
INSTRUCTOR'S WORKSHOP IN FUNDAMENTALS OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
Stephen T. Mather Employee Development Center 

Course Report 

January 11-22, 1988 

Submi tied: 

Program Coord ina tor , STMA Date 

Approved! 

Superintendent, STMA Date 

cc: Flip Hagood, WASO, Employee Dev. Div. 
Stan Lock, Wolf Trap 
Gordon Olson, Antietam NB 
Larry Belli, WASO, Ranger Activities 



CgntgotsJL 

P a r t I F i n a l Repo. t 

P a r t I I F i n a l Agenda 

F a r t I I I r . . - a i O b j e c t i v e s 

P a r t IV F i n a l Ros ter 

P a r t V E v a l u a t i o n R a t i n g s 

P a r t VI P a r t i c i p a n t L e t t e r and 
P re -Course Ass ignment 

P a r t V I I Course P r o f i l e 

P a r t V I I I T r a i n i n g Announcement 

P a r t IX EO S t a t i s t i c s 

P a r t X Append ices 

A. Recommendat ions, P l a n n i n g M e e t i n g , A u g u s t , 1987 
B. D e t a i l f o r Gordon Olson 
C. S k i l l s Team P o l i c y 
D. D i r e c t o r ' s Memo, Nov. 19, 1987 
E. Reg iona l C o o r d i n a t o r s 
F. Generic "Owl" for practice sites 
G. Practice sites and contacts 
H. Removal from Interpretive Skills Teams 
I. 39 topics (Nominal Group Process) 
J. 1-13-88 Objectives 
K. Draft Curriculum 
L. Regional Course Report Form 

2 



PART 1 

F INAL REPORT 

3 



M^I-L: "', i9sa 

'n-'lllljf ' : JL'..il 

To" Superintendent, Stephen T. Mather Employee Development 
Center 

From: Program Coordinator, Stephen T. Mather Employee 
Development Center 

Subject: Final Report, Instructor's Workshop in Fundamentals of 
Resource Management, January 11-22, 1938 

i. QvecyLetta. 

A memorandum sent to 12 planning team members, for development of 
the "Instructor's Workshop in Fundamentals of Resource 
Management", emphasized the need to begin as soon as possible. 
That memo was dated January 10, 1985. I'm sure there are even 
earlier ones. The point is, the need for this workshop has been 
identified for a long time and many people have played a role in 
its development. The course was planned for April 15-26, 1985 
and again May 12-23, 1986, when an owl announcement was issued 
for the course. Neither session was held. Funding was the 
primary missing link in each case. 

On August 11-12, 1987, 14 people from across the service met at 
Mather to pull together the Instructor's Workshop for 1988. The 
group drafted a statement of purpose for the course, 
instructional objectives and course design recommendations. (Copy 
in Appendix.) Shortly after this meeting, Stan Lock (NCR) 
replaced John Reed (WASO) as the program manager, detailed to the 
Assistant Director for Operations, responsible for seeing the 
course through to completion. 

Funding for the 1988 course was in place. Support came from» 
- Operations (Stanton,Ritter) S30,OO0 
- Cultural Resources (Rogers) $10,000 
- Natural Resources (Hester) $10,000 
- Employee Dev. Division (Hagood) $10,000 

Up to $40,000 was allotted for course development with the final 
$20,000 set aside for "seed" money for the regional teams. The 
history of previous instructor workshops has shown the value of 
"seed" money. The money provided the regional teams with a 
source of funding for instructor travel and purchase of supplies 
and materials. More importantly, the money emphasized to the 
regional training officer and regional managers the servicewide 
importance placed on the program. 

As mentioned above, many people have played a role in the 
development of this workshop. Perhaps it is appropriate then, 
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th-̂ t the goal of this course is embodied in an anonymous had-
written note found in an earl/ course file with the notation, 
"put this in owl" scrawled across the top. The note reads: 
'Present an orientation ior field personnel ... to provide basic 
knowledge and understanding of park natural and cultural 
resource activities and to promote the sense of responsibility 
and teamwork required of all NFS employees in managing park 
resources". The planning process was conducted with that outcome 
in mi iid. 

2 . PLe,uQLaajL 

Ann Castellina conducted the planning meeting on August 11 and 12 
and prepared the Gwl Announcement which was sent out on October 
19, 1987. I arrived at Mather in late October and on the 29th 
met with Ann and Stan Lock to assume the coordinator duties for 
the workshop. 

At that meeting we talked about the time to be spent on 
presentation of resource management subject matter and train-
the-trainer instruction. We determined to select 4 nominees from 
each region instead of three, dependent on the Chief, Employee 
Development Division's approval. This was based on experience 
from previous instructor's workshop where three instructors per 
region were just not sufficient._ Gordon Olson, resource 
managment specialist at Antietam, was confirmed as a detailee for 
the course (copy of letter in Appendix) and we agreed on the 
policy of not allowing applicants to be on more than one skills 
team. A memo (copy in Appendix) to that effect was forwarded to 
the regional training officers as an addition to the selection 
criteria for the workshop. 

Stan, Gordon and I met on several occasions in November to work 
out the agenda, session objectives and course coordination. From 
the outset one objective was to achieve a balance of cultural and 
natural resource issues in the workshop that would be a model for 
the regional Orientation courses. Roland Bowers, assistant 
director for cultural resources, expressed some concern as to the 
cultural representation in the planning process. He was invited 
to send a representative to work with us on the development of 
the course materials. Harry Butowsky and Ben Levy, CR-History, 
participated, at seperate meetings, and offered valuable input in 
the design of the subject matter sessions. A natural and a 
cultural component was included in the objectives for each of 
the subject matter sessions. 

The three main training objectives of the workshop were; 1. 
Make the participants good trainers up front! 2. Raise the 
sensitivity of the participants in relation to all NPS resources 
(although all the participants were "resource managers" many were 
focused on only their own area of expertise). 3. Develop and 
test an "Orientation to NFS Resource Management" curriculum. 

A minor obstacle in planning, one that became critical during the 
session, was the loss of a training day (8 hours) due to the 
scheduling of this workshop over the Martin Luther King Holiday 
weekend. In the future, due to the time needed to practice 
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Leuc.lt, cover subject matter and develop curriculum, this course 
should be held when a full 80-hours is available. 

Stan drafted a memo, dated Nov. 19, 1988, for the Director's 
signature, which was sent out to the regional directors to 
solicit their support for the Resource Management Instructor 
Teams. The regions were to identify a regional coordinator for 
their region's te«M. -'Copy of memo and coordinator list in 
Append i >: . ) 

A major logistic dial Icing* was setting up ten sites at nearby MPS 
areas For the teams to present a 4 hour practice "Orientation" 
course. In all cases the park contacts were excited about the 
concept and made their staff and facilities available to us. 
Each site was forwarded information about the program and a 
generic owl announcement to advertise the "Orientation" session. 
(A copy of the generic owl and a list of the practice sites and 
contacts is attached in appendix.) 

3. Ibtt-GQUL&Bj. 

Once the agenda was approved, resource speakers were contacted. 
Stan confirmed all the speakers Involved with the subject matter 
development sessions. With only one major exception all the top 
resource speakers were available. Ro Wauer was the exception. 
Scheduling problems did not allow his participation. Due to Ro's 
role in the "Threats" report of 1980, and the reports direct 
relation to the identification of this type of training, we 
should aim for his presence at future sessions. 

All regional nominations were recieved by the December i, 1987 
deadline. Four individuals were selected from each region. The 
participants were sent an agenda, objectives, a roster, a course 
profile and a pre-course assignment sheet. Participants were 
asked to read Mager's book on objectives, review the IMPS Training 
Methods Manual, identify resource materials to bring and 
identify significant areas of instruction that could be included 
in the curriculum. 

Of those selected; Fred Doyle (NCR), Jim Shives (AR), and William 
Heard (MWR) were active Interpretive Skills Team members in their 
respective regions. Based on the policy concerning dual team 
membership a formal letter was sent to document their removal 
from their regions interpretive skills team. Copies were sent 
to their; regional training officer, regional chief of 
interpretation, and their immediate supervisor. (Copy in 
Appendix) 

As experienced trainers, Doyle, Shives and Heard, were asked to 
conduct three of the training methods sessions and to assist 
others during the development and presentation of lesson plans. 
This saved us from having to identify and fund other instructors 
for those sessions and their presentations were an example of 
regional team instructors at work. 

Colleen Crowley, from the interpretive division in WASO, was 
selected to act as a liason with the WASO interpretive office and 
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the intartvtti /e sl.il Is teams. 

Larry Belli, Ranger Acti.ities, WASO and Frank Buono, Albright 
EEC, were invited to participate during the course. Larry would 
be assuming the program managers role lor ranger activities m 
WASO and Frank ollered an opportunity for the participants to 
develop a liason with HOAL. 

"llio only 1 -tat minute schedule change allev.eu for regional i earn 
meetings on Monday and subject .ratter meetings on Tuesday. These 
meetings were designed LJ allow some exchange of ideas about the 
curriculum prior to the nominal group process Tuesday afternoon. 

All the participants arri.ed without incident. Bill Heard called 
in with the Flu but planned to fly in on Monday. His illness did 
not subside and he did not attend the course at all. 

Note: A high level of anxiety among the participants manifested 
itself in some suggestions for a major change in the agenda at 
mid-course. There were many elements involved and differences of 
opinion expressed as to the resolution of the situation. 
Comments concerning this process Ars kept in context of the 
agenda as Lire week progressed. The narrative follows. 

*« Iug-OQSQ&'s.j. 

Ne started on time with a standard introduction routine that was 
fairly flat. A more creative activity needs to be developed for 
the next course. 

Stan took a few minutes prior to the keynote to give a history of 
the development of the Instructor's Workshop. Questions by 
participants prior to the course led us to believe this 
explanation was necessary. There indeed was uncertainty as to 
how this came about. 

Session 1. ORIENTATION TO NPS RESOURCES 

Assistant Director Ritter opened with some good comments about 
the reason operations is involved with the program. He explained 
that when speaking about resource management we must included 
both cultural and natural resources. Participant comments noted a 
need for more background and history of RM in the NPS. Most felt 
Ritter set the appropriate tone and direction for the course. 

One item to keep in mind for future sessions is the use of the 
term "skills" in reference to the RM teams. Ritter's and our use 
of this title is not appropriate for presenting basic, 
fundamental information, in effect, conducting orientation. The 
term "skills" implies the teams are doing something much more. 
This can be avoided by using the title, Team Resources. 

Session 2. "THE ORIENTATION TO PARK RESOURCES COURSE" 

Gordon provided an overview of the course by reviewing the agenda 
and emphasizing the grouping of sessions, i.e. train-the-trainer, 
subject matter, and curriculum development. In the future we 
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s h o u l d e- :pand j i i t h e u l t i m a t e g o a l s o f t h e r e q i o n a l t e a m s , 
i n t i t i ded ^ i t J i e i i u e s arid o v e r a l l c o u r s e o b j e c t i v e s . 

A l o t o f t h e u n c e r t a i n t y o f t h e p a r t i c i p a n t s s h o u l d h a v e been 
t a k e n c a r e o f by t h e c o u r s e p r o f i l e - and o b j e c t i v e s m I t ie p r e -
r o u r s e - n a i l i n g . However ' , i t was a p p a r e n t t h a t few e i t h e r ' r .-ad 
or a b s o r b e d t h a t i n f o r m a t i o n . 

Teaiil .'"lee 11 i u > . 

r~ol 1 c-.-ii ng session 2 time was allotted for regional team meetings. 
The teams selected a team leader (for the course only), set a 
time 'or a curriculum di ocussi on later that day and were gi .-en 
their practice teaching site information. 

Session 3. THE COMPETENT INSTRUCTOR 

The "Competent Instructor" session was wel1-recieved and served 
as an enthusiastic beginning for the train-the-tr airier block. If 
anything we should follow this session at some point with the 
nuts and bolts of course coordination. A handout was developed 
on just this topic to be included with the lesson plans. 

Session 4. LEARNING VS SCHOOLING 

Basics of adult learning (motivation) as applicalble to the 
intended audiences for the Orientation to Resource Management 
courses should be expanded on in this session. Otherwise the 
session was wel 1-recieved, few written comments but high ratings. 

Session 5. DISCUSSIONAL METHOD 

"Discussional Methods" went extremely well, comments on other 
sessions during the week refered back to good discussional 
techniques outlined here. Participant comments refered to: very 
good techniques for audience interactions and well-directed 
session. 

Session 6. USING COMMON INSTRUCTIONAL AIDS EFFECTIVELY 

Jim Shives conducted the session: Using Instructional Aids 
Effectively. Listed as an optional session almost ICC": of the 
participants were in attendance. The session lent itself to an 
evening activity and Jim presented the information in Su/iior ous 
fashion. Comments stated; very effective demonstration of 
poor/inappropriate use, excellent presence and rapport. 

NOTE: Due to questions concerning who the intended audience was 
and the objectives for the regional ,-r ic-uLalion courses, we 
changed the schedule for *"uusday to allow discussion time. 

The course statement of purpose (including intended audiences), 
instructional objectives, and design recommendations developed by 
the August, 1987 planning group was handed out for the 
discussion. This, along with a review of the overall course 
objectives and profile seemed to relieve the uncertainty. One 
question that remained unanswered, by design, was how long the 
orientation sessions were to be. We felt that the curriculum 
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df. wi wpiuent ljruci.'ii wuulJ ihow what v*as i mp or ten I enough to be 
included M d the 11 .r.t- nee-Jed to cover that material would be the 
co- i--..o length h-it least f _>r the core information). Py telling 
the L:.iiD5 they would be teaching .; amount of hours without any 
id-....: of what needed to be .ovored seemed lite putting a square 
peg into a round hole. 

Session V. f ".PI IT I*"A7 I«'E LECTURE METHOD 

hi Till Hc-r.rd was unable to present this session we decided to 
utilise Liie r'MH workbooks and tapes to cover the material. We 
asked the group to work in teams of 8-10 and to not only evaluate 
the subject .natter but the method of workbooks and tapes as a 
training tool. The comments were overwhelmingly against the use 
of this method for group instruction. The subject matter was 
important however, and a back-up instructor for the session would 
be prefer -ad in similiar circumstances. 

Session 8. CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT 

Utilizing the lists generated by the regional teams and the 
subject matter groups as guidance we divided the class into 4 
small groups and led them through the nominal group training 
process. The small groups worked extremely well. The next step, 
with everyone involved, was combining the four lists. The process 
was like pulling teeth. Individual ownership in subjects and 
titles was hard to overcome. However, we made it through the 
exercise with a manageable list of 39 topics, (copy in Appendix) 

There was a lot of concern voiced about having enough time to 
develop lesson plans and focus the curriculum. Based on past 
instructor's workshops this seemed manageable and, in fact, an 
acceptable level of stress for this point in the course. 

Session 9. INTRO. TO NRs A WORKING PROGRAM 

Doug Morris did an excellent job of outlining the NR Management 
course developed at Albright. The pros and cons of that course 
were applicable to what the regional teams would be doing. It 
was planned to have Doug follow the curriculum development 
process as we did not want what Albright did to effect the 
nominal group process, i.e. pre-determining what should be 
included in an "Orientation" course. 

At this point there was some question as to why the cirriculum 
for the orientation courses was not just established by the 
program areas and then have the participants (subject matter 
experts) just prepare lesson plans. We passed along the 
philosophy of group/peer ownership in the program. The field 
subject matter experts should know better what is required at the 
field level. 

Part of having Doug do this session was to show what had been 
done, also that the program, video and workbooks, was available 
to the regional teams to use in part or as a package program. A 
copy of the text was given to each participant and a copy of the 
videotape was provided to each region. In addition, the group 
was told that Employee Development Division personnel were 
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available to assist. The NR program was developed in part to 
fill tha gap until the icgional teams were developed, then the 
program would no longer bs presented by Em. Dev. Di/. staff as it 
would conflict with the regional courses. This was confirmed 
with the Chief, Employee Development Division and related ho the 
group. 

The concer i atout now long the course should be -ame up again as 
Doug felt. S hours .--as all that was needed. The coordinator and 
progam manager emphasized that the curriculum development process 
would identify ths time needed. 

Session 10. EXFERIENTIAL METHODS 

Experiential methods, another PMA block, was conducted by Fred 
Doyle. Fred did a good job of covering the material, few 
comments, however the need for training methods instruction was 
noted. 

Session 11. LAWS/REGS/POLICY/PHILOSOPHY 

A highly rated session for both speakers, Walt Dabney and 
Benjamin Levy. This, as other subject matter sessions was under 
great time restraints. An awful lot of material to cover by 
nature of the objectives. These should be re-evaluated for the 
future direction of the subject matter coverage. This session 
definitely needs to be included. 

Session 12. LESSON PLANNING AND OBJECTIVES 

Excellent, concise and thorough! Those, amoung other comments 
summarized Lucia's session. No matter how long someone has been 
an instructor, this is a must session. 

Session 13. USING MATHER COMPUTERS 

This session was delayed to Friday and then only for those who 
needed it. About half the class indicated they were familiar 
with WordPerfect. We did have some bugs appear with the process 
of loading lesson plans. Most of which had to do with the 
format. Compare notes with the Interpretive Instructor's course 
final report to see how a different system worked. 

This hour was utilized for a discussion to clear the air on a 
number of the issues a-fore-mentioned? primarily the objectives 
for the regional orientation courses. As a group we re-worked 
the objectives that were drafted at the August meeting. Some 
wording was changed and we combined some information to come up 
with a list of four. This was re-typed and handed out to the 
group. (Copy in Appendix) 

Session 14. THREATS 

The threats session went very well, some comments expressed the 
desire to have more examples of current threats to NPS areas. 
Mssrs. Bearss and Supernaugh covered the material presenting both 
the cultural and natural programs. 
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Session io\ HISTORIC STRUCTURES/LANDSCAPES/SCENES 

Mi^tL-rio structures/landscapes/scenes was another example of 
trying to ca^er to much material in the time allowed. 
Card, received high points from the group although thoy felt ho 
read too much of the material. Other comments reft-red to? 
thought-pro-. oM r g, new interesting material, etc. This needs to 
do covered, ob j..-.: f i •. .»s need to be reviewed if we can only allow 
this much Li.iiO fu.' the subject. 

Suss ior 16. CURATORIAL 

Am. Hitchcock's session on curatorial started off on the wrong 
foot with a miscommunication concerning Ann's handouts. She had 
three stacks of material over a foot high. We recieved her 
originals the Friday before the course and were lucky just to 
get them copied. Ann, however thought we would have them 
collated and in the participants notebooks by class time. 
Needless to say this caused confusion as to covering the 
material and refering to handouts that were being passed out. 
Definitely curatorial needs to be highlighted, but at the level 
of what regional teams need to pass on as "orientation", not some 
of the skills and processes presented here. The confusion should 
not be misconstrued as poor instruction. Ann is the subject 
matter expert. 

Session 17. AIR QUALITY 

Air quality was one of the highest rated subject matter sessions. 
Molly was given comments on her preparation and excellent 
presentation. One comment suggested better coverage of air 
quality and cultural resource issues. 

Session 18. ACID RAIN 

The primary suggestion here, from participants, was that having 
two instructors for this session did not work. The material 
could have been presented in a more orderly fashion by a single 
person. (It should be noted that cultural resources insisted on 
a seperate instructor for the cultural component.) Both Manor 
and Pavich did well, too much emphasis on chemistry and science. 
Participants emphasized need for more basic information. 

Lesson plans developed at Acid Rain/Air Quality Interpretation 
Workshop in late February will be passed along to the regional 
teams. 

Session 19. WATER RESOURCES 

Ray was well prepared and presented his material effectively. 
Again common comments concerning too much to cover in time 
allotted. 

Session 20. VEGETATION/SOILS 

Comments indicated Keith was a good selection for this session, 
well prepared. Soils were not covered adequately, if at all. 
Need also to mesh cultural and natural resources more in this 
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ssssi :->'!. Mfed more t i r.e or, o u u n , perhaps objectives are too 
br c- -. I. 

3. -si on 21. ARCHEGLDGT' 

Mo.:r to Denr: Ĥ tl .in's L 1 ._• = i ,oj roiiiar ! s, D-.i/e 3' • "3 session o-.e 
the highest rated. Ho iot orl / cc .-er-ed the ' xterial 
0 f f t.-o t i .'el . . ki.-i-ni :-.j in 'lind JH-- qcal of .:•? ientation, but did if 

in a ci ooti . ii; "'. p'afiric-i f '•• i session for the evsri.ig. as we 
know liir. atyli. :..iid ••.j.ip: • -*c_t> would spark the group.) Everyone 
lo-'L nth the idea that o/t-r. * tough subject like archeology can 
bo fori, arid thought ,») Uvuiong. 

Session 22. WILDLIFE/FISHERIES 

Tohn did an excellent job covering wildlife, however, little was 
covered on fisheries and need more connection to cultural 
resources. 

Session 23. LESSON PLAN ASSIGNMENTS 

At this point there was a major discussion on the direction of 
the remainder of the course. Changing the agenda several times 
and adding discussions to clear up uncertainties concerning the 
development of curriculum were appreciated, however, the group 
felt that they did not have the time needed to complete and 
refine the lesson plans and curriculum. They wanted to 
completely abandon the practice teaching exercises including the 
4-hour off-site sessions. The group indicated that they were 
all good instructors already, that they felt it was better to 
spend the time on developing the lesson plans, and working 
together as a team, taking advantage of the group assembled. 

Our reasoning for continuing with the practice exercises 
included! pointing out that even though they were good 
instructors they had not instructed as a regional team, the 
practice session would allow them to see each others strengths 
and weaknesses! that no matter how much time we allotted at the 
course each individual would have to make each lesson plan 
his/her own when they teach it, they would not be just pulled of 
the shelf and taught; and that the employee development division 
needed to have some feedback on the subject matter developed, 
was the group heading in the right direction. In the end the 
group was told out-right that they would be teaching off-site on 
the following Thursday. This was not accepted all that well, 
nor, looking back, was it presented with as much tact as probably 
was needed. (Irregardless, the decision was the right one at 
the time and as evidenced at the course conclusion by comments 
after the practice exercise.) 

A compromise was reached in that the group did not have to 
perform the practice exercises in the classroom if they chose not 
to (and they chose not to). This allowed another 8 hours of 
lesson plan development. We did set-aside the lower classroom 
for anyone who wished to practice in front of peers and a video-
camera and be critiqued. The Southeast team (with Colleen 
Crowley of WASO) elected to take advantage of the opportunity and 
later commented on the value of the exercise. (Which we had 
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plariiwd ill nloriq). 

Af • c <* break from the discussion, and realizing that they were 
qoinq to do the off-site sessions, the group got down to the 
work of assigning lesson plans. Mere* the program differed from 
the? lesson plan development in other workshops, the group felt 
that many of Mie 79 topics listed could be joified together under 
larger headings; aver/one agreed and we winnowed the list to fi.a 
main areas. At th ;t p.Dint the group divided to develop the five 
main lesson pi *ns ' .ibout 3 people in each group) and began 
working. In addition a number of special resource issues were 
identified as sc-porate lesson plans and assigned to individuals 
ror completion. A draft curriculum was typed and handed out. 
(Copy in Appendix) 

On the following Monday, Martin Luther King Holiday, a good 
majority of the participants were at work on lesson plans. 

Session 24. SCHEDULE UPDATE/TEAM ASSIGNMENTS/ETC. 

This session was actually a process that was started on the first 
Monday as the teams were given their assignments arid were to 
contact and set up their off-site programs. One of the purposes 
here was to let the teams realize what is required for 
coordination of a course, even for a one day session with four 
hours of presentation. 

Session 25. PRACTICE TEACHING EXERCISE 

As mentioned above, only the Southeast team availed itself of the 
opportunity to practice teach to peers. We believe this is a 
valuable exercise, but it was a good comprimise to allow the time 
for lesson plan development. 

Session 26. This session was not done formally but was carried 
out by individual regional team meetings. 

Session 27. OFF-SITE PRACTICE PRESENTATIONS 

Enough discussion concerning this is above under sessions 23 and 
24. Participant comments range from "Waste of Valuable time" to 
"Thanks for sticking to your guns and making us do this" and 
"Best part of the Course". Overall this session rated a 3.81 out 
of a possible five. Given the circumstances in having to tell 
the group this was going to happen that is a remarkable rating! 

Session 28. TEAM REPORTS ON THURSDAY'S ASSIGNMENT 

The class party on Thursday night was perhaps the biggest 
testimony to the overall class success. Most of the discussion 
concerning the practice sessions took place informally between 
participants and to the coordinators. The discussion on Friday 
morning reinforced the need servicewide for this type of 
training, that all divisions are interested, that there is an 
interest by all divisions in understanding laws, regulations and 
policy applicable to the NPS, and that yes, we do need to refine 
our lesson plans as was evidenced by some incorrect information 
in the drafts. The group emphasized the need to point out the 
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managein-art of resources rather than resource management, as that 
simple wording puts the emphasis on a division arid not everyone's 
job. Again the evidence pointed to a valuable everciss. 

Perhaps the most important aspect of (his process was that the 
question of the length of the regional orientation courses was 
finally answered. hased on (he final outcome of the lesson plan 
p. oct-ssi si "J i-'e trial on Thursday the group decided to make the 
..ora -i minimum of lc hours. This could easily extend to TO 
hours by covering a number of the special issue lesson plans 
developed. A good example.' of the fact that a course can still be 
orientation and cover a longer period is the two days of this 
workshop in that each of the subject matter sessions we planted 
were rated as much too short, and yet were just an overview! 

Session 29. BRINGING IT ALL TOGETHER 

The highest rated session. Deputy Director Galvin took the time 
to research the material and met the objectives as written. An 
excellent close-out. Need someone like that to emphasize the 
Director's priorities. 

Session 30. FINAL INSTRUCTIONS 

Gave the group an updated curriculum based on what they developed 
and a listing of who was assigned lesson plans on specific 
resource issues. Also provided the group with a form for 
reporting to Mather and Ranger Activities/WASO on their regional 
courses (Copy in Appendix). Final lesson plans Aro due by March 
7, will mail final copies and additional handouts following that 
due date. Bob Valen set up a file on the NPS Bulletin Board as a 
way of keeping communications going between teams. 

s. Iyfllystigo_aQd_Faiiawrye.i 

A copy of the overall class rating for each session and the 
overall class is found in Part V. Individual evaluation sheets 
can be found in the course file. Most ratings were around 4.0 
out of a possible 5.0. 

Sessions rated highest by the group were: "Bringing it all 
Together" by Denny Galvin} Archeology with Dave Orr; NR 
Management, a Working Program, Doug Morris; Lesson Planning and 
Objectives, Lucia Bragan; The Competent Instructor, Flip Hagood; 
Learning vs. Schooling, Dale Ditmanson; and Dicussional Methods, 
Dave Dahlen. 

Asked if the overall course objectives were met the group 
indicated affirmative with a 3.91. Asked if the objectives were 
appropriate the average was 4.17. 

Agreeable ratings were given to the statements; "I would 
reccommend this course to my colleagues", 4.04; "This course 
will help me immediately in my job when I return", 4.09; "What I 
learned in this course will be put to use in the next six 
months", 4.74; "This course was worth the time spent away from 
the job", 4.39. 
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The frustration felt in not having the time to complete and 
refine lesson plans is probably the reason the average for 
expectations fell from 4.70 before the course to 3.63 at the end. 

The group was very supportive of the Mather support staff with a 
4.61, the Mather facilitiles, 4.37, and the Mather coordinator 
wi th a 4.13. 

The class cited the followinq stronq points on their written 
r tactions! 

•the participants in the class 
-team development 
--extremely supportive Mather staff 
-facilities, AV and computers 
-the field teaching exercise, the experience brought the class 
together 

-the first week is a painfull process but a necessary one and is 
a process that must continue 
-the diversity of experience of the group 
-instuctor*s? Orr, Hitchcock, Biallas 
-al1 the natural resource speakers 
-the assertiveness of the group but with a willingness to 
comprimi se 
-instructors who understood the concept of the course 
-excellent job by course coordinator, adjusted to conflict 
ef fecti vely 
-working on the core curriculum subjects 
-the subject matter experts 
-multi-discipiine approach 
-top-notch instructors 

Areas of improvement suggested by the class: 

-difficulty in grasping basic objectives at first 
-course length, need extra day (the Holiday) in order to develop 
the curriculum 
-have a group spokesperson for each small group in Nominal Group 
Process 
-housing, quiet hours, single rooms 
-objectives for resource instructors 
-keynote needs to be stronger and more explicit 
-get to work earlier on lesson plans 
-delete the practice session at nearby parks 
-the process for development of curriculum 
-if you want to train people to be instructors than set up a 
class to do that; if you want to develop a course, then set up a 
flexible workshop on which that creative process occurs, 

-dissappointed that mature professionals were not able to accept 
given assignments 
-at the most we should have had only a half day of instructional 
techniques 
-lesson plans Are incomplete, have not been refined 
-the course attempted too much (training instruction, subject 
area presentations, curriculum development) 

-no night sessions 
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