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September 28, 2012 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
This letter is to address the comments of the reviewers of SDC 343: A framework for secondary 
schools agriscience education programs that emphasizes the STEM content in agriculture. On behalf 
of the entire project development committee, I thank the three technical reviewers for the comments, 
reinforcement, and suggestions.  In the following sections I will attempt to address each of the 
reviewer’s comments. 
 
Comment #1: “…consider focusing primary inquiry on science and technology rather than on science 
and mathematics.” 
 
This comment by reviewer #1 echoes a discussion had by the members of the development committee 
throughout the development process.  Upon receiving the project review, the development committee 
revisited this discussion.  After considering this suggestion by reviewer #1, the development 
committee has selected to stay with the original focus of the project.  The reasoning for this decision is 
twofold.  First, neither of the other two reviewers raised questions on the need to replace mathematics 
with technology.  In fact, both other reviewers provided positive reinforcement for the focus of the 
proposal.  Secondly, in investigating the inclusion of technology in this project the committee felt that 
the area of technology instruction was such a well-defined and important topic that it would deserve 
an additional or follow-up project to focus on that area.  There is concern that by trying to have a 
single project focus on both science and technology the later would be overshadowed by the former. 
 
Comment #2: “Phase 1 of investigation should benchmark and systematically describe current 
program culture…” 
 
The development committee agrees with reviewer #1’s comment and that is the purpose of the three 
national panels outlined in Part 1 of the proposal.  By identifying a common set of practices, cross-
cutting concepts, and disciplinary core ideas, the work of this project would set the standard for future 
programs.  Further, the current status of school-based agriculture education has been well documented 
in several studies reported in research publications such as the Journal of Agricultural Education.  
Information from these published studies will be used and built upon as the proposed project develops. 
 
Comment #3: “describe rationale for selection of states for part 1.” 
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Reviewer #1 raised this concern in a few different places in his/her review.  The states listed in the 
proposal are not the states in which all the data will be collected. In most cases the data will be 
collected from individuals representing the entire country.  The states listed in the proposal are the 
states from which represent the location of the members of the development committee who will lead 
each component of the project.  This state leader designation was included based on instructions the 
committee received in the proposal development process. 
 
Comment #4: “Objective 1, part 2: consider replacing random selection of teacher educators and 
state supervisors with a purposive sample…” 
 
As outlined in the proposal, a national panel of experts will be selected.  Thus the recommendation of 
reviewer #1 is the current proposed process for this section.  The Methods section under Objective 1, 
Part 2 has been modified to more clearly explain this to readers. 
 
Comment #5: “Objective 1, part 4…consider a smaller sample (>300)…” 
 
The sample size selected in the proposal is based upon sample size calculations and commonly used 
sample size determination tables.  The development committee strongly considered reviewer #1 
recommendation, however since neither reviewer #2 or #3 raised this concern – reviewer #2 even 
commented on the appropriateness of the methodology – no change in the sample size was made in 
the proposal. 
 
Overall, the proposal was edited to provide greater clarity of the proposed procedures as suggested by 
all three technical reviewers.  The development committee found the review process to be of great 
benefit. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Brian E. Myers, PhD 
Associate Professor & Associate Chair 
SDC 343, Chair 


