ORS Review Reminders -- Guidance for Conducted Activities

General Guidance

In addition to the core rubric elements, identify where and how the program provided resource immersion through directed experiences (or could have) and analyze/describe how those directed experiences were purposefully sequenced (or could have been) to develop a relevant idea. 


In a directed experience the interpreter effectively integrates interpretive narration with resource immersion techniques to focus visitors' attention on the physical resource at hand. The opportunities you identify should reflect the experiential nature of a successful program. If you find that most of the opportunities result from the interpreter’s narrative alone, rather than from techniques/directed experiences used to engage visitors with their surroundings, then the product may not be successful as a conducted activity, even though the narrative is interpretive. A successful conducted activity is more than just a moving talk. 

Opportunities Page

1) The first part of an opportunity analysis: identify a directed experience. A directed experience is a “package” – a combination of technique and interpretive narrative used by the interpreter to facilitate an immersion experience for the visitors – directing their attention to the resource and its meanings. 


The program used the following directed experience/immersion techniques to engage the audience with the site’s tangible resources (identify integration of narration and immersion techniques): 
2) The second part of an opportunity analysis is the same as other competencies – identify the intellectual and/or emotional descriptors that best characterize potential audience response.

3) The third part of an opportunity analysis is: A statement of the meaning (significance and/or relevance) -- that is developed, in this case, via the directed experience.

This whole package is the articulation of an opportunity.

Cohesive Development Page

The cohesive development of a relevant idea happens through the careful sequencing of directed experiences from location to location throughout the program, along with the use of meaningful transitions to link the experiences together. In this way, the conducted activity offers a physical and conceptual journey that can lead to greater awareness and appreciation of the resource. For a successful program, you should be able to articulate a purposeful ordering of ops related to the stops on the walk/tour – and/or how the ops build on each other over the course of the program. 
Consider the Whole Product Page
How much is enough – directed experiences vs. straight narration? Consider overall how much of the narration directs focus to the interpreter vs. how much of the narration directs focus to the resource throughout the course of the program. Does it encourage visitors to interact (actively or passively – looking, listening, visual comparisons, smelling, touching, identifying features, forecasting things to watch for, etc.) with the resources at hand? The usual “grey area” exists in borderline products when you need to consider what’s in the best developmental interest of the interpreter.

ORS Review Reminders -- Guidance for Demos & Illustrated Programs
General Guidance

It may help to think about this competency in the following way -- the skills set revolves around knowing how to put illustrations (or demonstration) together with narration in an interpretive way – such that, by itself, the narration is not fully effective. As a certifier the main competency-specific thing you need to be able to see is how the illustrations or demonstration are integrated with interpretive narration in a way that enhances access to resource meanings.

How would the program have been less meaningful without the illustrations or demonstration?
How is the program more meaningful with the illustrations or demonstration? 

This should affect the development of connection ops as well as the CDRI, even though it’s currently only mentioned in relation to CDRI. For ops, use the drop-down techniques of “illustrations” and “demonstration” and reference specific examples of integration points. You might also reference other ops developed just through the narration, but try to focus on ops that employ integration. 
If you look back at your list of ops and most of them refer just to what the interpreter was saying (narration), is that an indicator that there wasn’t very much effective integration? Were illustrations integral to the majority of opportunities for connection that were developed by the narrative, or could the narrative stand on its own and still be quite effective (a talk)? In your analysis, look for specific points of integration – where you can provide a description of how a specific image or series of images (or portion of the demo), worked together with specific parts of the narration, to enhance access to which meanings (or to the overarching relevant idea).
For the CDRI, provide an analysis of how the integration of illustrations and/or demonstration supported/facilitated the development of the relevant idea. Provide specific references/examples.
Submission guidance point – a submission for this comp can utilize illustrations that were produced by someone else, or demonstration that is done by someone else while the submitter provides narration (much like in the old days when we went to the park slide file). If an interpreter can produce their own quality illustrations, that's awesome, but not the point of this comp. 

For this competency you will sometimes need to think broadly about what constitutes an "illustration" -- we have parks that use paintings, 3-D maps, and an assortment of other objects and images not created by the interpreters themselves. It is sometimes difficult to decide what constitutes a prop vs. an illustration, but the key is in using them as focal icons/windows to develop meaning, rather than as sidebars. In other words, the "illustrations" and narration are interdependent and the program is not fully effective if the illustrations are removed.

Similarly, with demos, an interpreter might submit a program where they are interpreting a demo as it's being done by someone else (flint-knapping, weapons firing, weaving, etc). The competency skill would be to know how to integrate the demo with their own narration in an interpretive way. And if the demo is removed, the narration is not effective by itself -- it is interdependent with the narration to develop meanings.
ORS Review Reminders – Guidance for Informal Visitor Contacts 

General Guidance

Use the whole log entry – the interpreter’s narrative and their analysis – to look for evidence of success. 

When and Why Page
You can enter more than one example for each type. You must enter at least one example for each type if you’ve decided that the product meets the rubric. 
For this part of the review, you need to do an analysis of “when and why” – not just repeat what the submitter said they did during the encounter. Analyze and articulate (provisionally) whether and why you think the submitter's decision path seems appropriate based on the visitor cues and description of the contact they provide. 

On this screen you can show partial success – you should enter the successful examples and, when necessary, enter the “insufficient evidence.” If you enter “insufficient evidence” for one or more of the types of service, please add the words “See suggestions section for details,” and then explain it when you get to the suggestions page.

There will undoubtedly be disagreement about what constitutes “in depth” vs. “basic” info/orientation – don’t get hung up on this – the main emphasis should be on the submitter’s reasoning (decision path) for when and why to move forward in the encounter based on audience cues and comments. If they categorize the entry as “basic” but it seems like in-depth, or vice versa, you might comment on this in the suggestions, but it probably isn’t a reason for an “approaching” determination. Instead, try keep focused on the “when and why.”
It’s more important that the submitter shows some understanding of the difference between information and interpretation, and when/why it’s appropriate to proceed with either one.

If entries that they identify as info/orientation are actually interpretive, or vice versa, consider whether they understand the difference – especially if the entries they identify as interp are borderline.

Opportunities Page
How much is enough will be a question on this competency, more so now than before. With the four minimum log entries, both of the interpretive encounters need to be interpretive – describing how to facilitate ops for intellectual and/or emotional connections. This means that techniques and meanings are identifiable, either in the narrative or in the analysis sections. 
If the narrative section indicates that they were clearly providing ops, but in the analysis section they aren’t fully adept at articulating in IDP-speak, consider what is in their best developmental interest. You are looking for intentional methodology – the use of interpretive techniques to develop resource meanings in an audience-relevant way – but you are looking more for evidence that they can do it, rather than that they can analyze it in IDP-speak. If they are weak at describing it, but you can identify the meaning, the technique and the appropriate audience-centered progression, then you can describe it back to them in IDP-analysis language to reinforce. In most cases, if it’s clear that they were doing it, then it would be in their best developmental interest to certify (if other elements are met), and provide coaching that re-phrases and reinforces what they were doing in IDP analysis terminology.

If they provide the extra optional entries, they have more opportunity to demonstrate the rubric elements – in this case, within the whole log, there needs to be enough evidence of the rubric elements, with the same guidance as above for the interpretive entries.

The submission can still certify if it only demonstrates one kind of op (I and/or E) – but you need to see that one kind of op developed pretty clearly, I think, in more than one example. If it’s one-sided, you could comment in Suggestions on how they might have done both, particularly if they thought that they had done both but you only clearly see one or the other.

This could be a potential wobble point for our consistency on IVC reviews – if the submission only has two interpretive log entries, and both only provide intellectual ops, and those ops only utilized one technique such as explanation, description or presentation of evidence… and those examples are treading close to just being the presentation of information – some certifiers may not identify such entries as being interpretive. Be diligent in identifying the meaning being interpreted (not just info), and the techniques being used (probably the use of more than one technique over the course of the two log entries)… You need to see some development – some movement beyond just a statement of information.
Consider the Whole Product Page
This step is very important for this competency. Take the time after deconstructing the individual log entries to step back and apply the whole rubric to the whole log.
Suggestions Page
Explain and coach for “glimmers” or beginnings of opportunities, or any other element that is not fully successful. Explain any partial success you identified on the “when and why” page. Provide appropriate context for your determination as necessary for the final review to make sense.
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