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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

According to source documentation supplied to us [1], the AV-8B Harrier Aircrew Training Syllabus utilized by VMAT-203, has gone through a number of modifications over the last two decades.  During FY92, the USMC published an aircraft mishap rate assessment study that showed a significant number mishaps occurring in the AV-8B community.  The AV-8B community convened a conference to address this issue and an expanded FRS syllabus was recommended and implemented.  However, due to chronic problems with RP pooling, aircrew training was curtailed to 57 sorties.

By late 1997, the AV-8B mishap rate had again increased and the Commandant of the Marine Corps responded by establishing a Harrier Review Panel (HaRP), whose charter was to analyze aircraft mishap issues.  As a result of this analysis [1], HaRP recommended the development of a baseline FRS syllabus that included 48 simulator events and 78 sorties.  However, due to trainee pooling, the baseline FRS syllabus is just now in the process of being implemented, with the rollout of the syllabus to be completed near the end of Q2 in FY02.

Apogee Solutions has been charged with the task of conducting an evaluation of the FRS curriculum. The three major goals for this study are:

· Is the FRS syllabus meeting its stated goals and objectives?

· What sort of instructional approaches are most likely to facilitate program goals?

· What type of role should technology play in supporting the FRS syllabus?

Methodology

The methodology employed for this evaluation is based on the recommended evaluation procedures that found in the MIL-HDBK-29612 for operational evaluations [9] of ongoing training programs, while the study structure is derived from the Context, Input, Process, and Product (CIPP) evaluation model [6].  The CIPP model is the only evaluation model featuring a management-oriented approach, which is designed for use by external evaluators to collect data about program effectiveness that can assist managers in making judgments about program worth.  Given the three primary goals for the baseline study, the modified CIPP evaluation model appears to be an appropriate choice.

Data from the Context/Input/Process/Product (CIPP) analysis is presented in four different sections of the study.  For example, the first section is devoted to describing the training Context as it currently exists at FRS, the second section presents Input data about the Replacement Pilots (RPs) who have completed flight training and have qualified for assignment to AV-8B FRS Aircrew training.  The instructional activities associated with Aircrew training at VMAT-203 are presented in the Process component.  The pilot-related knowledge, skills, and problem-solving capabilities RPs have learned at VMAT-203, particularly in regard to their ability to apply these skills competently upon arrival at the operational squadron level are reported in the Product component of the study.

The subjects for this study are the AV-8B Instructor Pilots (IPs) and Replacement Pilots (RPs) at VMAT-203, as well as the USMC Aviators who pilot the AV-8B Harrier, and the Operations Officers and Pilot Training Officers at various AV-8B fleet squadrons at MCAS Cherry Point and at MCAS Yuma.  

Per the requirements of the CIPP evaluation model, we conducted a number of independent measures, including review of the curriculum materials, individual and group interviews, surveys and observations.  

The format for these individual and group interviews [11] was designed to develop an environment in which the subjects were able to freely express their attitudes.  The evaluators conducted individual interviews with the VMAT-203 Commanding Officer, Executive Officer, Pilot Training Officer, Instructional Systems Development Officer, Safety Officer and all of the instructional Phase Heads (IPs).  The evaluators also met with one group of six RPs who had completed 25% of the FRS curriculum and one group of eight RPs who had completed 50% or more of the FRS curriculum.  In addition, the evaluators conducted individual interviews with six (out of seven) gun squadron Operations Officers and all of the Pilot Training Officers.  The meetings were about one hour in duration.  All the meetings were audio taped.

The survey design made use of a standard social science methodology [12] in terms of how the instrument was developed.  The IP and RP surveys consisted of 39 and 37 statements respectively.  The surveys were completed by 15 of the 21 IPs and 18 of the 23 RPs who were in residence at VMAT-203 during the month of November, 2001.  In addition, we also surveyed 25 pilots at the gun squadrons who had completed the FRS curriculum and had less than 200 hours in type.  Within groups, descriptive statistics were compiled for each scale contained in the survey.  Between-group comparisons were also conducted in order to measure the statistical significance of the associations between the ratings for items dealing with similar issues on all surveys.  


A number of classroom, learning lab, simulator, and sortie preflight and post-flight observations were conducted.  In addition, we had an opportunity to review a number of Heads-Up Display HUD tapes as well.  Systematic observation [14] usually involves creating appropriately categorized observation schedules that include scaled items that reflect an operational definition of the behaviors one wishes to measure.  The observation instrument has seven major components. Each scale is divided into 20 points, with detailed, behaviorally specified dimensions being cited at every 5 points along the scale.  Data were recorded by circling the point on the scale that corresponded to the observed behavior.  Comments were recorded at the bottom of each page when appropriate.  Observations were conducted with either the observer being present or by reviewing videotapes of classes or other instructional events. Altogether, 12 class hours, six LC hours, six simulator hours and eight training sortie hours were observed and rated.   Descriptive statistics were then generated for analysis.

