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Summary

This document summarizes participant evaluations for the training class “Scenario-Based Software Inspections,” developed to describe the lessons learned from our research on this initiative. It was delivered on November 13 at GSFC under the auspices of the local Engineering Process Group (EPG). Results are summarized within the form on the next page, which also illustrates the exact wording and format of questions as given to participants. The form itself is a draft version of a form being adapted for use on all EPG course offerings at GSFC. Of 18 participants in the training class, we received course evaluations from 11.

The overall results were very positive. The vast majority of participants either agreed or strongly agreed with statements that the course material was geared to their existing level of knowledge (Question 1, 11 agreed out of 11 respondents), was delivered in an effective way (Q3, 9/11), contained useful handouts (Q4, 8/10), and was logically organized (Q6, 10/11). Overall, 9 out of 11 participants felt their knowledge and skills increased as a result in ways that were useful for their current job (Q11 and Q12). The same percentage felt they would recommend the course to other NASA employees (Q13).

Areas where the results showed room for improvement: Many participants were frustrated by the very cold temperature in the room we were given (which we had no control over), and so 3 of 11 disagreed that the room was favorable to learning (Q2). 2 of 11 participants expressed reservations about the course handouts (Q4), but comments provided seem to indicate that this was more in reference to the print being too small, not to the technical content. Regarding course length, 1 of 11 felt that the time was not sufficient to learn all the material (and 3 were noncommittal on the subject, Q5), but that should be balanced against the comment that the time provided was too long for the material – which clearly indicates that different people will learn at different speeds, and we were perhaps successful at aiming for the majority in the middle of the range.
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ISD Training Evaluation


	Course Name
	Scenario-Based Software Inspections

	Course Date(s)
	Nov. 13 2003

	Instructor(s) Name(s)
	Dr. Forrest Shull


	1= Strongly Disagree • 2 = Disagree • 3 = Neither • 4 = Agree • 5 = Strongly Agree


	Please check the appropriate box with your evaluation.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	General
	
	
	
	
	

	  1. I had the knowledge and/or skills required to start this course.
	
	
	
	4
	7

	  2. The facilities and equipment were favorable to learning.
	2
	1
	2
	5
	1

	Design
	
	
	
	
	

	  3. The way this course was delivered was an effective way for me to learn.
	
	
	2
	7
	2

	  4. Participant materials were useful during the course.
	
	2
	
	6
	1

	  5. I had enough time to learn the subject matter covered in the course.
	1
	
	3
	4
	2

	  6. The course content was logically organized.
	1
	
	
	6
	4

	Instructor(s)/Module(s)
	
	
	
	
	

	  7. Instructor: 
	
	
	
	
	

	  8. Instructor: 
	
	
	
	
	

	  9. Instructor:
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Overall I was satisfied with the entire course.
	
	
	2
	6
	2

	Perceived Impact
	
	
	
	
	

	11. My knowledge and/or skills increased as a result of this course.
	
	1
	1
	8
	1

	12. The knowledge/skills gained through this course are applicable to my job.
	
	1
	1
	7
	2

	13. I would recommend similar courses to other employees.
	
	
	2
	6
	3


	Additional Comments (May continue on back)

	One person answered question #2 ‘3’ because: “room was cold.” Same person answered question #4 ‘2’ because: “print was small.”

	One person wrote: “The room was too cold. Print slides on front & back instead of 2 on one slide so that it is larger and easier to read.”

	One person wrote: “Would like to see a 10 page summary of content to use to prepare for actual inspection.”

	One person wrote: “I believe course material could be covered in much less time.” [Same person answered #5 ‘1’.]

	[Instructor note: Nobody really understood what was expected for questions #7-9.]


	Name (optional)
	
	Phone (Optional)


