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In’troduction‘ . . . ] ’ N
Every person involved in any field of hevaluation evolves. Each person-underJ T
goeg changes *in the process of his career. 'i'he process of change,;he'g'ins when one . g
N 7 R R :
decides.that evaluation is going” to be his or her,céreer, For most thia feans
. : . ' . - :
entering :in academic" ’.i'r‘:;atitution,., Dyring this timé,’ ea.ch- evalua‘tor. is‘.born. His -

s

' heredit{y and enviironment depend primarily upon the institutio’n(s) he attends. The .
V ' ' ‘ S, '

. . » -

_ evaluator 1s ta.ught and nurtured until he can 'walk and talk, However the set of
tu iy A
experiencea he 1s expoaed tb are limited and controlled, ‘and he entere the next era
¢ of- change, the "world of px‘acticing reality" without the opportunity for practice.

e

In.thig world, changes begin to take place rapidly, and many of them can be drasti-c.e

T

. One can only 'hope the teachinga of yuuth" are not totally forgotten and set aside.
L
Each evaluator is in a different stage of development; some will progress _faater .
\th\an oth.'ers"and son;e }‘vill,e‘ither ‘remai:n,infaglts' or die,as funcgioning ‘ev‘aluators.
.For éach evaluagtor,'ihgj’visiong\or dream of a "better" futixre‘lies ahead, and"to a
great eic;ent the future ca“n be n‘o better than dreams an:l vigions that “have been held

%

" ¥or it in.'the past. o o . - g R . s
- .o ! . . ~

~ ~

The Past . P > . ’ B . . . 4 . L)

R . ' [N

Upon arriving fresh froni the academic world one. brings many, utppian
PR L Ao
ideas with the hope of improving the educational field No task seems tov large or
too impossible, it ahould only be a simple matter of applying on'e of the many, theoriea, -

& .t

-

. modela or designs that l\}ve been learned, and puttingrit to task, It is thought t-hat-.l

: the job.of);ing a formative.evaluator.will be, exciting',na'position that:‘will al\l.ow
free #lowing exchange, and/or modification for improvement: -The ev'aluator thinks 7
he 18 a co-captain or lst officer of the ship, the instigator for change, the person
providing information and recommendations for a‘ "better way." All of this with the e .

+
B}

support of the product staff. Indeed, the evalustor gees himself or herself. as a

valuable asset t'o good product d'evel_opment.' - ) LT

. - . - . -
\ hd A ' . .
. * . - ’
{
i
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Unfortunately, the world of textbooks and classrooms, often has Jdittle con-

é'\ * v

nection to the 'hitty gritty" of' the real world Application often.goes sour,

N

Y . -

'and principles aometime fade and become compromised as the_game of give and "take

~ . i N . w\'.

begins;) , . ) . ) . . .

. t . . A
» N ( ’ R} ‘e “ \
v \ ~ . LR - . . .,

&

Insights int04the future of the)evaluator can emerge when one teturna to -

s
. ‘« . N ' .

Athax eager young person about to venture into the "real world" of R&D evaluationo'

.8 . . { Ly .
° Except for a few,obscure missing elements, his concept of evaluation has been
ctated vety nicely by Scriv 967)° That is, evaluation involves the collection

'-of information concerning the mpact of an educational prograta, ° Ahd, while there

AN ke ’

are many possible uses for such informatién, it 1s assumed by the ‘new evaiuator

,that~the fundamental‘;u;pose of &ll evaluation is to produce information which can

be uaed in. educational decision-making. These decisibns may be concerned with the
8. ¢ s )

continuation, termination, or modification of an. existing program, or with the de-

velopment and possible adoption of gome new program.. This definition appears to be
'-\ "/ "‘
sufficient until ‘one discovers that those’ "few obscure missing elements, for the

.

-

-

most psrt, can be tranalated into "the product developeg.u Normally before one isg
-hired, the impression he had‘of hia 5ob was tox 1) familiarize himself with the

product being deveIoped, ~2) test it in the field, 3) cdllect the data, 4) analyze

the data, and . S) finally preaent'what has been discovered to the product developer

? -3 a

3 1

or employer for ‘decision-making’ purﬂoses° L ‘ o
) “ . 2] .
when the evaluator commences nis or her new job the'firat tagk is to become

.

familiar with the product or program to be evaluated° One'assumes he or gshe is the. ”:,
e specialist in this area (at 1888t that yas the impression conveyed at the‘time of

thtring), After this, oneibegins the process of selecting ‘one of the experimental
p desiéns to test the product. The design chosen has all of the beat characteristics

-

needed:for a "good"{evaluation. 1f needed the design- will include randomization
VO / 5
of subjects to treatment, an 'N" large enough to test for any treetment interactton(s),

« -

- a7 v
‘a balanced design, consultants to help with special problems, the same covariant(a)_.
~ * l A

'

A

+
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. for each subject, and costs, too, will be kept under control. This evaluation will R
§ ¢ § A . '\.,

bewdone by the books. The right way. And the evaluatot will remain independent

. ‘and totally unbiased Unfortunately, the proceas‘isn t quite that . simple.ﬂ

& Al

The evaluator is to be the unbiased judge -~ the essence of.impartislity. v W

E

However, this product has been nurtured from its inception by the developer.: He

s

ls not unlike a protective parent who knows that his child nust go to' the hosp{tal

for a delicate and risky operation, but ia ugceftain of the possible outcome, The
devel er, too, knows that the product must be evaluated, but the outcome of that
’p » : 00 -

evalua ion on his tereative effort' L3 as dreaded to him as the possibility of the -

A

deaéhli¥ the child on the operating table is to_the parent. With these facts in

front of the evaluator, heoor she knows that a heaﬂ-on-collision is not unlikely,

' 3,
the evsluator‘prepares for the collision with all the dtplomacy “and: tact that is '

needed by a United Natf\ns ambassador., The theories and studies .previ usly read .
. s .o
no longer represent Yeality, and ‘the evaluator i suddenly face~to-face with a’

‘ 1

problem that did not exist back in the/classroom. The present is here, and it ' ;

- .o Soh . ‘ . 2 ' I’, ;
o must’be dealt with nqw. . A oo . , ) . |
) . . o~ : ' . 4 . %
The Present . T ) L. : , ‘ ‘

L d 3 - o
- 3 -

Initially, the role of the evaluator is ambiguous, for two masters, Research

and Development,‘must be served. If the needs and demands of the two are congruent, ,

the evaluator can proceed efficiently and effectively. But frequentl “the require~

+

ments of each are mutudlly echusi¢E* fhe researcher is anekgng evaluation, and o

the developer may primarily be seeking confirmation.

-

-

The basic confrontation is between the theoretical frameWork which results , |

-

from the evaluator 8 academic training and thd’constraints, demands. amd idiosyn-, y

-

cracies of realitk 1t ‘is the traditional battle between theory and prsctice.,
N~

¢ The academician can devise axioms -and procedures for ‘conducting resesrch, in-

X cluding statements having to do with the random selection of\subjects, the admin- ..
T ¢ ‘a -

» 1istration of evaluation instruments,-@nd the exact\method for imple?enting the s

F;
LA

R e ..zl- ~5

! ' . . -
. . t o]




experimental treatment. But the practitioner must trv to implement the theoretical
requirements of the academfcian with the parameters of a real-1{fe setting. The
2 practitioner must deal with schools which refuseato permit random aelection of stu-

dents, or whose definition of randommess is aignificantly different from what
1 ° <
. is required for true tgﬁdomness. He or she must deal with school strikes, early
K
closinga, with the replacement of a teacher in mid-treatment, with muteriala delayed

Y

" or losg,in tranait, with unexpected amounts of attrition, wi h atudents-who were, con- .

taminated by previoua pnrticipation in.a simi&ér*evaluation project, and with the way
* . “ M L . {‘;
- costa can spiral and conaequently cause original plans to,be modified in midstream.

In fact, the possible violations to a tight research design are legion and it ia

* experience which can best help the evaluator to prepare for them, An important -

L

®

,caveat is that one cannot predict everything that will occur which may violate the ™
e e—

design. However, one can attempt to control for as many as possible, remembering

e ~

- that these violations are not éﬁgionea.learned about\in the classroomo ° .
e R .. ‘N.Q\ 3o
o There-is probably no evaIuator who has not been faced with these and even

wor ge problemg in the course of conducting an evaluation project. In fact, while

. . these problems seem momentous to the new evdluator, they may appear trivial t;
- . . ¢ /
experfenced evaluators. . Perhaps they are trivial in the face of higher order con~ .

. B M N . -

. flicts between the evaluator as évaluator and the.evaluator as emplgyee offthe,: -

‘developer. fhe_evaluator normally represents a certain threat to the developer,

. e . -

‘While the former may feel the need for conscientiously isolating variables, facts,-

' aand~cpnclusibns; the latter may'intérpret'thia,as being negative.’ The unfortunate

result of this perception is that ‘the developer‘gay;internalize this negativism

and see it as an attack on the program or product, and therefore, by extension, as

. a personal attack This then, is one of the basic. confliﬁtso-”‘ . “

1] ~
The friend ve. foe conflict that exists between the developer and the ev_yga
tor, when it exists, may provide the fuel for another basic conflict which has a
i
tremendous impact on the findings of any evald/;:ion° Thig s the introduction of bias.

t

2

-
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While the evaluetor is crained to be an objeccive obaerver, ran$ developers

have been emOC1onally‘£nvolved in cheir programa° Thua, a aeemingly.innbcent dia-
iz
‘cussion of che merits of-a program can become filled with hidden agenda. The new

evaluator wants to prove»hia worch by finding ouc how euccessful the product 18,

@ Ve

as well as 1dentify1ng areas within the product or program which need to be cor-
“rected in Che courde of £Cs developmenc buc the developef/wanCa to procect his

"baby" from attack. Far too often Chia reeulta in a Cype of aftack and defenae /

& . behavior, The developer may attack ‘the evaluator on an 1natrumcnc or che design -

N k-
to be used in the evaluation. .The evaluacOr naturally defends his approach, and’

’ ¥

o A ¥ turn may aCCack the developer on some ocher point \(e.gs, the lack or unclaricy
. ¢ ﬂ ]

.of the quectivea or outcomes to be meaaured by the evaluation). Thia proceaa ol .

a;;hgk_and_dgfgggg_ggusea undue bias. ‘The objectivity of the evaluator as well
as the developer is put in jeopardy, and the' evaluaCOr, who may have been W1111ng

R
to modify his method, is now confronted with two. isaoes chat 2re hard to handle.

[ -

One 1s that of'hgs worth.and integrity as a pereon,or a professional, and the

‘second ig econdmic -sur‘vival° ) . 7_ . N
Obvfbusly; these are generaldzationﬁ, but beneegé the objective fecade of a
developer 1naisc1ng, r'of course' I want to find out where and how 1 can improve this

s A ’
program," there lurka ar artist,” a creacor, who doesn't want his creation to be .

\,
~

stillborn. The goal of tne evaluator, of course, is not to try to deliberaCely
show the 1mperfecciona in the product, B 8e, but to dfsplay the true nature of

the product and help improve it in its developmental stagea by ‘documenting ﬂta

i ¢ . P
« performance. T 3 ! !

R ¢ the developer sées the evaluation as making a contribution tc the overall
1mprovemenc of the program, if his long-range, objectives are seen as being con-
gruent wich ‘those of the evaluator, if the resulta of the etudy are seen a8 heing
’;QEerim obaervacions and noc labels or lmmutable conclusiona, chen the basic ‘cor--

-~ . flicts can.more readily be resolved, However, often, such ‘18 not the case.

~
. <

P
s S -6~

.
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Admitting that the above 1ntentions.and purposes:are_trué is quite different:from“‘

¢ ~ the actual application and operation “of thege intents ané purposes in the planning

O . . tﬂt
and decision-making process, ' ' «
' €3
b The authors have syntheslzed their experiences with those related to them by
= - . 3 ¢

other evaluators and have listed a number of typical kinds of situations 1n which
evaluators often findpegeﬁ?;lves. . , . A L
o Co N

l) No-objectivea' The, specific objectives of the developers are not made

’

~

¢

clear 80 the evkluator must "guess" at whgt specific elementa are to be evaluated
h ﬂ . .
or the objectives and goals are under, continual revision and detinition. Therefore,
' ’ - . . & .

' o

the emphasis of the evaluation 15 based on the eviluator's 1hterpretation of the

- * - . t . . -
»~

- problem, . 4 SRR Voo S e : i ..

"
4 * > ' {

2) No commnication: The developer miy not be familiar with research term- -

. r o
\ * "o

inology or procedures and may be reluctant to ask about them. ,The evaluator may

- ) o . . |
-~ assume the developer is aware of these things and may act accordingly, thus com-
? - : - : ) g . ’ g 8 ,
y *  pounding the groblem. X 5 . L L

~
P

F- 4 3) SuoerJobjectivity vs. none:- The evelgator may'glieoate the developer by{

. seeming to be distant, unconcerned,“and cold-blooded instead of an objective ob-
{ ' [ . .

& 3 -’ : = :'
server, ’ '
, . -,

.
N a

4) Poor» timing- 'I'he evaluator is brought intq the pic ture too late for any -

! A
=

Kgnges that may be necessgary, and e is unable to evaluate the product on 1ts

'merita or demerits for improvement. Indeed, he may really be asked ta dempnstrate.
2

i

égly one or the other. ) .

5) Emphasis on negativism If the evaluator 8 role i8 seen as helping improve

-, a

a program under development, the elements _of the progran which appear to be succeas-
. ©

ful are often igriored and only those which show limited succegs are stressed, This

v

* - emphastis makes the develgper feel threatened and defensive about the program.

“.
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6) ,Excfusivity of evaluators or developers ' Because evaludtors and develop- ¢

- .

_ers may not be able to communicate successfulny with each other, they tend ‘to discuss
. v

their work witn only other evaluators Yor developers.

)

“apartness" and reduces the opporthnity for . imprbvingacommunication~with each other.

-

This reinforces the feelings of |

EvaIuators and developers ledtn from other evaluator# and developers, but they need .
- - L) . . ‘ ‘

to ghare their knowledge with each o“her.'

) Frotection of feelings and protection of job: Because the evaluator has*

often beed\hired by or assigned to a developer there Qay exist the feelings that one
should not be -the bearer of unpleasant or even of non-positive tidings for fear of

offending another professional or for'fear of heing fired for not producing suppor-

L]
tive information.,” . o ' . L

+« When tnese are combined with a more exhaustive list prepared and discussed by

Sanders -and Guba (1973), the complexity of the job of the evaluator is indeed made

\
manifesé% The number of conflicts that must, be faced seems almost endless, but
b t
they must be confronted and mastered, After determining the nauxré of the COhIllCL(B)

between the.roles of evaluators and developers, onesmust plan bow to eliminate any

r .

xisting situations and how to preﬂint such situﬁtiqns from beginning in the future.

The Euture . ‘0 . . . <
v ¥ . - A
‘

The past expectgtions and the present demands o£ the evaluator have probably ',

While it 18 true .
&
-that every new evaluator- as he leaves the world of academia may not havé-all of

%o

these expectations, it is likewise,eertain that every evaluator leaves with some
Similarly, all the problems alluded to in the “present" ape
not faced.by .each evaluator on each project, but that one or move of these "prob- )
lems" or "conflicts" or an adaptation'df them, will at some time have {to be deal;j

¢ . ’

with is almost a certaintyo ) .

~

How each person reacts to the frustrations created when he or she meets with

been somewhat, buJ not entirely, exaggerated in this discussiono

’ [

if nbét many of them.

“the conflicts of expectancy or theory,tand with the daily demands of "practical

o
. @
p . ) »/ 8~

9

Y
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M .
w4 ” -

reality" ({.e., how the system is really being operated) will, in the long run,

,” determine the future ®f the evaluator as a funetioning member of the.deveiopment ,

~

team, If one feelg that nothing can be done except actept the "funcLioning

reality" ‘of product evaluation, then his or her contribution to '%eal" evaluation

v, is, at best, limited and many times totally fruitless. On the contrary, if
1 one sets .the theory or expectation of "good" evaluation high, then -in spite

of any conseguencea that may follow, "better" 2valuation will be the most ;

] o3,

probable outcome. . - . . - ' ’

H - oA

~ L

r

'Aehieving "better" evalu;tion'to a-large extent: merely means the controlling

of biases that.%re pr'aent or that can'oe'fntroddoed 1nto any evaluation which

18 to be condueted Biaa, much 11ke Bertuda grass, 18 rooted in more than one

™

!

r'a /‘:0
place, and it i8 hard to control However, one way to locate a large set of roots®
contribut ing to evaluation bias 18 to look at the organizational model under which
. the evaluator must function (see aigo Scriven, 1974)
, ) all

Por the purpose of this paper.-a Section Developer 18 the perdon developing

or supervising the creation:or development of an educational product (e.g., new
eurricula, strategy, process, etc,). A Program Director is one who directs two

*

or more Section Developers; a Division Director is in charge of two or more Pro-

N - “ i -
grams; and the Corporation consists of two or more divisionsg or programs, depending

on the size of the Corporation, Solé%;iines-represent both supervision°and budget~
E .

- @

‘ ;afy respongibility, - Dotted linee represent inlormation ‘and/or indirect sﬁpErvision

responaibilities, but. not budgetary control. (Refer to Models 1 thu>uéh 5).
' Scriven (1974) has stated two general principles that must be kept in mind

i€ ofas 18 to. be minimized., The first 18 the. "Principle of Independent Feedback," .

and the second is the '"Principle of Independaace Maintenance." The first principle

g

\requires that "no unit in the chart foperational hierarchyT should‘rely entirely
for evaluative feedback about a given sub-unit on the pipe down which it pours
. { : .

~ ) z N a
the money for that same syb-unit" (Scriven, 1974), The second principle requires

Q -9=
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A

evaluation of the evaluation because without it, independence, whenever it exigts,

" ' [
tends to be temporary in any bureaucratic structure,

: It should be obvious that as_the modg}»number increases the likélihood of °
o ! & '

codtrolling bias in any evaluation also 1ncre;ses; It 18 not until you reach

the second model that you even obtain the first principle, and Model 31s the
first time for the second principle, It is not until Model Q‘that both prin-
ciples are met for the corboration, ﬁnd then tge firs; principle 1is violfted fo;
the funding agency. Howéver, it should be—easier for'the funding agency to hgve
greater'"COhfideﬂce"'in the results, findings, and dgéisions reached in Model 5
than in any other model presented. . -

N Sinc; it {is uniikely in any event that bias will be controlled or eliminated™®
merely by the adoption or 1m£1ementation of eny of the models described, it bé-
comes necessary to look for other means to achieve "better" evaluation results
and controlling biases, ) ) ’,"5

The follow@ng re;;esent poasible suggzations for ih?lementat}bn‘tﬁ’achieve

'betten".evaluaéiqp: The first and moatlpbvious, is the need kb have better

‘ " Not onlf must the evaluator

[

receive better training iﬁfthe what, why,‘and,ho& pf'eyaluation, but tpia training

training progfams (Worthen, 1972 and Scriven, 1974).

muét include more doing of evaluation. Each }valuator must not only be téugﬁtnhow

to walk and talk, but,he must be given a chagcq to practice the new-found "powers' -

- . 4 .
or "skills," 1In this way he or she 1g more likely to know what is going to trip

him and how to move, circumvent, or eradicate the object that tripped him. New

o - .
evaluators, as well as seasoned ones, ''fail to produce satisfactory evaluations

becaﬁse‘éhey ﬁagé not been equally well tutored 1n'tﬁe practical problems Shat

they,é;e likelf to encounter under real world éonditions" (Sande;s & Guha, L973).
Indeed, many of these p;;£1éhg tranacend mast technical aspects of any eval&ation
to include the 1ntroduction of more general or pervasive variables° He;e 1§ the

? w

place for academic inatitutions anq 1nst1tutfon8.1nvolved in R & D to cooperate,

B
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The R & [;iﬁ%tftutiona need to makexd’commitment, and to this extent %o muet‘
/ .
the funding agencies, to assist ifh the training of new evaluators. The academic

institutions must ‘in turn reqoire‘prhctical experience as part of any degree

program., This idea 1s not a new one; it has been practiced- for yeare in the

tréining of doctors, pharmacists, teachers, and ékilleo/gfaft;men of all‘tradeso'
rer ) ¢ ./_ ) ) * - L, Ty
A second method of‘improving‘evaluation 18 the creation of evaluation guide-

lioee. Worthen (1972) and Scriven (1974) are Just two) of many who advocate this

| positionfr Geod guidelines would aid evaluation and hefp‘control bias in at least
two weys: 1 thevevaluator would haye 'a basé from which he can develop .a com-r'
prehensive evaluation‘plan; 2) 1t ;ould establish with the deweloper the require-‘.

~

" ment thét the evaluator must perform certain activities and that these activities

-~ v +

rd

. are done to-achieve more usable reeults anm.which to base decisions. h o
i “Third, evaluation must be inciuded from the beéépniﬁg of‘the developoent

project (Worthen,-1972) This would help alléviate'many of the probleme'encoun-
© o L = -
tered by the evaluator (e.g., unmeasu\fb e objectives or-goals, arriving on the

scene too late, etq.). . \ .

-

%V . Fourth,revery evaluator should recognize that no matter how hard he&pr she

s tries to.be objective it 1s practically impossible to eliminate all the biases he'
Lor sh% has or that are some way forced upon him or her, Consequently, every poasibie

.f a ‘ effort should be made to supplement his own evaluation efforts with some type of -

outside evalu;tion. %hese might include one or more of the following as resources

permit 1) Goal-Free EValuation (GFE) as proposed by Scriven (the articlea

; referenced in the back of this paper provide a good explanation of GFE, its

purposes and objectives, and dated 1972, 1973, & 1974); The Adversary Hearigg
. - * :
; %%x “(a good discussian of this'process'is in the article by Owen, 1973); or con-~

tracting of part of the evaluation outside the parent unit9
| ;

A fifth way of controlling bias (mainly the bias of how the evaluation data are

uged in deciaion-making:for product modificatio~) 1is to bring in aoother developer
, 7 , )
. \) (E N ’ _11, \ -
ERIC ‘ U 12 _ :




L , ‘.\'
"in the field, This developer would review the evaluation data and make Tecommen=
dations in light of that data. This may be hard for gome to accept, bu# it 18

N 4 ' i
asking ng,more of the developer than the developer asks of the evaluator when

he .cails in a consultant to review the evaluator, If you wish, this mighE be

[

termed De;elopér-Free Evaluaéion.

Last, anJVmost impoftént, the evaluai.. .4 the devgloper should not look at
each othér as members of opposing teams who are tryingi\to score the most points,
They are really both éembers of the game team, holding different positions, but
whose end purpose is the same. One should not be‘considered supefior to the a;her;
bué that each has an important and essential function to perform if a good educa;‘

tional product is to-be broduced°

Summary

4

Evaluation performs a unique function in product development as well as in

-~

- establishing product worth and effectiveness. The elimination of bias is par-

.
1

ticularly hard in most organizations where product development is conducted, but

its control is to ge strived for at all leyg;s and by each concerned party. 'The
establishment of safeguards coupled with a c;;;;IEhtngf effort to control biases
will aiq both in the better utilization of evaluation fi;;inés and the prevention
of their misuse, Research, EvalJ;tion, and bevelopmenc personnel should not be

considered as different or opposing forces in product development, but as 2 team
striving for creative, efficient, effective, and worthwhile educational products

and programs.

13 SRS
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4 Model 3 © - 7 g ’
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This model could be the same a$ Models 1 or 2, with the added
diménsion of Division or Corporate evaluation of the evaluator on
a periodic basis.
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*-—-—Evaiuation Review Panel

(All evaluators in the Corp-

oration are membersg and serve

on a rotating basis on_émall
group review panels):

a)

~
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I
R
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{
1
I
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- . ‘ ry .
—————— J--—-——-—‘ P
{ .
| :
|
- i ;
. | (A) (Review proposed design,
: fustruments, etc. and make
| suggestions and comments --
| review reports before dis-
B l tribution for adequacy and
( comments,) '
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