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Executive Summary
Attendance to non-mandatory LCEMS In-Service events has been, roughly, 25% since January
2011. Evaluation findings show that many individuals do not attend LCEMS In-Service Program events
due to external factors. The salient obligations were home and family responsibilities, transportation
issues, and stress. Illness and injury also had effects.
Data reveals that the Program is performing well overall, but integration of educational
technology specific to participant preferences can increase Program value to assuage absenteeism. The
goal is augmentation of the current Program, not replacement, as all respondents indicated some
degree of preference for face to face interaction during education sessions.
Specifically, Program value can be increased by allowing virtual participation with didactic
sessions and and utilizing realistic simulation with facilitated debriefing for psychomotor sessions. The
content of both foci should be purposefully developed for the EMTs and paramedics based on identified
needs within the department, instead of randomly chosen.
Despite enthusiastic willingness to improve the Program, resource acquisition and utilization is
severely limited by funding. This limitation thwarts opportunities to significantly increase Program value
and subsequent attendance. Data support our synthesis recommendation that is a cost-limited means to
improve Program value posited to yield exponential intangible benefits.
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Introduction
Purpose and Significance
This evaluation is being conducted in response to an identified performance gap. According to
Deputy Chief of Training Warren Panem, the target attendance for In-Service Program events held by
Lee County Emergency Medical Services (LCEMS) is 100%. Estimating the number of full time employees
(FTEs) at 228, which was the number of employees in attendance at the 2010 mandatory credentialing
event, a review of the data reveals that actual attendance figures have consistently been below 50% for
the past four years. More significantly, without respect to additional FTEs that may exist, the current
calendar year data indicates a steep decline from last year to only 26% attendance.

Audience
This evaluation is being completed as a project for EME 6607: Analysis and Evaluation of
Educational Technology at Florida Gulf Coast University. Pertinent data findings, empirical conclusions,
and recommendations will be included and presented to Lee County Emergency Medical Services for
consideration. We hope that the discoveries of this evaluation will illuminate effective strategies for
enhancement of professional development programs, especially with regard to those associated with
public safety.

Limitations and Disclaimer
Data sources have been identified throughout this document, but as an overall disclaimer it is
hereby stated that limitations do exist within this evaluation. Public records used for reference are
presumed to be factual. For example, a spreadsheet of attendance figures was provided by LCEMS.
While available, examination of the actual attendance logs for the presence and accuracy of signatures
was not deemed to be prudent for these purposes. Additionally, while the evaluation has been
completed with objectivity and through mutual collaboration amongst individuals that are both internal
and external to the Program, evaluator Nicholas Favazzo is an employee of LCEMS.

Overview
This evaluation report includes a confirmation of need, rationale for determination of objectives,
an overview of the evaluation plan and procedures, the evaluation results, and concludes with
pragmatic recommendations based on a synthesis of empirical discoveries. References and included.
Evaluators’ autobiographies and contact information, as well as related documents are included as
appendices.
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Evaluation Methodology
Confirmation of Need
Tupper, Pearson, Meinersmann, & Dvorak (2013) assert that continuing education is an
important mechanism for patient care and safety. To confirm Program logic, we worked with the Deputy
Chief of Training to develop a logic model. Based on this, we find that the LCEMS In-Service Program is
logical and advantageous to continue.

Determination of Objectives
The questions derived in the divergent phase of this evaluation surround the underlying factors
that may attribute to attendance of in-service events. With the salient issue being attendance, a clear
objective was a need to extrapolate information from the elective attendees (termed “elective” since
there is compensation), as well as those who solely attend mandatory events.
Objective 1: Evaluate 'elective attendees’ and ‘mandatory attendees’ subgroups.
It was rationally suggested that attendance to mandatory events occurred out of necessity, but
verification of this idea is necessary. Furthermore, a significant number of absences occur despite the
mandatory status of these courses. Objectives emerged to determine rationales for attendance to
mandatory events. This may reveal concomitant factors that affect elective attendance.
Objective 2: Evaluate rationale for mandatory in-service attendance or absence.
Attendance is important to evaluate since it has a direct correlation to performance in a
multitude of educational settings (Aturupane, Glewwe, & Wisniewski, 2013; Lyubartseva&Mallik, 2012).
Coupled with participation, attendance is recognized as a secondary growth factor in personal
development of individuals in experiential training groups (Kiweewa, Gilbride, Luke, & Seward, 2013).
Existence of primary growth factors mentioned in this dissertation, including vicarious modeling and
authenticity, should also be evaluated.
Objective 3a: Evaluate vicarious modeling or “simulation” in professional development courses.
Objective 3b: Evaluate contextual authenticity or “realism” in professional development courses.
During the divergent phase of this evaluation, we confirmed a low attendance pattern after the
first six opportunities for elective attendance. This agency requires new employees to attend a
credentialing process at the In-Service event within the first six months of employment. The higher than
average attendance to the first six non-mandatory opportunities is likely to correlate to this mandatory
process. Hence, the elective attendance during the first six months is a façade.
Recognizing that employees, especially those who are new and impressionable, may respond to
the culture of an organization, we then evaluated attendance of three leadership groups to nonmandatory LCEMS In-Service Program events. These groups included training division supervisors and
administrators, field training officers, and operations division supervisors and administrators.
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The results showed a negative trend over the 2011-2012 period for all three groups. Attendance
figures were mostly above the agency average, yet they were rarely above 50%- except for the training
administration group. The higher than normal attendance of training administration is logical,
considering that they host and present at these events. It was determined that questions related to the
influence of leadership should be included in the evaluation.
Objective 4: Evaluate effect of FTO/ supervisory attendance on elective attendance.
Irrespective to demographics or leadership influences, attendance to any event may be affected
by home or personal responsibilities, illness, injury, stress, or logistical issues – such as lack of
transportation. These external factors must also be considered in an attendance evaluation.
Objective 5: Evaluate “external factors” on attendance.
It is evident that exposure to the current In-Service Program does not consistently stimulate
interest for continued participation. As a prerequisite to attendance, educational courses must appeal to
the specific learners that are the nexus of its existence. Therefore, one must vigilantly seek to
understand the learners’ aggregate motivations. This pertains not only to the message, but also to the
medium used to deliver the information. As we have identified no deviations based on age or tenure, we
will evaluate empirical factors related to adult education.
Objective 6: Evaluate empirical androgogical factors.
Finally, we also wish to examine stakeholder opinions and preferences in regards to educational
technology use and integration. This allows us to make factual value judgments about possible reforms.
Objective 7: Evaluate educational technology opinions and preferences.

Information Needed
To determine these objectives, instruments were developed to determine the contribution of
current Program components, as well as possible modifications, to overall Program value. Information
was collected from primary stakeholders, including the administration, management team, and end
users using various instruments according to the following plan.
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Evaluation Overview
Plan
The evaluation took approximately two months to complete.
Three weeks were spent on confirmation of need and verification of logic through review of
requested program documents and an administrative questionnaire to determine goals, inputs,
activities, and outputs of the program. From this information, a logic model was constructed and
verified by the Program administrator. This final logic model is included in the appendix.
A three week period for solicitation of evaluation participants ensued via announcements on
social media sites frequented by Program participants. Program administration also relayed internal
Emails to employees that included our solicitation for voluntary participants in the evaluation.
Using SurveyMonkey.com, evaluation questions were developed into a drafted survey. The team
of evaluators then collaborated on the reliability and validity of drafted questions, as related to
objectives, before finalizing the instrument. Many of the included questions were pre-screened by
SurveyMonkey.com as reliable and valid. Procedural aspects were also confirmed.
The survey was made available electronically for a one week period only to the individuals who
requested voluntary participation by providing an Email address. To amplify reliability and validity of
results, only one survey per registered Email address was accepted. This discouraged multiple
submissions by a single individual or outside participation. While feedback was collected, observation of
a non-mandatory In-Service event occurred. The evaluation team took notes about the program during
the event and spoke with primary stakeholders before and after the event.
Using the survey and observation, plus a review of empirical literature, the evaluation results
were drafted, discussed, and then finalized by the evaluation team.

Evaluation Timeline 5/14/13 through 7/14/13
Confirm need for evaluation
Request Program Documents
Request Logic Model Info
Create Logic Model
Solicit evaluation participants
Develop evaluation questions
Draft evaluation instrument
Determine evaluable questions
Finalize evaluation plan
Determine procedural aspects
Participant Surveys
Evaluator Observations
Stakeholder Interviews
Analyze data
Answering evaluation questions
Draft evaluation results
Finalize evaluation results
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Instruments and Procedures
1. Administrator Questionnaire. The instrument was used to gather administrative vision of the Inservice Program. From this, a logic model was constructed to confirm rationality.
2. Attendance Logs, Training Schedules, and Documented Dates of Hire. These instruments were
used as data sources during the divergent phase of analysis.
3. Participant Survey. This instrument was used to obtain stakeholder opinions regarding the value
of current Program outputs, as well as value of possible modifications.
4. Evaluators’ Observation Notes. This instrument was used to gain a multidimensional view of one
Program event from internal and external evaluators representing several related disciplines.
5. Staff Interviews. This instrument was used to gather Program management’s insight.
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Evaluation Results
Summary of evaluation findings: Survey
In evaluating the participation in In-Service Program events offered by Lee County Emergency
Medical Services, a decline was apparent and, on average, 26% of staff attended training in the current
calendar year. The next step was evaluation of possible reasons for this lack of participation. By
collecting and analyzing data from survey voluntarily completed by 19 participants, conducting
interviews, and observing the events, our team was able to come up with the following data.
Objective 1: Evaluate 'elective attendees’ and ‘mandatory attendees’ subgroups.
Unfortunately, but predictably, we were unable to solicit sufficient voluntary participation of
individuals who only participate in mandatory LCEMS In-Service events (n=3), as compared to those who
have attended at least one elective event (n=16). As a workaround to this unintended consequence, we
established matched groups of those who usually attend (greater than 50% elective attendance verified
by records) and those who usually are absent (less than or equal to 50% elective attendance verified by
records). The former group was termed the “GO” group (n=6); the latter was titled the “NO” group
(n=11). Responses of field training officers (n=2) were removed due to potential bias and an inability to
establish a matched group. After redefining the subgroups, we considered the following.
Primary role in the agency may affect value judgments. We found that the NO group was comprised
of 46% EMTs and 45% paramedics, but the GO group consisted of 17% EMTs and 66% paramedics. In
evaluation of all data by primary role, many responses do indicate a decreased level of satisfaction by
EMTs, as compared to the same responses of paramedics.


EMTs, generally, perceive less Program value than do paramedics.

One possible hurdle to attending training was travel time. The NO group commute time was 29.52
minutes, compared to the GO group commute time of 31.81 minutes. This approximate 2 minute
variance between groups was not enough to be a factor affecting conclusions.


Commute time variance between matched groups was minimal; not a factor.

To determine if intrinsic motivation for learning had any significant effect on attendance,
educational background was also considered. In addition to all participants having at least some college
education, 33% of the GO group and 45% of the NO group reported having at least a 4 year degree.


Educational background variance between matched groups was minimal; not a factor.

Objective 2: Evaluate rationale for mandatory in-service attendance or absence.
The findings for the GO group were unpretentious. Participants attended as a necessity or did
not attend because there was not a necessity. While the NO group generally followed the same trend,
one finding had qualitative significance.


Several NO group respondents indicated that external factors affected mandatory attendance.
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Objective 3a: Evaluate vicarious modeling or “simulation” in professional development courses.
Evaluation of this objective resulted in noteworthy conclusions regarding vicarious modeling,
through simulation, as a primary growth factor in group professional development. Evaluation of all
‘simulation’ responses reveals an obvious negative trend. One NO group respondent included optional
qualitative feedback, “Only when required.” 0% of all respondents reported participating in simulation
events “extremely often”. 40% of the NO group reported that participation in simulation was “not at all
often”. 100% of all responses indicated that discussion time after simulation is “moderate” or less.


Utilizing more simulation followed by discussion will greatly increase Program value.

Objective 3b: Evaluate contextual authenticity or “realism” in professional development courses.
Evaluation of all responses reveals an obvious negative trend, especially for paramedics. Merely 7% of all
responses indicated that simulation is “extremely realistic” and 66% of all responses indicated that
simulation is only “slightly realistic” or “not at all realistic”.


Improving the realism during simulation will improve Program value, especially for paramedics.

Objective 4: Evaluate effect of FTO/ supervisory attendance on elective attendance.
64% of the NO group and 83% of GO group reported “Not at all”.


Leadership attendance has minimal effects on Program value or attendance.
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Objective 5: Evaluate “external factors” on attendance.
While injury, illness, and stress also were noted to influence on attendance to some degree, home
and family responsibilities and transportation issues were the salient external factors of absenteeism.
33% of the group that usually attends reported that home and family responsibilities had no effect
on attendance, but only 9% of the usual absentee group concurred with this. Furthermore, 46% of
absentees cited that home and family responsibilities affect attendance “a tremendous amount”.



Home and family responsibilities are a significant external factor of absenteeism.
Accommodating these responsibilities would greatly increase Program value.

NO group response (left) compared to GO group response (right).

27% of NO group respondents indicated that transportation issues restricted attendance to some
degree, whereas everyone in the GO group reported that transportation issues prevented involvement
“not at all”. No correlation to previously reported commute times was noted.


Transportation issues, irrespective of commute time, contribute to absenteeism.

Objective 6: Evaluate empirical androgogical factors.
The first factor we looked at is clarity of the objectives. Interestingly, responses from the NO group
were more positive than those from the GO group. In the NO group, 17% felt elective objectives were
“extremely clear” compared to 27% providing the same response for mandatory classes. In the GO
group, the respective responses were 16% and 0%. Overall, there is a positive trend for both class types,
especially for the mandatory courses.


Clarification of objectives in elective courses in a manner that mirrors mandatory courses can
improve Program value slightly.

While overall responses of both groups are positive regarding instructor communication, the
strongest disagreement occurred when participants were asked if instructors convey etiquette and
mutual respect expectations. Tips on how to meet learning objectives should also be conveyed.


Better conveyance of etiquette/ mutual respect expectations and tips on how to meet course
objectives by instructors can increase Program value.
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We also asked participants if they felt that their instructors were motivating. Again, the NO group
reported more favorable impressions than did the GO group, suggesting an insignificant factor in
absences. Overall, there was a slightly negative trend with most respondents indicating that instructors
were “moderately motivating”.


Better instructional motivation in mandatory courses can increase Program value.

We also wanted to know if enough time was allotted for discussion. An obvious majority of
responses from both groups regarding discussion time was “about the right amount” in both elective
and mandatory classes.


Continuing “About the right amount” for discussion in elective classes maintains value.

An inviting classroom is imperative to ensuring open communication for clarification of ideas. We
wanted to know how comfortable participants felt asking questions. While the overall responses were
slightly positive, 50% of the respondents in the NO group felt only “slightly comfortable” or “not at all
comfortable” asking questions in elective courses. None of the respondents in the GO group concurred.
Both groups indicated feeling more comfortable asking questions in mandatory classes.


Improving comfort for asking questions may improve Program value.

The material must be organized, building on both preexisting knowledge and itself within the class.
The mind forms link-node type associations in both concept and schemas. We asked how organized the
information was that was presented at the class. Diversity of opinions existed in both the NO and GO
groups, with a preponderance of positive responses. While paramedics reported that information was at
least “moderately organized”, EMTs felt that it was at best “moderately organized”.


Paramedics feel that information is organized more than EMTs.

Next, we wanted opinions as to whether the material was meaningful to participants. A stark
difference was noted as 63% of the NO group reported that course material was “moderately
worthwhile” or “slightly worthwhile”, but 83% of the GO group reported that the material was “very
worthwhile”. The majority of respondents indicating “very worthwhile” are paramedics.


Attention to relevance, especially for EMTs, will increase Program value and, likely, attendance.

Such disparity in perception may be due to the specific learning activities within the course. Hence,
we sought opinions regarding several important dimension of learning activities that should exist. In
examining these, the strongest disagreement occurred when asked if the learning activities were
interesting. Responses for this were slightly more negative within the NO group. A universal agreement
occurred in that learning activities were easy.


Use of more stimulating activities will increase Program value and may improve attendance.
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An additional source of frustration for learners can be the assessment tools used. Responses from
both groups were positive regarding the tests used in elective courses. Though minimal, the largest
disagreement was noted in that tests also served as learning tools. However, responses also indicated a
stronger agreement that mandatory, versus elective, event tests measured the stated learning
objectives, were consistent with course activities and resources, and had a clear grading policy.


Use of tests more closely mirroring those used in mandatory courses, which also serve as
learning tools, can increase Program value.

Objective 7: Evaluate educational technology opinions and preferences.
One of the salient issues we wanted to know is whether or not participants valued the face-to-face
method of presentation. We directly inquired as to the type of course that participants preferred, as
well as the method in which they preferred to interact with people. Both questions provided ubiquitous
evidence that the face-to-face component is valuable and desired, at least to some degree.


The live social interaction from face-to-face sessions generates Program value.

Overall, opposition exceeded preference with regard to decreased face-to-face time that could be
accomplished through blended learning. With that exception, other aspects of blended learning were
predominantly preferred. This includes having the ability to spread assignments out over time and selfdirected studying. Having access to content anytime and anywhere online is strongly preferred.



Providing online access to content anytime and anywhere will increase Program value.
Allowing distributed practice and self-directed studying may increase Program value.

While a complete digital transition was unattractive, the addition of an online discussion forum may
be of significant value- especially for the NO group. In elective courses, 50% of the NO group indicated
feeling at least “moderately comfortable” asking questions, compared to 80% in an online discussion
forum. 8% more of the GO group indicated feeling “extremely comfortable” in the digital arena.


Integration of an online discussion forum will increase Program value.

Yet another way of delivering educational information is through mobile devices. 82% of the NO
group and 100% of the GO group reported using either an iPhone or Android smartphone primarily. 55%
of NO group respondents indicated that they use mobile devices “a great deal” to learn new things,
compared to 0% of the GO group. Absentees have a strong affinity for digital learning.


Allowing access to content from mobile devices will increase Program value and participation.
How much do you use portable devices
(smartphone, tablet/ iPad) for learning new
things?
A little
18%
A
moderate
amount
9%

A great
deal
55%

How much do you use portable devices
(smartphone, tablet/ iPad) for learning new
things?

A little
40%

A lot
20%

A lot
18%

NO group response (left) compared to GO group response (right).

A
moderate
amount
40%
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We also wanted to know participants’ preferences when using these mobile devices. Augmenting
support for distributed practice, the average time spent learning new things is 20-25 minutes.


Limiting learning sessions to 20-25 minutes may increase Program value.

One way to achieve this is through development of an application, which is commonly referred to as
an app. When asked how many apps are used weekly, the mode is 4 for the NO group and 10 for the GO
group, indicating that this method of delivery is not likely to increase attendance.


Development of an app may increase Program value, but is not likely to improve attendance.

Another option for delivering information is via Podcast. The average number of monthly podcasts
downloaded by the NO group was 1.32 and the GO group was 0.4. The most frequent response was 0.
Additionally, one respondent asked, “What is a podcast?” Minimal preference and familiarity exists.


Integration of a podcast will likely have no effect on Program value or attendance.

Summary of evaluation findings: Interviews
According to the interviews, LCEMS In-Service Program staff members are all engrossed in improving
training opportunities and attendance.
Unfortunately, severe budget constraints limit staff wishes to develop needs-based exercises to
better meet program goals, recruit presenters that know the audience, and integrate technology that
may be beneficial in improving attendance and participation, as well as professional development.
The two training Lieutenants are scheduled on opposite shifts from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. despite
the fact that training occurs, typically, during daytime hours.

Summary of evaluation findings: Observation
Observation from the Vimeo recording shows that most of the people within the seminar
seemed to be uninterested. The actual seminar itself was dry, not interactive and did not show qualities
of enticing behavior. Many of the people who attended seemed to be un-interested in what the speaker
was saying. Most of the information seemed to be redundant and lost its value toward the crowd. Many
of the attendees has their attention placed somewhere else, mainly showing them checking their
phones or simply not paying attention.
Positive elements could be perceived that information given was vital material given and for
newbie's who had just begun the program the information was useful and valid for them to obtain focus
toward. many of the people who attended who had lost interest in what the speaker was saying shows
to be people who have attended previous seminars in the past, therefore suggesting that information
given is repetitive.

EVALUATION REPORT

EME 6607

Interpretation of evaluation findings
Overall, the Program is being conducted in a professional manner. Stakeholders recognize and
express a significant value, including the EMTs and paramedics that are beneficiaries of Program outputs.
External factors, such as family responsibilities, serve as primary barriers to attendance.
Traditional solutions, such as daycare services, are not offered and not feasible due to reported budget
constraints. Survey data shows that providing online access to the content would improve Program
value. We also identified that the live (face-to-face) sessions must continue, as they contribute to
Program value. Simultaneously streaming live videos, combined with a real-time online discussion forum,
is a cost-minimal means to eradicate external barriers and increase Program value. In doing so, an
increase attendance is projected by means of virtual participation.
An abundance of empirical literature asserts a high degree of efficacy in use of simulation for
medical training. Additional support exists that authenticity is a primary growth factor. Both are possible
through realistic simulation. Yet, participation in simulation is less than ideal within the In-Service
Program. One factor in this may be that the Simbulance is not being used appropriately as a resource for
training. Alternatively or concurrently, lack of participation in simulation events may result from
personality variables, such as introversion, that limit one’s ability to participate in a large group setting.
Establishing realistic simulation sessions, in small groups, will significantly increase Program value.
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Conclusion and Recommendation
Criteria and standard used to judge evaluation object
The validity of the evaluation was subjected to the responses of the objectives given. These
responses determined the mindset and reasoning behind the lack of attendees during these vital
seminars.

Strengths and weakness of evaluation object
There were many strong points in this evaluation. It was completed with all immediate
stakeholders in mind. It was open to all individuals that have participated in In-Service Program events.
Confidentiality was maintained during both electronic and face-to-face data collection and handling. The
pre-written questions were chosen by the evaluators based on their validity according to
SurveyMonkey.com. Additionally, a triangulated view from three related industries resulted from the
diversity of the evaluation team. One of the evaluators is an employee of LCEMS with 13 years of public
safety experience, another represents human resources management, and another has extensive
experience in education.
Some weaknesses found in the evaluation were the number of participants in the questionnaire
and the lack of knowledge of two of the evaluating team. Out of the approximately 228 employees only
19 people agreed to voluntary participation. Out of the 19, some were excluded to make the two
groups, attendees and absentees, comparably represented. The 8% participation rate was enough to get
rough data to amalgamate with empirical literature to form recommended opportunities for
improvement of the LCEMS In-Service Program. However, a larger number of participants would have
made the data more valid. Another issue in this evaluation was that 2 of the 3 evaluators do not work
for or have background knowledge of LCEMS and the types of training opportunities that are offered or
needed. The two relied heavily on the knowledge of the one employee/expert on the team to explain,
give examples of, and make contact with the organization.

Synthesis Recommendation
Our goal of this synthesis recommendation is to propose a holistic solution that correlates
methods likely to increase Program value in an effort to assuage derisory attendance statistics. While we
feel confident that Program staff is enthusiastically willing to institute any potentially beneficial
modifications, the salient obstacle is that changes are limited by a reportedly diminutive budget.
Despite the fiscal constraints that exist, significant empirical logic exists for continuation and
improvement of this Program. Employers who invest and commit to employee continuing education will
recognize improvements in innovation (Lin &Makkonen, 2012) and productivity (Hardré, 2003). The soft
costs associated with ignorance are often less transparent than the hard cost outlay. Stated differently,
a short term financial investment in human resources yields a long term, exponential gain in terms of
productivity and decreased liability.
Program staff recommendations to develop a needs-based curriculum, versus random lessons, is
pragmatic and likely to increase Program value and participation. By gearing content to the specific
audience, recognizing the role of both EMTs and paramedics, an improved interpretation of relevance
should result. Instructional designers should be cognizant of the learners’ preferences we determined
would increase Program value. Short sessions (20-25 minutes), more stimulating activities, and an ability
to spread assignments out over time (i.e. Attending one session live, but perhaps another online) are all
important considerations. Also, face-to-face sessions must continue to maintain value.
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A significant, and valid, concern is that participants may have various levels of prerequisite
knowledge. If content is disparate to one’s ability, disengagement may ensue. Better communication of
prerequisite knowledge can improve Program value slightly. A prerequisite lesson to “bring everyone up
to the same level” can be developed to precede each formal presentation. Since some feel overworked,
this addition should not be mandatory. By allowing mobile access, value will be recognized and
participation is more likely. While this may improve the didactic portion of the In-Service, concerns also
exist regarding the psychomotor and affective aspects of training.
To improve attendance at formal presentations, we must redefine attendance to include virtual
attendees. A simultaneous discussion forum creates a means of communication for virtual attendees,
which is also likely to improve participation by those who have an increased comfort asking questions
online. This amalgamation eradicates all identified external factors of absenteeism without
compromising the current, preferred, delivery method that allows social interaction.
Specifically addressing the obvious need for realistic simulation, funding should be appropriated
for regular use of brief simulations in small group settings using a constructivist methodology.
Individualized contextualization and facilitated debriefing serve to, simultaneously, foster metacognition
and encoding specificity, thus promoting increased depths of learning and greater retention. This will
vastly improve Program value for all stakeholders.
Recent scholarly literature supports this with the assertion that “…innovative interdisciplinary
educational training method can be offered in place of traditional lecture or online instruction in any
facility, hospital, nursing home, or community care setting” (Tupper, Pearson, Meinersmann, & Dvorak,
2013). Additionally, interdisciplinary collaboration serves to improve rapport and mutual respect across
multiple allied health and public safety professions during subsequent interaction. This further improves
operational productivity, decreasing translucent soft costs.
Deployed properly, an attendance goal of 90% is certainly feasible. Despite the reported budget
scarcity, two Training Lieutenants are scheduled at times and on days that training does not routinely
occur. More efficient utilization of these key resources via alignment with training schedules should be
considered. This may either be accomplished by rescheduling the personnel or reconsidering the
training schedule. The latter option, via deployment of the Simbulance during the training Lieutenants’
scheduled hours seems most sensible. It will allow for application of the empirical approach
recommended above, in small group settings, if the training is delivered to individual crews while they
are on duty. This can serve to add additional value to the Program by eliminating an additional
responsibility for those who already feel overworked.

RETROACTIVE QA
Needs Identification

ELECTIVE ONLINE
PREREQUISITE LESSON
(Mobile Access)
(20-25 minutes max.)

PURPOSEFUL CONTENT DEVELOPMENT
(Related to EMTs & Paramedics)

FACE-TO-FACE
FORMAL PRESENTATION
(Streamed Live w/ E-Discussion)
(20-25 minutes max. per Session)

PROSPECTIVE QI
Needs Identification

“SIMBULATION” WITH
FACILITATED DEBRIEF
(Small Groups)
(20-25 minutes max.)
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Additional thoughts and suggestions
A merit system can be considered. Considering the budget status and general satisfaction with
compensation, it may be in the form of recognition. After achieving the minimum CEUs for
recertification, a predetermined amount of excess training hours should correlate with a form of
promotion in rank or other official designation. Additional merit should be awarded to those who serve
as peer experts by presenting at such events.
Having military roots, this approach can increase morale through pride associated with
accomplishment. It must be noted that extrinsic motivation is not the concept in doing so. Rather, the
merit system would serve as a means for recognition that targets the ideals of many within the current
generations that comprise cohorts in the LCEMS In-Service Program.
Without proper resource utilization there can be no personal or team growth within this
organization. External funding opportunities, via 501(c)3 organizations and grants, should be
investigated regularly. With proper training, an increased sense of self efficacy and pride will bolster
productivity within the organization.
A monthly survey should also be made available, online and in person, for obtaining information
and ideas that can help boost credit and morale within the program. Some of the best ideas will likely
originate from the participants themselves. Multiple avenues should be provided to hear them.

EVALUATION REPORT

EME 6607

References
Aturupane, H., Glewwe, P., & Wisniewski, S. (2013). The impact of school quality,
socioeconomic factors, and child health on students' academic performance: Evidence
from srilankan primary schools. Education Economics, 21(1), 2-37.

Gegenfurtner, A., &Vauras, M. (2012).Age-related differences in the relation between
motivation to learn and transfer of training in adult continuing education. Contemporary
Educational Psychology, 37(1), 33-46.

Hardré, P. L. (2003). Beyond two decades of motivation: A review of the research and practice
in instructional design and human performance technology. Human Resource Development
Review, 2(1), 54-81. doi:10.1177/1534484303251661

Kiweewa, J., Gilbride, D., Luke, M., & Seward, D. (2013).Endorsement of growth factors in
experiential training groups. Journal for Specialists in Group Work, 38(1), 68-93.

Lee County Division of Public Safety/ EMS.(2012). 2012 Training Schedule.
Lee County Division of Public Safety/ EMS.(2013a). In-Service attendance roster.
Lee County Division of Public Safety/ EMS.(2013b). 2013 Training Schedule.
Lin, B., &Makkonen, T. (2012, 06/01; 2013/6).Continuing vocational training and innovation in
europe.11, 325.

Lyubartseva, G., &Mallik, U. P. (2012).Attendance and student performance in undergraduate
chemistry courses.Education, 133, 31+.

EVALUATION REPORT

EME 6607

Tupper, J. B. 1., jtupper@usm.maine.edu, Pearson, K. B. 2., Meinersmann, K. M. 3., & Dvorak, J.
(2013). Little shop of errors: An innovative simulation patient safety workshop for
community health care professionals. Journal of Continuing Education in Nursing, 44(6),
274-277. doi:10.3928/00220124-20130501-63

Vimeo. (2013, May 31). Scott Tuttle: In Service April 2013 [Video file]. Retrieved
from http://vimeo.com/67417629

EVALUATION REPORT

EME 6607

Appendices
Evaluation Plan Details
Evaluation Task Dates
Task
Confirm need for evaluation
Request Program Documents
Request Logic Model Info
Create Logic Model
Solicit evaluation participants
Develop evaluation questions
Draft evaluation instrument
Determine evaluable questions
Finalize evaluation plan
Determine procedural aspects
Participant Surveys
Evaluator Observations
Stakeholder Interviews
Analyze data
Answering evaluation
questions
Draft evaluation results
Finalize evaluation results

Start Date
5/14/2013
5/24/2013
6/1/2013
6/3/2013
6/3/2013
6/3/2013
6/3/2013
6/7/2013
6/11/2013
6/11/2013
6/15/2013
6/15/2013
6/18/2013
6/28/2013
6/30/2013
7/5/2013
7/10/2013

Days
10
7
3
4
21
5
5
4
4
4
10
10
10
5

End Date
5/24/2013
5/31/2013
6/4/2013
6/7/2013
6/24/2013
6/8/2013
6/8/2013
6/11/2013
6/15/2013
6/15/2013
6/25/2013
6/25/2013
6/28/2013
7/3/2013

5 7/5/2013
5 7/10/2013
3 7/13/2013
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Evaluation Instruments
Administrator Questionnaire. This instrument was used to determine the Program goals,
resource inputs, activities, and outputs according to Program administration. Dialogue occurred
during this process to ensure that the Logic Model, as a synopsis of the data collected in this
instrument, was accurate according to the view of the Program administrator.
Attendance Logs, Training Schedules, and Documented Dates of Hire. These instruments were
used to determine Program events and participant subgroups that had potential effects on
attendance. Separate evaluations of mandatory and non-mandatory events resulted from
analysis of these instruments, as well as removal of non-evaluable participant questions.
Participant Survey. This instrument was used to obtain qualitative and quantitative data based
on evaluable questions. The survey was subdivided into eight sections. The first section was a
qualifying question. The second section was designed to allow evaluation of subpopulations
with regard to various factors that may be variable amongst participants. The third section was
available only to those who attended non-mandatory events and asked for opinions on
empirical internal factors related to androgogy that may influence attendance to nonmandatory events. The fourth section evaluated possible external factors that influenced
attendance. The fifth section was essentially a duplicate of the third section, as a means of
comparison, and asked for opinions on empirical internal factors related to androgogy that may
influence attendance to mandatory events. The sixth and seventh sections evaluated personal
preferences that could influence attendance via educational technology integration. The final
section was an overall Program evaluation that permitted qualitative feedback.
Evaluators’ Observation Notes. Three individual evaluators, internal and external to the Program,
took observational notes on the April 2013 LCEMS In-Service event by reviewing it on Vimeo at
http://vimeo.com/67417629. These evaluators have backgrounds in EMS, education, and
human resources. Following independent observation and evaluation, collaboration ensued to
determine common findings with regard to andogogy factors and educational technology use
that may have influences on attendance to LCEMS In-Service events.
Staff Interviews. Three interviews with LCEMS In-Service Program staff occurred to determine
individual views of the Program, opinions of change, and relationships with other stakeholders.
This included evaluator interviews with the Clinical Education Captain and Training Lieutenants.
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Important Notes
Initial Data Analysis
The preliminary approach to evaluation involved analysis of raw data provided by LCEMS. This
information was obtained through the LCEMS Training Department and included:




An administrative questionnaire.
A spreadsheet of attendance data from 2010-2013.
A class/ course list for 2012 and 2013.

The spreadsheet of attendance data was revealed the following raw data:

LCEMS In-Service Attendance Raw Data
228

250
200
150 103
100

131
92

84

75

81

106

2010
2011

50

2012

0

2013

Annual Average based
on 228

Based on the November 2010 attendance of 228, the information was averaged annually and found
to be consistently below the 50% mark. A significant opportunity for improvement was recognized.

LCEMS In-Service Attendance
100%
50%

Year Average

0%
2010

2011

2012

2013

The spikes in 2010 and 2012 were associated with mandatory events that were required for
agency recertification every two years. This included competencies (skills assessment) in August and
September of 2012, as well as credentialing examinations administered in November 2010 and

EVALUATION REPORT

EME 6607

Annual Average based
on 228

November 2012. Adjustment to reflect only non-mandatory events revealed a relatively static 28%
average attendance over a three year period, using data from 2013 to the current time.

LCEMS Non-Mandatory In-Service Attendance
100%
50%

Year Average

0%
2011

2012

2013

Establishing Matched Groups
Specific differences that may affect motivations or value perception were mandatory to
recognize in establishing matched groups. Two diverse subcategories that required analysis were
employee age and employee tenure. Employees in this agency come from various generations. Some
have been employed for weeks, while others have decades invested.
We approached the issue of employee age with caution, since some view this as private
information. Additionally, age-adjusted training may be viewed a form of discrimination. Fortunately, we
located scholarly literature to negate the need for age analysis. While motivational factors transition
through the life span, a meta-analysis of the age-effects on motivation in adulthood found no significant
relational variability (Gegenfurtner&Vauras, 2012).
The aforementioned meta-analysis touched on tenure without a solid conclusion. Therefore, we
evaluated independently as a potential factor. Eight groups that started employment with the agency
during the evaluation period were compared. One group was removed that consisted only of two
individuals because the data was unreliable to determine majority. The seven remaining groups had
between 4-11 individuals. Mandatory events were removed from the sequential list and attendance is
noted as a percentage from each new hire group.

Attendance by Tenure
100%
86%

80%
75%

75%

60% 60% 60%
60%
55% 55%
50%
50% 50% 50%
33%
29%
27%
25% 29%
25% 29%
25%
20%
20% 20%
17%
1

2

3

4

5

45%
36% 40%
33%
29%
25%
20%
17%
17% 20%
17%
9%
0%
0%
6

60%

55%
50% 50%

7

8

9

50%
36%
25%
25% 27%
20% 17% 18%
17%
9% 9%
8%
0%
0%
0%
33%

10

11

12

13

14

25% 27%

18%

0%
15

16

17
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In evaluating the tenure trends, we reach the conclusion that after the first year, attendance
typically follows the agency average. This data was useful in eliminating the need for separating
employees by tenure after they have had the opportunity to attend 12 non-mandatory events. It also
revealed a need to examine the positive values associated with these first 12 opportunities.

Percent of Group in Attendance

Non-Mandatory Opportunity from Date of Hire
80%
60%
40%

Average of 7 groups

20%
0%
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

In averaging the data for the seven new hire groups, a marked decline is noted after the first
opportunity, except for a gradual increase at the fifth opportunity and a peak at the sixth opportunity.
As a secondary confirmation, we evaluated new hire attendance patterns by fiscal year against
the 2011 agency average of 32% and 2012 agency average of 25%.
2012 New Hires

2011 New Hires
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Autobiographies
Klara Esposito
Klara Esposito is a 23-year old from Daytona Beach who currently is a human
resources manager in Scottsdale, AZ. She is working on her M.A in Education and
Technology from FGCU. She has one year remaining within the program and aspires to
be certified to teach in either a college level program or conduct research within a
university department. This research would include technology innovation within a
classroom setting and how journalism and writing can be perfected in new and
innovative styles for college level students.
Klara Esposito has received her B.A in Mass Communications from the
University of South Florida, where she interned at Fox13 WTVT as a reporter and
producer. She also worked for ABC WFLA as a consumer reporter as well as reported for
the 2010 Grand Prix Formula 1 races.
Nicholas Favazzo
I am a State of Florida EMT and paramedic. I started my career with Lee County
Emergency Medical Services in 2001. Since that time I have been providing both basic
and advanced life support care in a diverse, high call volume, area and I also as an
American Heart Association instructor and facilitator for several courses. I have been
certified in critical care (CCEMT-P), was previously a Nationally Registered Paramedic
(NREMT-P) and field training officer.
In 2011, I became a State of Florida EMS Instructor and joined the EMS Program
at Edison State College, also attending the University of Miami to become a certified
instructor for Emergency Care of Acute Coronary Syndromes. I am currently completing
the Educational Technology M.A. Program at Florida Gulf Coast University.

Dawn Jones
I am a Kindergarten teacher in Lee County, Florida where I have been for 15 years.
I am currently working on my Master’s degree in Educational Technology at Florida Gulf
Coast University and hope to finish by the end of 2014.

