolve issues, and document changes required.  After the lesson is modified with the instructor’s inputs the lesson is reviewed by the training QAE and presented to the Government for FCA.  Once the Government accepts the FCA the lesson is placed under courseware configuration management. All data collected will be put in the lesson binder for historical documentation.

Operational Evaluation

3.7.7.3 General

Operational Evaluation involves ongoing lesson improvement and internal and external evaluation.  It is the responsibility of all involved with the courseware.  Student and instructors must document lesson deficiencies, Subject Matter Experts must review lessons periodically, courseware personnel must review changes and make recommendations for lesson improvements, and instructional designers must collect and analyze internal and external evaluation.

3.7.7.4 Approach

To effectively monitor and revise a training program, data should be collected from a variety of sources on a regular basis. Recommended data sources are instructors and students.  Instructors will periodically review lessons and students will be monitored by analysis of critiques and test performance.  External evaluation will be collected using the Internet module of the TMS to assess the job performance of students approximately 60 days after graduation.

3.7.7.5 SME Reviews

Input from the instructor cadre is an integral component to any effective training program.  This input will be collected in the form of instructor comments and change recommendations during lesson reviews. Instructors will document their input using the Lesson Review Sheet found in the Appendix. These forms will then be analyzed and prioritized by courseware personnel. This data is valuable in pointing out technical errors, omissions, sequencing problems, and misplaced emphasis.

3.7.7.6 Student Data Sources

Student performance is the principle concern of any training program. Student input to operational evaluation is essential for valid and complete assessment of the training program. Student data sources include quiz/test scores, attitude comments, student critique comments, and graduate evaluations.  Students will be scheduled by the TMS for periodic critiques to assess various aspects of the C-130 ATS and Formal School operation.

TEST SCORES - End of academic phase test scores should be recorded and retained for all students enrolled in the training program.  When a particular test question is answered incorrectly a significant number of times (as determined by the TA, it should be automatically flagged for review.  Analysis of these questions can provide an extremely valuable source for identifying training materials that may require revision. 

APPENDIX

L-SME LESSON REVIEW PROCEDURES

These procedures are provided to assist the Lesson Subject Matter Expert (L-SME) in conducting a lesson review.

1.
To begin the review, obtain a copy of the Lesson Review Checklist.  These can be obtained from the on-line ‘smecklst.doc.’

2.
Next, obtain copies of the appropriate syllabus, SG and IG.  These publications are available on-line.  You can print out just the portions you need.

3.
Determine if the lesson has been “Baselined” and whether any Instructional Change Proposals (ICP’s) have been submitted.

4.
Meet with the respective Instructional Developer to receive general information about the lesson and answer any questions about the review process.

5.
After completing the checklist, if the lesson and all courseware documents are correct, and no changes/corrections are required, check the “None Required” box at the bottom on the back of the checklist, sign and date it, and return the checklist to your lead instructor.  The lead instructor will then log the review in TMS.

7.
If the lesson requires any changes, complete an Instructional Change Proposal, including all necessary supporting documentation. This form is located on-line.  Check the “ICP submitted for lesson modification” box at the bottom on the back of the checklist, sign and date it, attach the ICP and return the package to your lead instructor who should then forward the proposed ICP to the CWA to initiate the revision.

SME LESSON REVIEW CHECKLIST

Use this checklist to track the completion of this assigned lesson review.  Sign, date, and return the completed checklist to your Lead instructor.

Course                               Lesson Title

Lesson #

Reviewer Name (Printed/typed)

YES
NO
N/A

TASK

INSTRUCTOR GUIDE (LESSON PLAN)




Are Lesson # and Lesson Title in agreement with the syllabus?




Does Safety of Flight issues exist?  If so, they must receive the highest priority.




Are the objectives listed in the IG consistent with the training standards in the syllabus and identical with those listed in the SG?




Does the lesson material accurately reflect the intent of the lesson objectives?




Is the lesson content, including references, technically accurate and complete?




Can lesson material be adequately covered in the time allotted?




Are Instructor notes and references to visual aids called-out in the right hand column?

STUDENT GUIDE




Are Lesson # and Lesson Title in agreement with the syllabus?




Does Safety of Flight issues exist?  If so, they must be addressed within 48 hrs.




Are the objectives listed in the SG consistent with the training standards in the syllabus and identical with those listed in the IG?




Does the lesson material accurately reflect the intent of the lesson objectives?




Is the lesson content, including references, technically accurate and complete?




Do student exercises and review questions effectively reinforce lesson material?




Are student materials (Instruction/Information Sheets, etc.) adequate and easy to use?

CAI




Does Safety of Flight issues exist?  If so, they must receive the highest priority.




Is the lesson content, including references, technically accurate and complete?




Are graphics/video/photos legible, accurate, and do they enhance the intent of the lesson?




Is it easy for students to navigate through the lesson?




Does the post lesson test accurately cover the material in the lesson?




Is the sequence of instruction appropriate?

MEDIATED INTERACTIVE LECTURE




Does Safety of Flight issues exist?  If so, they must receive the highest priority.




Do the visual aids contain technically accurate and complete information, including references?




Are graphics/video/photos legible, accurate, and do they enhance the intent of the lesson?




Does the order of the media presentation follow the sequence as indicated in the right column of the IG?

Please add any comments/recommendations you wish to make regarding this lesson. Specifically, comment on areas which are weak and ineffective.  Give specific examples where possible.

Each component of this lesson has been reviewed and the following actions should be taken:

___
None required

___
ICP submitted for lesson modification  (NOTE: Attach completed ICP to this form)

Reviewer Signature                                                   Date Completed                                    .

C-130 COURSEWARE (ICP) EVALUATION

QUALITY CONTROL/QUALITY ASSURANCE REVIEW PROCEDURES

1.
The review should begin by establishing that all the following elements of the Lesson Development Binder are present.
a. Instructional Change Proposal (ICP)

b. Courseware Change Process Checklist - initialed by the appropriate personnel

c. Instructor Guide/Student Guide - (containing a redlined and revised copy of the Instructor Guide, including a Media List, and Student Guide, including Information Sheets and graphics, if applicable)

d. Graphics - (containing a Graphics Request Form, hard copies of all revised and newly created graphics, and a Photograph Request Form, if applicable)

e. CAI storyboards - Flow and design, including appropriate graphics.

f. All elements that have been affected by the ICP should be reviewed for accuracy and completeness

2.
You should first review the paper copies of the Instructor Guide and Student Guide from beginning to end.  You may wish to note any problems you notice while reviewing the Instructor Guide or Student Guide documents.  Reference each of your comments concerning content to a heading in the document or to a specific topic, subtopic, etc.  Ensure that the Instructor Guide and Student Guide documents conform to the established format standards.

4.
Compare the redline copies and revised copies for accuracy and note any differences that might exist.

5.
When reviewing modifications to graphics, make certain that hard copies exist of all graphics revised or newly created.  Hard copies of photographs or duplicated graphics will not be present in the Lesson Development Binder.  Make certain that the Media List accurately reflects any changes to graphics called for in the Graphics Request Form, and that the exact number of graphic images that are called for in the Instructor Guide are also accounted for on the Media List.

6.
When you have completed reviewing the lesson, complete the review form and number each comment to correspond to the criteria listed on the review form.

a. For each NO that you check on the review form, please provide a brief explanation on the back of the review form or on a separate piece of paper stapled to the review form.

b. Each YES that you check on the review form means that the lesson is acceptable in that area.  You may check YES and still comment on the area if you feel that the correction or revision is minor.

c. Mark N/A whenever you do not find reference to that criteria in the document, and you do not feel that it is necessary (Ex: not all lessons contain all the elements that are listed on the review form, so you may mark N/A if it does not apply, and you agree that it should not.  If you believe that the lesson should contain an element that is not present, then you should mark NO).

d. Please note that those items which you do not check YES or NO will default to YES.  Anything that you feel is N/A, you should mark as such.

7.
You have completed your review, if the lesson requires no action.
QUALITY ASSURANCE CHECKLIST
Curriculum
Course
Format

AF Lesson #
CM#

Lesson Title
Reviewer/Date

YES
NO
N/A

TASK




Lesson # and CM # are present and correct?




Lesson title is present, correct and in agreement with syllabus?




All elements affected are listed on the ICP and accurately reflect the modifications that have taken place?




Need date and Implementation date are included on the ICP?




All required initials are present on the Lesson Courseware Checklist?




Footer(s) and/or Header(s) accurately reflect the date of authoring or revision, revision level?




Information on the cover sheets of all documents is accurate? (i.e., title, revision date and level, CM#, AF lesson #, lesson duration, etc.) 




Appropriate editing of all affected documents has occurred? (Proper formats, pagination, spellcheck, widows and orphans, proper column setup, etc.)




The graphics are accurate, complete, legible, and in agreement with the graphics requested on the Graphics Request Form?




All newly created graphics have been assigned media numbers and are accurately reflected on the media list?




All products developed are instructionally sound and conform to accepted ISD standards?




Does the lesson conform to contractual standards?

Please add any comments/recommendations you wish to make regarding this lesson.  Specifically, comment on areas which are weak and ineffective.  Give specific examples where possible.
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