Assessment and Accountability Comprehensive Center

Comprehensive Content Centers

RESOURCE REVIEW FORM

Funded by the U.S. Department of Education, the five Comprehensive Content Centers are responsible
for providing, in-depth knowledge, expertise, and analyses to regional centers and the states served
by the regional centers. Content centers disseminate knowledge on scientifically based research on
effective practice and research-based products in their area of specialty. The five content centers have
collaborated to develop this Resource Review Form to provide states and regional centers with high
quality resources to meet NCLB goals. Each content center may require additional criteria in its
review process or use minor variations of this form.

Although resources may fall into more than one specific category, each resource is classified into one of
the following categories:

= Resource 1 — Knowledge, usually research findings as found in a journal, research
report, or similar document approved through a peer review process. Because of the
potential widespread use or recognition of knowledge resources, they should generally
be among the highest quality resources.

* Resource 2 — Product or tool includes, training materials, PowerPoint presentations, or
publications that proscribe a specific process to follow or method to employ. Ideally, most
products or tools in this category will have been reviewed externally and evidence will be
provided that the product or tool has improved learning or achieved its goals.

= Resource 3 — Guidance, generally a written document that provides expert advice to
improve instruction, is based on current theory or research; is state of the art knowledge;
and has a substantial evidence base. The following would generally be considered
guidance: congressional testimony, policy or issue briefs, field guides, fact sheets, criteria
for good data use or criteria for high quality instruction.

* Resource 4 — Services include resources such as workshops, conferences, or expert
technical assistance that are not practical for a peer review process, but that nonetheless
are likely to be useful in helping states meet NCLB expectations. Services should include
an evaluation component and have evidence of high quality such as established
reputation of the source or use of materials based on rigorous evidence.

Resource Review

Full Citation of the Resource:

Publisher of Resource:

Category of Resource (see resource types for examples)

[ 1 Knowledge [ 1 Product or [ ] Guidance [ ] Service
Tool
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Prescreening Criteria

In order for a resource to be reviewed, the resource must meet the following 3 prescreening criteria.

Relevance to No Child Left Behind

1) Advances the goals of No Child Left Behind: Does the resource support at least one objective of
No Child Left Behind?

[] Encourages high standards for all students ] Supports reduction in achievement gaps
[] Promotes improved teaching or student learning  [_] Improves quality of assessments

[] Builds district or school capacity for stronger [] Improves quality of accountability systems
accountability 1 Encourages proven educational methods

[] Supports adequate yearly progress

2) Current: Is the content current (1990-present)?

[ Yes [1No

If earlier than 1990, why should this resource be reviewed? State supporting evidence.

Relevance to the Comprehensive Content Center

3) Is the resource relevant to at least one of the topics in the approved scope of work for this
content center?

[ Yes 1 No

If yes, which[a1]? (See work plan for the appropriate center)

Does the resource meet the 3 prescreening criteria? [ | Yes [ | No

If No, stop here. The resource does not advance to the comprehensive screening review.

Comprehensive Screening Criteria

Content Screening Criteria

Please fill out the highlighted areas. Include comments to support your rating.
Rating Scale: 0 = Weak or not at all, 1 = Fair, 2 = Good, 3 = Excellent, NA= Not Applicable

Content Quality Comments
Goals: The resource clearly states, covers, and meets its
objectives.

Standards: The resource was developed using well-accepted
literature, standards, research, or theory.

Methods: The resource design is based on what we know to be
best practices in developing that resource (e.g., rigorous
scientific methods for a research study).
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Comprehensive Screening Criteria (continued)

Accuracy: The information and/or data presented are accurate
and free of bias.

Plausibility: Content, conclusions, and recommendations are
supported by a preponderance of evidence and/or other
research.

Value: The resource adds value to the field.

Average Content Quality Score:

Communications Quality Rating Comments
Organization: The information is well organized and follows a
logical sequence.
Language: The author/s avoid jargon and communicate well
with users.
Length: The length of a resource is enough to cover its
objectives, but concise.
Visuals: The resource provides visual support for important or
technical information as appropriate.

Average Communications Quality Score
Utility Rating Comments
Audience Relevance: The resource is relevant and significant
for its intended audience.
Timely: This resource can be used or implemented in a timely
manner.
Completeness: All important steps, sequences or practices are
included.
Cost-Benefit: The expected improvement from this resource
merits the required investment.
Supplemental Resources: This resource provides references or
links to other useful resources.

Average Utility Score

Evidence of Effectiveness Rating Comments

Impact: Based on current research, this resource has had or is
likely to have a positive effect on learning.

Generalizability: Evidence indicates that this resource is or will
be effective based on the research that underpins the work.

Average Evidence of Effectiveness Score
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To be filled out by Reviewer:

Average of Content Quality

Average of Communications Quality
Average of Utility

Average of Evidence of Effectiveness:

Final Average (Average of Four Sections):
(Resources averaging 2.0 across all raters have met standards.)

In thinking about the quality, utility, and effectiveness of this resource, how likely are you to
recommend it to a colleague on a scale of 1-5?

[ 11 (Not at all) [12 [13 (14 [1 5 (Definitely)
Comments:

Is the product free? []Yes ] No

If not, what is the associated cost? (for example, per item, per school, or per use)
Reviewer Name: [ Internal [] External

Reviewer’s Organizational Affiliation (if any):
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