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I think the “C” [“collaborative”] in the SMRC acronym really is the key for
our success. And then, of course, getting all the different ideas from
everybody, anything from wiring ideas to how am I going to market that,
or how many people are you bringing in, or what are you doing, what are
your board members doing? [April-10 focus group]

As with all collaborative ventures, it takes a while to figure out what
your role is and how to work effectively within the group. As a director of
a small facility you’re pretty much in on everything from cleaning the
bathroom to speaking to a group of donors. So going from running the
show to being an intern is hard or maybe just a weird row to hoe. The
staff at OMSI has helped to make this transition go smoothly. They have
treated us with the utmost care, have always respected us as museum
professionals, and have been great in keeping in touch with us and
walking us through the process. [Aug-06 survey]

© Oregon Museum of Science and Industry, June 2011



Table of Contents

o To [¥ox 1o o PP SUURPPPPPTPIN 1
1Y/ 13 1 g T o] (oo | PR 3
PHNCIPAI FINGINGS ..ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeesennnnnns 4
Background information about partner museums aaffl. St................ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 4
Partner understanding of the Project ... 5
How did partner museums and participating stafiefiefrom their involvement with this
] (0 =X P 7
Partner feedback abobvery Body EatandLet’'s Get ACHIVE...........cceevvvvvviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee, 01
Partner feedback about the collaborative’s oveadiration................ccccceeeeiieeee oo e e 15
Partner visions for the fUTUE...........ooi e 23
Discussion and reCOMMENAATIONS..........uuuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s e e e e e e e aaaeeeeas 26
The OMSI-SMRC Partnership (2005-2010) Summativduat@n Report i

© Oregon Museum of Science and Industry, June 2011



List of Tables

Table 1: Background information about SMRC partners.............evveiiiiiinieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 1
Table 2: Summary of evaluation activities and SEHHEES .........cceeveeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeaens 3

Table 3: Partner staff average ratings of theiolmement with professional activities and their
related confidenCe (N=8) ...cccoiiiiiieeeieier e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaees 5

List of Figures

Figure 1: Partner staff assessment of project mge{imeeting evaluation surveys)

The OMSI-SMRC Partnership (2005-2010) Summativduat@n Report i
© Oregon Museum of Science and Industry, June 2011



Introduction

Between 2006 and 2010, the Oregon Museum of Scemdéndustry (OMSI) worked in
partnership with the Small Museum Research Colkine (SMRC) to develop two 800 square
foot exhibitions developed to especially meet theds of small and very small informal
education venues. Grounded in current researchtnition and physical activity, these
exhibitions Every Body EatandLet’'s Get Activiewere designed to promote intergenerational
learning about healthy eating and actii@MSI’'s SMRC partners brought the experiences and
resources of five geographically and thematicaieibse small museums to the collaborative
development of this project. Table 1 offers an viev of these five institutions.

 Bootheel Youth Museum(BYM; Malden, MO) serves 11 southeast Missourirdes
descrizbed as 52% rural, 8% African-American, andlEno/Hispanic (U.S. Census
2000):

» ScienceWorks Hands-On MuseunfSW; Ashland, OR) primarily serves one northern
California and four southern Oregon counties, @&a #éinat is 35% rural, 6%
Latino/Hispanic, and 2% American Indian (U.S. Cen2000).

« KidZone Museum (KZ; Truckee, CA) primarily serves Nevada Cour@glifornia, which
is 43% rural, 6% Latino/Hispanic, and 1% Americadian (U.S. Census 2000).

- Palouse Discovery Science Cent@PDSC; Pullman, WA) serves two eastern Washington
and two northern Idaho counties that are descrise2b% rural, 2% Latino/Hispanic, and
2% American Indian (U.S. Census 2000).

« Las Cruces Museum of Natural History(LCMNH; Las Cruces, NM) serves one east
Texas and four southern New Mexico counties. Tégsan is 10% rural, 71%
Latino/Hispanic, and 1% American Indian (U.S. Cen2000).

Table 1: Background information about SMRC partners

Museum Exgrt;igon vi;ri?;il(l)n Eamilies School Full-time  Part-time
(square feet) (2010) groups staff staff

Bootheel Youth Museum 20,000 30,838 40% 60% 3 4

KidZone 2,000 22,000 80% 20% 4 4

Las Cruces Museum of 2 500 152,135  70% 5% 4 7

Natural History

ScienceWorks 8,000 43,000 80% 20% 4 22

Palouse Discovery Science

11,000 17,000 80% 20% 2 7
Center

! Every Body EataandLet’s Get Activewere produced and are toured by the Oregon MusdBnience and
Industry. These exhibits were made possible byi@8e Education Partnership Award (SEPA) grant ftbhen
National Center for Research Resources (NCRR)mpoaent of the National Institutes of Health (NIH).
Additional information about the completed exhitiits can be found in a separate summative evaluajmnrt.
2U.S. Census Bureau. (2008ummary file 1: Tables PT2, QT-P1, QT-P34, QT-RIB,P17.Retrieved March 31,
2005, and available frommtp://factfinder.census.gov/serviet/DatasetMairdSggviet? program=DEC& lang=en
% Percent of total visitation.

*In 2006, LCMNH reported that approximately 25 mericof visitors were adults unaccompanied by chiidr
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Over the course of a five-year project, OMSI stadrked with their SMRC partners to develop
and evaluate componentsiiery Body EatandLet’'s Get ActiveWhile this project’s primary
products were the two traveling exhibitions, progctivities were also designed to increase the
capacity of the partner museums and offer profesdliprewarding experiences for the

individual staff participants. The OMSI project te@utlined several goals and outcomes for this
collaborative:

« The partner museum staff will express satisfactiomvith the collaborative process and
the resulting exhibitions Participants will feel that they were substanrtivevolved in the
development of exhibit components and the evalogirocess, they will be enthusiastic
about the quality of resulting exhibitions, and sider those exhibitions appropriate for their
own audiences.

- Participating staff will describe how their participation in this project has increased
their museum’s capacityto better understand their audiences, develogtafeeexhibitions
and programs, and network with other small museums.

- The participating staff will also identify ways in which their involvement with the
collaborative has been professionally rewardingFor example, they will develop stronger
working relationships with staff at OMSI and th8MRC colleagues, be more familiar with
resources in their own communities, and feel bettgipped to undertake similar projects
within their own institutions or regions (albeit arsmaller scale).

To support the partner museums’ engagement wighpiftiject, OMSI organized a series of one-
to two-day meetings. A total of 11 such meetingsktplace between February 2006 and April
2010. Meetings were scheduled more frequently duhie exhibitions’ development phase (e.g.,
six meetings took place between February 2006 awkidber 2007). OMSI hosted six
meetings; the remaining five sessions were schddiléhe partner museums to give everyone
an opportunity to tour their colleagues’ faciliti@seet additional staff at each site, and learn
more about each partner’s operations, exhibitipragrams, community, and audiences.

Partners had the opportunity to participate sulistly in the development and evaluation of
exhibition components. In addition to brainstormexdibit ideas and possible exhibition titles
with OMSI staff and project advisors, the partrtaffsalso reviewed conceptual drawings,
offered feedback about exhibit prototypes and eel&ducational programs, collected front-end
evaluation data from visitors at their own sites] aritiqued key support materials (including
exhibit crates, set-up/operation manuals, and niakenaterials).

The SMRC sites also served as the initial tour esrfar the completed exhibitions (and this
opportunity represented the partners’ most tangiblapensation for their commitment to the
project). The exhibitions’ tour of the partner sifgovided additional opportunities for feedback
and review, which supplemented that offered bypifogect’s more formal remedial evaluation
(conducted at the partner sites by the projecttside evaluator).
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Methodology

A variety of quantitative and qualitative tools wersed to track and document the partner staff
experience over the course of this project. TaldarBmarizes the study’s evaluation activities
and corresponding sample sizes.

Brief written surveys were used throughout the project to gauge paatitg overall
satisfaction with their role in the project andisiblperiodic feedback about the meetings
themselves and ongoing project activities. Chareretd as “meeting evaluations,” these were
distributed at the close of the partner meetingpse@& more broadly focused surveys were
distributed during the project’s initial 18 montfns February 2006, August 2006, and
August 2007).

One-on-one telephone interviewsffered opportunities for more in-depth discussiaiith
participants. Both the OMSI project team and partneseum staff were interviewed within the
project’s first three months; partner staff wereimiewed again in September 2007. The
collaborative evaluation culminated with a focusugy discussion at the project’s final partner
meeting (April 2010).

Table 2: Summary of evaluation activities and sanges

Activity/instrument Number Number of museums
completed represented
Initial written survey: February 2006 8 5
Follow-up surveys: August 2006 4 4
August 2007 4 4
Partner interviews: February 2006 7 4
September 2007 5 5
OMSI staff interviews: February 2006 5 1
End of project focus group: April 2010 7 5
Meeting evaluation surveys 32 5

A total of 14 individuals at the partner museumsipteted at least one survey or interview.
These included seven directors and seven othémsgahbers (most often educators or exhibit
staff). Note that there was considerable staffduen during the course of this project: three
directors resigned and were replaced by othergtandame was true for two educators. The
level of individual involvement also varied ovang, depending primarily on availability to
participate in project meetings.
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Principal findings

In addition to collecting background informatioroalb the partner museums and staff, this
evaluation addressed five broad topics:

- the partners’ understanding of the overall project
- the perceived benefits for partner museums antl staf

- the partners’ reactions tvery Body EatandLet’s Get Activethe exhibit support
materials, and tour logistics

- how effectively the collaborative functioned

- the partners’ interest in and suggestions for futtollaborations
Background information about partner museums and staff

The February 2006 survey included items that addesuseum visitation, staffing, and
facilities. This information has been recently uggdisand summarized in the introduction to this
report. Additional items prompted partner staffrtdicate the extent to which their museums

rely on in-house staff to develop new exhibitiond ducation programs, describe their own
responsibilities at their museum, and rate thein ¢evel of confidence in three broad areas
(developing exhibitions and educational prograrssesasing visitor responses to exhibitions, and
identifying community resources to support exhdns and programming).

At three museums (PDSC, SW, and KZ), both exhdnit$ programs are typically developed by
in-house staff. LCMNH relies on in-house staff gvdlop educational programs but typically
rents exhibitions (rarely developing those in-hQuaé BYM, that situation is reversed.

A majority of the eight staff members who completieel February 2006 survey reported that
they were “often” involved in the development ohéitions and programs at their institutions.
Five of the eight also reported that they oftereassd visitor reactiorte exhibitions and
programs but were less likely to be experiencetienassessment of visitor learning

Even when respondents described themselves asenqest in these areas of their museum’s
operation, they did not necessarily feel confidartheir ability to do so effectively. The partner
museum staff members were most confident in th®iityato develop educational programs and
identify community experts and resources that csujgport or enhance exhibitions/programs.
They were least confident about their ability toami@gfully assess visitor reactions and
learning. Table 3 summarizes partner staff ratingshese survey items. Assigned ratings
ranged from “1” (rarely) to “4” (often).
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Table 3: Partner staff average ratings of theirahxement with professional activities and their
related confidence (N=8)

Professional activity . Level of Confidence
involvement
Developing exhibitions 3.5 3.1
Developing programs 3.6 3.3
Identifying community experts and not asked 33
resources
Assessing visitor reactions to exhibits
3.5 2.5
and programs
Assessing visitor learning 2.8 2.5

One museum director added these comments:

Our exhibits committee is entirely volunteer. Mt elementary teachers or moms. We have
been to other children’s museums but no one habiexlexpertise or background and few have
an early childhood backgroungeb-o6 survey, s-2]

Partner understanding of the project

Since this topic was addressed during the Feb2@0g interviews, it is not surprising that the
partners’ understanding of the overall project (dradr responsibilities within the collaborative)
varied considerably. Two of the seven partner inésvees offered relatively complete project
descriptions, mentioning at least three projeanelats (e.g., the exhibits, the topic/content, the
partnership between OMSI and the SMRC museumshw&rview of the project offered by an
OMSI team member is included for comparison.

Well, it's an exhibit project that we're working evith a group of small museums to jointly
create a traveling exhibition on children’s nutaii, fitness, and health and my understanding of
the relationship between OMSI and the small musésith&t we're going to be able to
participate in the development of the exhibit, plowg our own particular perspectives on what
works and what's needed for small museums and arkeahe components that we would...that
would be the most usefiHeb-06 interview, D-6]

That's a good question...let’s see...are you talkinguabpecifically this grant, SEPA? It's
designed to bring external entities like the BY lether with OMSI and put together a
nutritional and/or health-related exhibit that csmavel. [Are you aware of any other project goals?]

Well, we're still kind of working on some of thaif§ so the answer is right now, not reafkgo-
06 interview, D-1]

There are so many aspects to this project, | tHmigeneral for the visitors, it's obviously
educating them about nutrition so that they can enadalthy choices. When it comes to the
actual project, | think a lot of it has to do witbllaborating with other museums and partners to
create a larger project that will have more of ampact, not just the exhibit, but the ancillary
materials. But then, basically creating a smallibitthat will work for a variety of small
museums and incorporating that feedback to creartiecd a successful exhibit. | think that's
pretty much itiFeb-06 interview, OMSI-1]

The remaining partner staff mentioned only the leitioins or the educational content, and two
interviewees seemed confused about specific elenudnihis particular project.
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You're talking about SMRC? | have no idea. I'm csefd on all...I'm involved in two
different...collaborations with OMSI right now andtédl you the truth, I've only met on one.

...It's unclear to me, other than it's a collaboratito see how small museums can offer feedback
to make traveling exhibits a better fit. | knowtthauch. And | know the subject is about nutrition,
but yeah, it hasn’'t been made real clged#b-06 interview, S-7]

Only one of the partner museum interviewees (a msdirector) offered a relatively complete
description of their own responsibilities relatieethis project:

I don't know if | have those really clearly defindithey may exist somewhere, but off the top of
my head, my understanding is to participate ingltening meeting, to provide our staff input on
the exhibit ideas, to provide—I know there’s anarfymity [and] this is something that I'm
excited about—to provide regional experts, in agion, who can provide input on the creation
of the exhibition. So that it's not just workinglwOHSU in Portland, but maybe some other
research institutions, maybe experts that are inavea, which is nice in terms of creating a
maximum impact for us. So, providing that, parttipg in...questionnaires and surveys on our
site and surveying our audience and constituengsv&\one that already, in some early stages
and also prototyping exhibits on our site and doavgluation on our site. So that involves
providing the staff to be trained on those thidgguess that it was much clearer than | was
thinking.[laughs] [Feb-06 interview, D-6]

Responses offered by other staff members reflectadre limited understanding of both the
overall project and their own roles within it.

I think that my main responsibilities are to cornalte meetings at OMSI, help brainstorm and
do that kind of stuff, keep involved in that agoés along. | think that they want us to do some
evaluation at our museum. | think that we did aveyralready for them, that we went and kind of
surveyed some of the people at our museum. Anddtreure whether they’re going to continue
doing those or not. And | thought that they saat there was some...that they were going to
train some people or train us to do some of thateying? Once again, I'm not remembering
whether that was through SEPA or the NASA tHBeyond going to the meetings, do you have a
sense of how you might be involved with the prdjg¥tou mean me, personally? Not really! I'm
assuming that we're going to get the exhibit anih eth installation and be kind of a go-
between, between the museum and what's going ke ldti people know what's going on and the
timeline and things like that. And help with thaleation if there is any. That kind of stufb-oe
interview, S-2]

My main responsibilities are | guess, sort of cdinsg, providing input to my museum manager.

I won't be going to Portland, but she runs stuffibg. I'm the education curator, so I'll be doing
education programming for the exhibit, so | havéeaa little bit familiar with it when that time

comes. And sort of a sounding board, to bouncesiddfeof, or do | like this, stuff like thateb-o6
interview, S-4]

Remaining topics were addressed with participanes the course of their museum’s
involvement with the project. Surveys were self-adstered; interviews were conducted by
telephone and were recorded. Survey responsesitandiéw transcripts were reviewed to
identify common themes and ideas and participammneents were grouped by topic addressed
(regardless of whether responses were promptegdnific survey or interview prompts).
Excerpts from survey and interview responses aledied here as appropriate (and generally
identified by instrument and participant code). Winecessary, participant quotes have been
edited slightly to improve their clarity.
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How did partner museums and participating staff benefit from their involvement
with this project?

When considering this question, the museum pariners most likely to mention how much
they had learned from OMSI (or what they had gaiinech their affiliation with that larger and
more well known museum). Every staff member who pleted an interview or participated in
the final focus group made comments like these:

So it’s kind of like bringing the knowledge and lgydrom OMSI to our museums, which is
great! It's phenomenalThey have some other expertise that we do nat, hlagy also have—this
is the stuff that we get blown away by—they hafad@cation room![laughs]We’'re also hoping
that we’ll benefit from other things. Like lookiagtheir strategic planflaughs]We are actually
getting other information, just about museum operes, that's helping us already. It's great. I'm
going to hopefully meet with one of their finaneemle up there about how they track their
grants and stuff up, so it's going to be grgaab-os interview, D-2]

| got into this business clueleabout it.[laughter]Seriously And[OMSI staff] have been
absolutely tremendous..But | mean it’s really the ability to talk...| meaven in the car last
night, we were heading home gode of the OMSI staffjvas talking about the SMEC, the bigger
exhibit collaborative that's amongst the big guiad just to know a little bit of the inside scoop
and how it works and how decisions really are maloleut some of the biggest exhibits in the

country, and reallyn the world in a way...I mean, it's just awesamée part of itfapril-10 focus
group, D-7]

I mean, for me, in this small science center thelvevgot, it really adds credibility being a
partner with Oregon Museum of Science and Industijink that makes a really big difference.
One of the commercials that | was telling you abthé one that's running now says, “this is
your last chancel.et's Get Activeleaves in May and after this it goes back to OMIlich then
turns it around and tours it around the country tbe next 8 years to some 40 museums across
the country—that's some pretty big stuff. So ittea driver, too, to our museum, which we
wouldn’t have otherwise. Being associated with@hSI name has made a big difference for us.
[April-10 focus group, D-5] definitely second that, | think it's huge, thailay to leverage that locally.

It gives credibility when we’re out doing new prcdgand out talking to individual donors and
the fact that we're relating in this way, it reabyipports rural museums, | think, in a way that
you’d never get that kind of credibility without..uyjoist make a lot of promises, you know, but
having some team thing like this is really, reatBmendougp-7]

When we were visiting St. Louis, | mean, look lathaiselbusinessards that | got from all the
other places that we went, you know? That wasralally exciting, too, that their OMSI door
opened the door to me, a little person from my numsgpril-10 focus group, S-3]

The SMRC partners also described what they haddeddrom each other (specific examples can
be found throughout this report). As this staff nemexplained,

A lot of[collaborations]that I've gone through, especially—I'm going torfgriup Nano again—
they’ve sent me to a lot of huge museums. | caédl” stuff from them. But the smaller
museums, | learn a lot more. Stuff that | can abywdo. | can’t do the stuff the big museums are
doing. With this group, I’'m able to do a lot mofad have other ideagpril-10 focus group, S-1]

Participants were also very likely to describe wihaly had learned about using evaluation or
developing exhibitions. Seven staff members (repriésg four museums) highlighted such
experiences at least once over the course oftilniy.s
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Some direct benefits would be training staff in howonduct surveys, using surveys so that we
get a better sense of how to create them on our Blaw to take an exhibit idea from the idea
stage to the creation stage, learning how to tprgtotype an exhibitersus which is what we
tendto do, which is create something that we hopéedhating to be final, but really it's not.
[laughs][We realized that the evaluationjasn’t as hard as we thought. We were impresstdtiag
guestion instruments because they were...we've bgag to do similar things, but our
guestions aren’t as friendly, kind of interestinditl out. The instruments—I thought that they
were clever at how they got at different age grodjpst feels a little daunting still, the idea of
developing survey instruments like thedh-os interview, D-6MWell, one thing that we've learned is
needing to allow adequate time to train the peay® are doing, gathering the information. And
| don’t think we had done that much in the pastoAthe complexity of putting together a good
survey, so that you get good resyNsv-o07 interview, D-6]

One is that we get a chance to see what a largesennm does as far as the process of putting
together an exhibit and putting together educatlaraources and whatnot and that kind of
thing. So that’s a great thing for us. And the otiiéng that’s helping us right now is that we had
to survey our guests as part of this project anchaen’t really done a lot of that. And so it was
really interesting to hear what people were reddlgking for and to see how far off the mark we
are on some things—it gave us a chance to reatly émd see how we might change the surveys
that we dojFeb-06 interview, D-1]

[Working with the outside evaluatoipfluenced our museum in a huge way. | think thagen

hugely eye opening for our museum. Learning haglotsurveys, asking the right questions, and
going through a good process. Also, | think jusiimg that you guys have more than one
rendition of...like you get to try it over and ovéfhen we got invited to St. Louis and we went
into that big huge science museum and we saw thalievittle room just to do a prototype...|
would have never seen that if | had not been piatiie whole organization. | would have

thought it was a really cool idea, but that somewas really doingt was beautiful{april-10 focus
group, S-3]

Their involvement with project-related, front-enhiation activities also provided four staff
members at three museums with insights about ¢tiveiraudiences.

I guess I've gotten a better idea of just what...aloow audience. | think that for me it's
interesting because my last job was in Marylandfiosane, | thought it was interesting, the
different demographic. So I think...I'm not exactlyeswhat the museum has learned, but | know
it actually helped me a little bit, to get an idefamore of the public that does come here, what
our particular museum audience is looking for, Iswaterested in thafnov-07 interview, D-3]

| was surprised that most people didn't really krinat much about nutrition, if you wanted to
get down just to content. And it's even hardepii'ye from Mexico. There’'s even more

disconnect about how things... A lot of nutritioth@&sed on how much it costs for fop@v-07
interview, D-2]

I guess mainly the importance of doiegaluationland I've heard some people describe it like,
it's like once you know something, you forget whiatto not know that thing? So it reminds us
that a lot of our visitors aren’t necessarily stedpn science. | think that was the biggest thing
was to take a step back and say, oh wait a minvg&/e known about this for a long, long time
and a lot of our visitors don’'t necessarjhave a science backgroundjo | think that was, to me

that was probably the most, the critical remindards on how to approach themov-07
interview, S-6]
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Even though it was not the benefit mentioned méshpthe SMRC museums obviously valued
the opportunity to host the two traveling exhihitsathat grew out of this collaboration. Those
who specifically highlighted this benefit (threerfi@pants representing three museums)
discussed both the exhibitions’ level of qualitglahe subject matter that the exhibitions
addressed.

| think one[benefitjwas is that we'll get a cool exhibit. Most of @xhibits we just build

ourselves, so it's nice to get an exhibit thatlittée bit of a more professional calibgreb-os
interview, D-2]

And then the direct benefit will be hosting exiniiois here, specifically an exhibit on childhood
nutrition, which will get into health, life scierce.those are exhibitions...those content areas are
harder for us to develop as a small institutiorpexsally when taking advantage of current
research. So for us to be able to do that, | thinkould be kind of tough. It really helps to have
an exhibit like thatfjreb-06 interview, D-6]

The SMRC directors and staff who were most direiciplved with the project also identified a
variety of more personal benefits. Project partiois especially valued their interactions with
fellow museum professionals, both OMSI staff arglrtholleagues at the smaller partner
museums. Staff from four of the five partner ingtdns emphasized the importance of these
opportunities to learn from and network with sfaffim a variety of other museums.

Well, | think already—my first meeting with OMSI-kéips me to see how the big guys do it, in
terms of scheduling, planning, prototyping, evaluatl mean, everything down the line. A lot of
times, we fly by the seat of our pants and thireggigne the night before the opening and there’s
often no follow-up evaluation—you know, we're gesthin.[Feb-06 interview, D-6]

I've never been to OMSI. I've only seen it on tledsite and heard about them and read about
them. They're like Paul Newman and we’re dhdyghs]..we're like the acting student, taking a
class and we get to be with Paul Newnikughs][Feb-06 interview, D-2]

I'm just kind of starting this job and it's realyrowing and changing every week. I'm a teacher
and | moved here and | have two young childrenstarted on the exhibits committee and then |
started teaching classes and now I'm doing researathexhibits and classes. So for me it's been
really great to meet people at other museums. Bechdon't have that much experience in
museums, so it’s really benefited me to see what geople are doing, how larger museums are
professionally doing it and to make those kindsowinectionsireb-06 interview, S-2]

Just getting a fresh look at things, seeing howpfeeapproach problems that we all face, has
been greatiNov-07 interview, S-650 not only have we seen how much nicer these rexlviits are

but also I think, as the guy who ends up buildingexhibits, that's been a great thing to see how
[OMSI] approaches stuff there and get more id@&si-10 focus group, S-6]

Being able to actually visit each of the partn&splayed a key role in fostering this mutual
learning.

[Visiting other sites]s the exciting part, because I'm also like...oodikd what they did there, |
might have to copy that. Or, | like that idea, bat works, or that might not work in my building.
But yeah, | always like going to other museumg,gesing what they’re doinglov-07 interview, D-3]

One SMRC director anticipated how relationshipsatigyed during this project can build
practitioner communities with a “small-town” feedin
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| think that the big thing here is that I'm fronsmall town. We're little and everybody around
here knows everybody and the advantage to that reeled something or if an event’s going on, |
find out about it. If | see somebody and | go, “bheed to talk with them about that fly fishing
camp,” | know that if | don't say it the first tim#hat if | run into them the second time, | can do
that. And so | have the ability to rely on the dedpat surround me. | sort of see this
[collaborative]as the same kind of thing, like us bringing thalstown atmosphere together with
all of these other organizations, where | can dsomething in an e-mail or make a phone call
and | know people aren’t going to just disregardlibhey’re going to go, “oh! | know who that

iS!” [Feb-06 interview, D-1]

For some patrticipants, project activities offer@gartunities to build their experience or skill in
specific areas.

As an exhibit designer and builder, | really enjdyalking with the guys that are out fabricating
the exhibits about things. It's been great to talithem as wel{Nov-07 interview, S-6]

This is something very new for me, | haven't baeths end of developing a...it's not how we do
exhibitions at our museum. | perceive that this lvdoe a real eye-opening experience for us and
if we do want to do some traveling exhibitiondihk that there’s a lot that we can learn, | can
learn and pass ONkreb-06 interview, D-4]

Well, one specific way is that I'm trying to worktlae national level with small museums to
become a little more organized and I’'m actuallyirigyto form a network of small museums, so |
think it will give me some specific experienceowtyou form a collaboration and in this case,
OMSI’s taking the lead on it and so | can learmfrthat experiencegseb-06 interview, D-6]

Partner feedback about Every Body Eats and Let’s Get Active

The participants’ comments primarily addressedotrerall quality of the two exhibitions, their
audience response to (and the exhibitions’ appeitgmess for) their audiences, the amount of
label text, and the usefulness of the ancillaryamals (including educator resources and
programming suggestions).

This partner director comparé&vyery Body EatandLet’'s Get Activetlo other exhibitions
circulated by OMSI:

One of the first exhibits we h@ftbm OMSI] wereBrain MattersandMake it Moveand | think
honestly one of the biggest changes is the quaiiBvery Body EatandLet's Get Activeand

now everView from Spacean earlier exhibition]l think are superior to some of those early OMSI
exhibits that are still out thergEvery Body Eats and Let's Get Activkjok more professional,
they're well made, they're visually based and weaget of kids so they see those and they're
like, “whoa!” So | think that would be one of thest things that pop in my mind, if there’s been
a change, it seems like the quality of the exhthis we’ve been showing in the last three
years—well, that's three of my shows, right theretve’ve had a lot of comments about how
they liked those showspril-10 focus group, D-3]

Other participants did express concern about theuairof text displayed on exhibition
components:

Well, I think especially the SEPA onEsgery Body EatandLet's Get Active we knew upfront
that they’d be text heavy, and I think that...andialty in [the] critique on ExhibitFilesjOMSI
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staff] talked about that, and even when they did the tap$they talkedjabout really editing

down the text as much as they could. | think treest kind of the biggest hurdle, getting people
past the fact that there was a whole lot of tegteh That's my reaction, just when people would
walk toward these things and some of them weresjustxt denseapril-10 focus group, S-6]

We have had strategic planning going on this weekye had a lot of people, a lot of our board,
come through and s¢Every Body Eats]even though it just got here, and we also hadiaaam
consultant as part of that and his assessment astso this message got to the board—that
“it's not a good exhibit for you.Tlaughs]“It's way too text heavy.” But when the museum
consultant comes in and proclaims it “not a godd too text heavy, too “old,” too “not good

for our visitors,” then of course that message werthe boardiNov-07 interview, D-6]

Our target, or what people expect[aty museumjwas that these exhibits were different than what
[our visitors]expect. Less interactive, less...you know, thehieay thing, they were just kind of
like, wow...I mean, it was a totally different fefshd sometimes it was in a good way, | mean,
seriously the quality just blows away what mositan do. But then, so much text and so much
content. You know, olgoal] is about creating the spark and not so much theatibon. | mean,

they get the education eventually, but we're trytimgreate the spark and interest in people.
[April-10 focus group, D-7]

This participant observed that the messageweyed by the text (especiallyivery Body Eats
might have been more of an issue for museum aueleh@n the overall amouat text.

The difference that | got from you guys, | thinkt, &is much that the amount of text turned people
off, was they started reading the text and therdsaly realized, oh, they want me to change my
lifestyle. And that's when you saw people...like wreanread about the Coca Cola and how
much sugar, they're like, “oh, okay, I'm done.” \Weemed to notice more _of thdtan was too
much text. It was the fact that, you know, aftpoat they were like, “I don’t want to read this
anymore.” Or “this is something that | don’t wartt teal with."[April-10 focus group, D-3]

Two participants noticed differences in their andes’ level of engagement with the two
exhibitions:

| noticed that | had more people fewery Body Eatget involved and stay involved with it than |
did withLet's Get Active | don’t know if it's just more educational, oraithey wanted to learn
more than wanting to sit there and try to do so ynsihups or squat against a wall or anything.
They just didn’t want to...we’ve got lazier peoplguéss(laughter]but they actually sat there

and read the stuff witRats whereas with the exercise, they’d just walk rigy{apri-10 focus
group, S-1]

With groupdin Let's Get Activg we’'d have a lot of people who would like competeh other,
which is what OMSI said would probably happen. daét people who would...“oh, | could do
it better than that.” Individuals and small groupsyt as much. But when you have like school
groups come in, oh there was the competition. “Gian do that or | can do better than that.”
But | agree, | think that we had a little more pgabhvolvement withats [April-10 focus group, D-3]

Two participants specifically critiqued the exhibits’ appropriateness for their museum and audience
Both partners would have preferred a mix of exhibinponents that were designed to support repeat
play/visitation.

We can't really put these exhibits in our museuacaose they're for older kids, so we have been
looking for other locations. Because if we put thermur museum, the parents are going to be
mad. Because that's the only...it's not like we havextra, like another room. We're trying to
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grow into a bigger museum to serve older kids, tviarould be great. Because we’d have
busloads of kids coming to see these exhibits vRujust don’'t have the space. ...You know, we
did give a lotta lotta lotta feedback about howhbuld be more repeat play, but since we’re the
only ones serving thftre-school audiencethere’s maybe like one component of the exfikit |
that, but it's not enough for us. It's going to ¢@od for other museums though to have that one
component for those little kids, so | hope thatrevéelping with that par{Nov-07 interview, D-2]

I think that for a museum of science like OMS$, iitbt so critical becaugan exhibition]Jjust

takes up one little portion of the museum andait{geat experience. Someone goes, they learn a
lot and the next time they come, well there areynwdher things for them to do. But fafuseums
like ours]where[an exhibition]may take up a third or maybe a half of your extgpace, it's
disastrous if it doesn’t encourage repeat visitati@ov-07 interview, D-6]

Although this evaluation did not assess the extemthich the partners actually uséw
accompanying educator resources, partner staff @mtmindicated that such materials were
used in a variety of ways at their sites.

It's good, you know, for us, the educational matesvhether we use it or not, it gives our
educators an idea of what they might be programroirigow they might be able to use
something? So we definitely...in other words, | pdrthat all off, then had a meeting wjitar
educatorspnd said, “this is what this is going to be abdotk at this, review it, see what you

think,” and then | thinKone of our educatorshcorporated that into her daily activity lessons.
[April-10 focus group, D-5]

We do a team investigation for the school groups e have coming through and we
usually...create an investigation that includes thexdabits on the floor. The kids get broken up
into groups and then they have to find and do ¢ettasings, learn certain things in the museum,
based on the exhibits. But once they gériaxhibit] they have to do something. So the point is
it's an investigation more than it’s just findiniget exhibit and pointing to it and walking away.
And anytime we change exhibits, we tweak the teaestigation to include that... So mayjba
educatormight have used some of {laMSI] information and then cut that into her own
investigationsiapril-10 focus group, D-7]

One of the partners adapted OMSI materials to bsti¢ the museum’s Latino audience:

We used the educational materials a lot. The drihgtthat we did differently—and this was
specifically forEvery Body Eats-we felt it was not relevant to our clientele. Wivatactually

did was we tookhe educational materialsind | gave them to my education department and |
encouraged them to develop their own educationgia8o they used the OMSI one as the base
and then they actually did calorie and nutritionvalues orifood] like enchiladas. Or like | think
that we took a turkey dinner, the traditional Thagiving dinner and then we also did one, like a
traditional Christmas Mexican feast or whateverdAwme went out and figured out the foods and
the nutritional values and so | think that we cusized it a little bit so that it would be more
relevant to our particular audiencgpril-10, LC, Director]

Tour logistics and technical support materials

A considerable portion of the April 2010 focus goaession was devoted to a discussion of the
practical challenges faced by these small museusrtisey prepared for and installed these
exhibitions. Lacking the facilities, resources, &uglipment of larger museums (e.g., a full-size
exhibit department, loading dock, fork lift, andckatage storage areas), the majority of staff at
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the partner sites found it difficult to handle ttrated exhibit components and accommodate the
empty crates.

The one complaint that | do have, particularly wiitecomes to the crates is...I think it was
around that time, when we were in Ashland, andd,sahen we gdtet’'s Get Active | need the
crates on wheels. Becausey museum isjn the mall, and at the time, particularly, we htadgo
through the Food Couftaughter]and all the way through the mall and | said@MmSI]

repeatedly, “I need these crates on wheels!” Andra point, | was told, “oh, they're going to
be on wheels.” And then when | found out that sohteem weren’t on wheels, | was not happy.
And then to find out that some of the heapéstes were not on wheels....We had a horrible
time. And so | was a little frustrated with OMSthese | had told the design people, “not all of
us have the loading dock,” | need these things baels. | have very little to complain about
when it comes to this whole process. That woulthb®ne griefiapril-10 focus group, D-3]

Even so, other participants noted that OMSI staffrddesign other crate features to address
partner difficulties.

I know that this goes back Yaew from Spacebut that's where we startg@orking with OMSI]. |
brought up that movinfihe cratesivas so hard, we can’t use a pallet jack or anyghifhey
changed that foEatsby putting boards under there and w#htive, now that you can fully do it.
So it does feel to me they did take somethingfdtjtad least April-10 focus group, s-10h | think

that, yeah, along the way, changes were made.

At one site, installation challenges were exacexbaly inaccurate crate markings:

You know[OMSI staff] say, oh well, you know the perdanyour site]will just use the forklift and
unload[the cratespnd they go into the back storage area. Well, tlsame forklift, there’s no this,
there’s no thatapril-10 focus group, D-7JANd the crates are wrong, marked wrqglagghter] [D-5]

Yeah, that's one thing that we’ve got to give thieenfeedback on, you've got to teach these
people to use a tape measure so they can actuakgune the crate and write the right size on it
and write the right size on the ligt.s] If you look on one of those crates right now, gan see

my frustration. Cause I think | had a pencil—‘iti®t 85 inches, this is more like....” | mean, like
| scribbled it. Because | didn’t want anybody diséave the same challenges) The one that
was supposed to be 67 inches tall—it was 80 songetAind it wasn't six and a half feet, it was
over seven feel-6) We had to take screws out, we were rocking timgthinot planned forp-s]

As these exchanges suggest, however, the collalmsdtucture did at least offer opportunities
for the partner staff to share information aboueptal installation challenges before an
exhibition actually arrived at their own site.

Yeah, | remember when we went down to Ashlandwhsitvhen you guys h&bery Body Eats
And we saw the stack of crates for that back irr ystarage area]And we returned and | said,
we’re going to need a bigger storage space. Yowkiizere's no doubt about it. | mean, that
was such a hugstack fromevery Body Eatgapril-10 focus group, S-6T hey were very nice crates. I'm
serious They were some of the nicest looking cratesdiar seenp-7]

Two focus-group participants commented on the weaflexhibit components, while another
observed thaEvery Body Eatseemed to be more solidly and durably construttadLet’s Get
Active
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But | mean as far as the quality of the exhibitd alt that, | thought was really good. | mean, |
need to talk to the shop guys about how everytihaggn’t have to be solid stebril-10 focus group,
s-6]Yeah, it wasn't built as a traveler, really, withetweightsip-7]

I'd like clarification on one thing. | seem to remieer at one of the earlier meetings that—‘cause
| thought this was asked—did OMSI use heavier chatterials forEvery Body Eatsind then

skimp a little bit when it came teet's Get Activé The quality level betweétvery Body Eats
andLet’'s Get Active when it comes to a construction point of vigiwyas a]noticeable

difference and that's one of my beefs. ...They dithitt up as well either. The bolts getting
ripped out of the text panels and a lot of thoseg$ It just seems likeévery Body Eatield up
better.[April-10, LC, Director]

As is the case for all of the exhibits that it alates, OMSI staff provided host sites with a
variety of support materials, including an instidia manual, a marketing kit, and the
aforementioned education manual. Again, focus-gparticipants noted differences between
the manuals and marketing kit provided Ewery Body Eatand that distributed fdret's Get
Active

We utilized thé&very Body Eatgromotional and educational material far more thae did

Let's Get Active In fact, | don’t think_et's Get Activelmanuals and education packets even
ready or completed by the time we got it. Yeabhst lon’'t remember using it at afpril-10, focus
group, D-3JANd it was hard to get. | think that we had askembaple of times, “where is our
booklet, where is our manual?” Then, you know, Save time, we sent you a 200-page PDF.”
[laughter]And then I'm sitting there as, you know, I'm allgdbusy enough. | sent it fanother
staff memberput it won’t open on her computer. I'm like...aaaahhh And | was just like, you
know what, | don’t want this. If I'm opening a baxxsomething or.... Or what OMSI used to do,
send me a packet and all | had to do is open iBgom it's right there. This is yoursThis is
yours This is_yoursOkay, this is for me. And everybody got theiceief it and it was done. So |
don’t want to print anything. | mean, | want themrsend it to me ready-made. Don’t make me do
that. [D-5]

Well, there was afinstallationmanual in thegLet's Get Active]book, but it was wrong. There was
a lot of wrong stuff in itapril-10 focus group, s-1)Y ou know what it was? It was a combination...it
looks like somebody cut and paskdery Body Eat@nd dropped it inth.et's Get Active
Because it wakvery Body Eatstuff with the titlelet's Get Active And so, | don’t know what
happenedb-5] Throwing in straps and stuff and crates that ar¢hére [p-3]

One museum director recalled feedback that shegyived OMSI staff about the usefulness of
the marketing kits provided for both exhibitions:

The press materials...anyway, so what | noticed wed we got foliew from Spacevas great
stuff, really really good stuff, press releasesethat, it kind of went down a little bit. And |
called[OMSI] and | said, “I'm just going to flat out ask youhat happened?” And | said this is
looking different to me, the material is more comuiag, it is not as factual, as scientific as it
should be. Because if I'm going to write a predease, | can't make it look like an ad. It's gotta
be facts—this is what happens, this is what yogdiag to get. And | said, did you get a new
writer? ... They went with a new advertising agencye® firm or whoever. And that really really
really made a difference for us. It's good thatythikd like the 20-second and the 30- and the 60-
[second spotshr whatever, for all different kinds of media. Hoxer, | had to go through so much
of it. ...So if I'm writing the press release, | haod¢figure outjwhat are the facts here, what am |
looking for? So | had to go througthe education materialsjvhich you really shouldn’t have to
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do. | mean, if OMSI is “paying” somebody to do thatat should just all be done and it should
be easy. So, that's a biggjepril-10 focus group, D-5]

In spite of the logistical difficulties that thernp@ers encountered, the focus group participants
agreed that the project benefits far outweighedcasys.

The challenges that are presented are...you knowgeiveolunteers to come in to help us. Or
miscommunication on who’s going to bring the fdtldr you know, whatever. You know, all
those sorts of things. It happens, it could happigh anything. But there hasn’t been anything—
being part of this project—that has made it todicliit, that has taken away from what we're
doing. [April-10 focus group, D-5]

Partner feedback about the collaborative’s overall operation

The collaborative’s structure encouraged the SMB@ners to be substantively involved in the
development of its exhibitions and programs. Theneas met with advisors and OMSI staff to
brainstorm ideas for the interactive componeney ttollected front-end evaluation surveys and
interviews with adults and children visiting theiwn facilities, they reviewed and offered
feedback about the prototype interactives, thelstibins’ tour of the partner sites served as the
project’s remedial evaluation phase, and the pestesperiences with those completed
exhibitions contributed significantly to OMSI’s imgvement of individual components before
the exhibitions’ larger national tour. Moreovere throject’s timeline demanded that the partners
remain involved and engaged with OMSI staff ovearhefour and one-half years and
participate in a total of 11 meetings (either at &IMr at one of the partner sites) during that
time. The project’s periodic surveys and intervieffered participants several opportunities to
consider and comment on their overall experiendherproject’s varied activities.

Partner involvement with front-end evaluation and the exhibit development process

The SMRC partners collectively surveyed and inamad approximately 175 of their patrons, a
significant contribution to the front-end evaluatistudies that informed the development of both
Every Body EatandLet’s Get Activé The project’s outside evaluator worked with OM&iffs
evaluators to design the survey instrument anahige protocols, wrote the data-collection
guidelines and instructions, and reviewed dataectithn procedures with partner staff at project
meetings. Much of the actual data collection, haavewas conducted at the project sites by staff
who did not participate in those training sessiand so were guided solely by the written
instructions and information conveyed by their eajues who had participated in the training
sessions. Since the partners brought little orvaduation experience to the project, this
requirement was a challenging one. Participantsligigted issues that arose across the partner
sites, especially when they were relating the oisl they encountered as they completed the
front-end interviews foEvery Body Eats

Finding the time, finding staff to do it and peofédnterview [How could the process be
improved?]More training?? Or another one as a refresher. Maynore time to get them

completed. The late fall and middle of winter iewhve get most visitors to intervigmig-o6
survey, S-2]

® Data collected by the partner staff representedin@5 percent of the front-end database.
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Adequately training our staff and volunteers todwact the surveys in a consistent manner. There
were a lot of steps and this made it challenginike sure each interview was completed
consistently[How could the process be improveddpre concise survey instrumeplig-06 survey, D-6]

Time was a major factor because the surveys warplated during one of the slowest seasons.
We pretty much interviewed everyone who came thrtugdoors and fit the criteria. Most of
the guests that were surveyed were from out of towdndidn’t really show the true cross section
of our population[How could the process be improved#gin thing is to have more time or allow
us to move outside our facilifyug-06 survey, D-1]

[Surveying]was a lot of work. It was...I do know that that wdetaf work, something that |
understand is important, but wasn’t exactly verpuydar. [laughs]We're actually going to make
more of an effort to do these things and so it maybe popular but we're going to do it. And we
understand the need and that's part of the dealsode’ll do it{Nov-07 interview, D-3]

As one director observed, however, the partnersegagéxperience from their initial forays into
the evaluation process (and the evaluative instnisnend procedures were improved by their

feedback). Many found that the front-end interviegvfor Let's Get Activgoroceeded more
smoothly:

You know, | didn’t do a lot of the surveys, buid sit down with somf our staffland talked to
them, and | thought, because it had been our tipirdound with actually doing some surveying,
that it was easier for us and for the people thatwere surveying, just because we had had
experience doing it. Not only in making sure thatget as much data as we could, or as much
information as we could from each person that wasigipating, but we were more comfortable
with the process. You know, | don't think that gedpoked at us and thought, “these people
don’t know what they’re doing” this tinfeaughs] and you know, | thought that the questions

were good, they made sense to people, and moghedsrwas really willing to talknov-07
interview, D-1]

The project was also designed to involve the SMR@ngrs in the exhibits’ initial planning and
development phases, both to build the partnersi@gpto develop more effective exhibitions
themselves and to inform the development of exibitst that would be better suited to small
museum facilities and audiences. Partner feedbagyested that these goals were at least
partially achieved. As discussed earlier in thigorg, participants clearly appreciated their first-
hand experience with the exhibit development pet©MSI and identified what they had
learned about evaluation and exhibition developrasrine of the most important outcomes of
their involvement with this project. They also agpgated the opportunity to offer feedback and
discuss the developing components with OMSI staff.

| feel like | can be honest, | feel like I've alvgdyeen asked for my honesty by OMSI. For
example, we discussed our concerns yailtOMSI educatordbout the education materials, that
they didn’t really suit our lab structure for ouclsool program, because we felt they were too
close to what a school teacher does in their classr and that we also try to create a little bit
more of an “aha” moment. | felt that was very hedrtd really wanted to know about that, said
that was good feedbadlnd thatjmaybe in some ways they erred with not puttingigho
resources into that program. So that's an examguhel, when anything has come up like that, I've

always felt like you're asked for more informatimmyou’re taken very seriouslyov-07
interview, D-6]
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In spite of that, however, the SMRC participantsen@ot entirely convinced that their
contributions to the early planning discussiongheir feedback as components were being
prototyped significantly influenced the exhibitiothgit emerged from this process.

We get updates, but I'm not really feeling “in tbep.” | feel like it is in their hands now and
they are keeping us informed but we don’t reallyentbo much input noViaug-06 survey, S-2]

| did get frustrated early on, because | did féet there was a certain amount of inertia, that
OSMI was headefih one directionjand that the partners didn't seem to have a whatlef
influence in where that was going to go. | meanesoftit is just the pragmatic issue of “well, we
know we can build this in the shop so that's thhealion that we’re going to go.” But | didn’t

feel that we were able to exert much influence baresthat wenfapril-10 focus group, s-e¥eah, |
agree 100 percenp-3] | mean that’s just, that may just be the way.iBist | got a little

frustrated in the early stages. | mean, I'd sayetwhow about this?” “Well, no we’re not going
to build that, we’re gonna build this5-6]

As mentioned earlier, those who primarily serveeiy young audience were most likely to feel
that the exhibitions did not reflect their prioesi and concerns (even if they recognized that their
input had improved the exhibitions’ appeal to thadience).

We have such a young audience, and the exhibitnsdhat older kidgaug-06 survey, S-2]

| do feel like OMSI heard us when they did thewnsts and the “jump to it” thinganimal

Motion]. That's our target audience. Our audience lovessisuand mirrors and so | felt like, yes,
[OMSI] tried to help us out with that one. | remembelirgkother staff from my museungbout

this process, | do remember them saying, “you knaen’t know if they’re really hearing what
we’'re saying.” And | do remembéur staff] saying, “you know, it's just so old for our

audience.” ...In all fairness to OMSI, that's not eesarily the biggest thing. But we needed
more range of age and | do feel that that one camapbreally helped out a Igipril-10 focus
group, S-3]

Others acknowledged the difficulties that OMSI fhae inviting partners to participate in an
already complex decision-making process (and somesteven found it frustrating themselves
to debate the merit of specific exhibition elemenit their fellow partners):

I remembeifone of my staffkind of saying “they were hearing us, but they wéreeally hearing
us” kind of thing. And you know, that's managentntommittee. | mean it's already hard
enough to come up with an exhibit and the reatitthe shop and all that. Okay. And so the
reality of it is that it may not be possible toitldifferently, you knowfApril-10 focus group, D-7]
Right, yeah, it's like we need five more bozogtgllis what to ddlaughs]Cause | understand
the constraints of their shop, which is amazing afhthat. But | just kept thinking, how about
this one over here? No, no, we’re not going tolad.{s-6]

We're getting a great deal from this project anch lhot sure that we’re doing enough work for
what we get from it. If anything, I'd like to segr@ole in actually doing moréor the project, just
so that we’re responsible for doing a little bit reoPlus it gives us the experience of actually
physically doing it. But again, that becomes a leardeal. | feel the same way here, when | turn
to a volunteer that | may only see every third Syndou know, when things get out of your
control, it can be a scary thing. So | understarig/they’ve delegated things the way that they
have.[Nov-07 interview, D-1]

We were talking about the fitness exhibit and thtemqtial names for the fithess exhibit and |
really didn't like one of the names and | forget whicle ofithe museums was like, “that’s the
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one that | really liked,” and | even had examplesaasoning why | didn't like it and one of the
other[partnersjwas like, that was the one that she loved the.rbspe they don’t pick that
name [Nov-07 interview, D-3]

Partner feedback about the project meetings

Six of the partner/project team meetings were libsyeOMSI; the remaining five took place at
the SMRC sites. Surveys distributed at those mgefmompted SMRC participants to rate the
extent to which these sessions gave participargsrtymities to explore the host sites (both
OMSI and the partner museums), talk with additietaff at the meeting sites, network with
their SMRC colleagues, and participate in discussaf the exhibitions and ancillary materials
as those were still under development. Many paditis also took advantage of the more
unstructured interviews and the end-of-project fogroup to offer additional feedback about the
meetings’ contributions to their overall experiemté¢he project.

With the exceptions of the initial partner/projezam meeting at OMSI in February 2006, the
participating partners uniformly agreed that theetimgys afforded them ample opportunities to
express their own reactions and ideas. Their asmeg0f other meeting features tended to
exhibit more variability over time (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: Partner staff assessment of project nmesti{meeting evaluation surveys)
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Had enough time to explore Had enough time to network Had enough time to talk with Meeting met/exceeded
exhibits at OMSI/host museum with other partners OMSI/host museum staff expectations

® Partners rated their level of agreement with tlstaements at the close of each project meetitig'ho; “4” =
yes). Meeting evaluation surveys were completeigiit of the eleven project meetings; data frore fif those are
displayed in Figure 1.
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For example, only one of the six partner staffradieg the February 2006 meeting at OMSI
agreed that they had enough time to explore OM&dtsbit areas. As the meeting agendas were
adjusted to allow more of that exploration (anghagicipants made repeated visits to OMSI),
partners’ level of agreement with this statemesddily increased.

Partners clearly valued opportunities to networthwheir colleagues, and the meetings
increasingly met that need. Note that much of theversation and networking among partners
took place outsidef the formal sessions themselves—at the hoteingumeals, or as the
partners were traveling together.

Having us at the same hotel is a great hp§a:07 meeting evaluation, D-5]
Meal times were really the only time to do one-oe-oetworkingiDec-07 meeting evaluation, S-6]

| felt like some of the most valuable time wasmythe car rides. As that time “sandwiched”
our SMRC discussions, | felt like those informalqus were important as welbct-09 meeting
evaluation, S-3]

There was ample time to talk on the long, longead[ett-09 meeting evaluation, D-3]

Overall, partners agreed that the project meetingistheir expectations. That was especially the
case for the partner/project team meeting at thethg®| Youth Museum in October 2009 (the
last meeting when surveys were completed).

This was the most productive meeting | have yehd#dd. Seeing Bootheel (small yet huge),
catching up with others, and learning more abowet ttuseum world (which helped me to
understand a bit more of what our Executive Direci®als with—grant proposals especially) all
gave me a varied appreciation of our similaritigsdadifferencegoct-09 meeting evaluation, S-3]

Very productive meeting. One of the best so fdot Af time to network, discuss future
partnerships and provide input on SMRC exhilpits-09 meeting evaluation, D-5]

We seemed like a real team, followed the agenstanked to everyone, very good relationships
among everyongoct-09 meeting evaluation, D-7]

Partners’ comments during interviews corroborakeir tmeeting evaluation ratings.
Interviewees described how the meetings suppoanid involvement with the project and made
it possible for them to build more satisfying redaships with their SMRC colleagues.

I've enjoyed the meetings and particularly fAegust 2007]one. | think that the first one | went
to, in January, | was a little more nervous, marstjtrying to meet people and trying to just take
notes.[In August], | came back from Portland and I'm like, okaynbk what's...l got an idea of
what everybody looks like and the information, edioo stuff...we can prepare. So | think that |

got a little bit more out of this last meeting, iwe enjoyed it and | think it's worth iov-07
interview, D-3]

I mean, we had to duke it out about who got tooginé meetings. You know,‘ cause we both got
a lot of stuff out of it and they were differerintys. But...next to getting basically, all told, thre

sets of exhibits to come to our place for virtualdycost, just going to the meetings with
everybody else was the best thing to come out[@frit10 focus group, S-6]
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The site visits were obviously important learnixgeriences for partner staff, offering them
opportunities to get to know each other betterreskapertise, and put their own institutional
challenges into better perspective.

You know, like being able to ask, “what does yaard do, how much staff do you have, what is
the reality for you with regards to your summer gath for example. And then the other one is
just the exposure to the other museums, beingtalsiee what you guys do and how you do it.
Everything from how you wire your electrical to hgau cover up your office space. | mean, |

was taking pictures of your offiepace/[laughter]l mean stuff like that, it's the realitjapril-10
focus group, S-3]

| think that the thing that I've gotten the most ofiisn’t...| mean it has been helpfoltalk with
the OMSI staff, but the fact that OMSI was abledonect me to thegpiys[other partners]
‘Cause | mean, | remember | was panicked when v turn to host. And I'm thinking, my
building’s a dump, it's not meant for what we usii, | hatethis placelaughter] we don't have
any storage, you know, but going around to seeyever else’s placgseeinglhow they do
everything—they have the same problems | do, yowXnpril-10 focus group, D-3]

[It's great]just to see how other members of the collaboratieedoing things. | mean, a lot of us
are probably working in isolation. You know, wetfewn here with just a couple of people trying
to brainstorm ways to come up with ideas. Andnigat to get together with other folks who have
a little different take on it, different capabiéis, and see how they solve some of the problems.
And that's been a gregiart of the collaborative for me. And it's onenfjito be at a regional or

a national meeting, that’s all well and good. Baifoie on the ground there and see, well, you guys
have this incredible machine shop. And okay, thatggyou some capabilities and we don’t have
that, but are there other ways that we can appraaahgs and stuff. But it’s just a great, a great
opportunity, I think{april-10 focus group, S-6]

As they got to know each other better, partnersodhsionally communicate with each other in
between the formal meetings.

| talked to[staff at another partner museurtf was from meeting her in February and she’s
relatively new in the position and she had callegitmpick my brain about our museum and |
called her most recently and she said that shegoasy to call me—we both had things that we
wanted to talk about, questions for each other, smd was just a sharing of ideas and she was
curious about some of our things, like our budget ataffing. And | was seeing if she was
interested in leasing one of our exhibjt&y-07 interview, D-6]

Yes[we've been in touchjvith Science Works. Mostly, you know like when.digrogram stuff,
exchanging ideas about programs and that kindudf,sh science. And talking about how they

need to do, they wanted to do more for youngerlkidsve do. That kind of stuffiov-07
interview, D-2]

Probably the person that I've talked with mostcontacted most over the entire time period has
been[a staff memberat ScienceWorks. And mainly because in their wimidsion and style,
they're the closest thing to our centpihat motivated you to be in touchSpme questions about
how they do some of their operations at their mosednd | know that they’ve been in contact,
based on us getting to know them a little bit mare’ye been—I know our Director has been in
contact with them numerous times, so it's beereatghing for USNov-07 interview, S-6]
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Since meetings at the partner sites were schedlulenincide with installations of eith&very
Body Eatsor Let's Get Activethe partner staff could also preview those exioibs and
anticipate how they might be able to accommodadkisterpret those exhibitions at their
own sites.

For us, it was beneficial for the fact that | gotdee the exhibits at somebody’s location. | wasn't
one of the starting locations—I feel bad for whaestarted both exhibits. | saitvery Body Eats

[at ScienceWorksind somebody in your department got me a sket@mdgsomething else on

how they figured out how to géte exhibits]in my building, too,...which really helped. | would
have been clueless without it. ...Actually seeingebaaly else’s location, how they put stuff

together, being able to see whichmponentsheeded electrical right away and stuff like that.
[April-10 focus group, S-1]

Well, here’s an example that helped me \ithlocal] health department. KidZone hadt's Get
Active at the health center. So...| wanted to actually repae one oftheir] panels.... And
thought]it would have been nice to be able to put {ttat health departmengiffice, which then
would drive their visitors to our science centeithpartners like that, that's really beneficial.
For me to be there and to see that's Get Activewas there at the health cenfaer Truckee]
gave me the idea, oh okay, well this is sometliiagwe could do with a partnership with a
health center. So for us, it made a huge differenhoean, we got what we got, this great
partnership with the health department. Would thete happened without seeibgt’'s Get
Active [in TruckeeP Maybe, maybe not. But probably rsiril-10 focus group, D-5]

And then folLet's Get Active we actually got some of our best stuff from yays{KidZone]. ...|
took some of the exercises they had at the rehatiercehere they had the exhibit set up. Yeah,
they had like stations and they had some stuff.piedosome of that stuff and took it back and we
used that. It came out very nig&uril-10 focus group, D-3]

The videoconference meetings envisioned in theeptgj original plan never actually
materialized. In retrospect, the partner staff frmrout that the face-to-face meetings and site
visits offered much more than could be accomplishadrideoconferencing.

Having the chance to interact, talk to people, lsew it was being done. Yeah, we tended to get
off topic a little bit every once in a whila the meetingshnd not always keeping to the schedule.
But there were a lot of things. Getting to seertfagility and their storage. Getting to see
Ashland, which is much larger than what | have.ti@gtto see your...you know, all the different
facilities. To me, | enjoyed the meetings a lot hgdt a lot out of the meetings. | think—had they
been videoconferences—I would have hated this2't think this would have been very much
fun at all.[April-10 focus group, D-3]

When we actually sat down with a meeting with agndg, that time could have been condensed.
That we didn’t need, say, from 9 to 5 to accomphiblat we accomplished. It was the
conversations in the car, it was seeing the faeditit was the dinners, it was all that surrounded
the “meeting” that was just as valuabl@pril-10 focus group, s-3\Well, it's funny. That's the part, the
meeting itself is probably the part that you coalehost ddby] videoconference. But it's
everything else that goes with it is where you riedzk onsite and you get a whole lot of other
things out of it{April-10 focus group, S-6]

At one point we had someone on staff who was eehly...“ooh, I'm excited! You don't have to
travel because we could put you on {Rislyconf videoconferencing equipment]” and I'm just
thinking, wha® [April-10 focus group, D-5ANd you're like, throw that in the garbage!7) Because it's
the valuable networking, just stuff that just safrbubbles up, just talking in the car. | meant jus
the drive up here, five different conversationsngmn at the same timg-5]
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Factors limiting successful collaboration

In their survey and interview responses, the SMR@ners identified a variety of factors and
circumstances that can make it more difficult favjpcts like this one to achieve their full
potential. For example, even though their involvatweith a collaborative often brings many
benefits, participants’ responsibilities can chadje the limited resources of many small
museums.

You know, it does take some time, maybe there’'sadeg recognition on our part that with these
collaborations, we need to be very strategic in lvaavget involved with them and look for
adequate compensation for time. That's somethiatistimot a criticism of OMSI, it's just a
greater awareness on my part on the cost of sortteegiartnerships that I've joineplov-07

interview, D-6] ... Meetings have not always felt very efficient.e~aeface meetings are great but
the travel and staff time is a strain on our mMuSHWIY-07 survey, D-6]

| remember hearing somebody, | don’t remember whas, at one of the meetings, talking
about just the fact that you get this exhibit #trt suddenly you have to have people and rent
forklifts and you have to do marketing and maylpinting of things. And there was some
conversation about just the expense of all thattaatlif one was going to do multiple exhibits
like this...I mean generally you want to change yodribits out anywagyso you have to create a

budget to handle those kinds of things. But, itsdmest money to bring in new stgffril-10 focus
group, D-7]

Given how highly participants valued the interchesmgt face-to-face meetings, it is not
surprising that those who missed a number of mgefiound it difficult to remain informed or
feel that they were really a part of the collabweat

I have not been able to attend any of the meetswsreally have no idea what’s going on, |
don’t really know what any of the exhibits loolelilbesides the photographs that I've seen and
you can only get a certain amount from that, areilieg the signage and that kind of thing. ...
guess my biggest concern is that | haven't beere thoe two different sessions—are they going to
boot us out? | think that's the biggest worry thhtive.[Nov-07 interview, D-1]

Finally, even though it is likely that the divegsdf small museums involved with this project
contributed to its overall success, that situationcerned a few of the SMRC partners
(especially those who considered themselves thiiéoar).

Unfortunately the partnership started before | wdrgctor, so | don’t know if they really
communicated with each other—the previous diregtar OMSI|—about what the exhibits were
going to be like. You know, | suppose if OMSI amdpoevious director knew more about really
what the content was going to be in these exhithiés) they probably wouldn't have picked us as
a partner. | think that we're like a totally diffent museunmov-07 interview, D-2]

For us, | think it’s a little bit harder, becausestre so far awayfrom everyone elsgjthat it

makes it harder to really form a partnership thaj@ing to be beneficial to everybogyeav-07
interview, D-1]

My only concern is how well this will work with oparticular demographic, with our visitor
profile compared witlithe other partnerspecause with this collection of museums we henedt
a wide range of needs, some much more towardsdadse are just generally...they're trying to
meet different needs. So it's going to be intemgstim going to be interested to see how that
works with our particular groufNov-07 interview, S-6]
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Partner visions for the future

Despite their concerns about specific featuresisfgarticular project, the SMRC partners were
uniformly enthusiastic about continuing the parthgp at some level (either immediately or at
some point in the future).

If they extend this, sort of do another sort ofugre-you know, small-museum type thing—I hope
that we’re involved. It's been...the city likes tfike city’s been supportive of it and I think that
we should be involved. So | hope that if, at thet@frthis program, that if they’re looking for an
extension or more museums to do it, | hope thatamebe involvednov-07 interview, D-3]

| feel like there should...you know, now that thetieis level of experience and collaboration,
that we really should just do another project. ..dam, just come up with a new topic and just do
it again. It's a proven concept, so now pick a madnallenging topic and go for it. | mean, why
recreate the wheel? | knd®@MsSI] wants to do bigger exhibits and things, but thé fhat

they've takeriEvery Body Eats and Let's Get Activand actually scaled them down to the table
tops means that they’re looking at doing thinggtkeldifferently, too. So | think there’s another
approach besides just big exhibitsyil-10 focus group, D-7]There’s still a market for the small

exhibit, that's the first thing, and | wish theywia. [s-1]

If we were twice as big and we were serving oldes,kve’'d be perfect because we could
complement with our owjpre-school agegxhibit, with the OMSI exhibit. So I'm hoping theiten
though it's not working out now, | hope that theysider us in five years, hopefully if we have a
new museum. That's what | hop@v-07 interview, D-2]

The April 2010 focus group participants acknowlatigeat the smaller exhibitions that serve
their own needs may not be ones that produce grifimcome for the originating museum (like
OMSI) or reach the large audiences that a fundgraeanand. Nevertheless, they argued that
such projects bring significant benefits to the kmaiseums involved in such a collaborative
effort and that the audiences served by small nmasere very important ones.

| think [omsI's] business model’s changing and they have certaidsdet they're trying to fulfill
in a few years from now...| mean, if you look onrttraveling exhibit pricelist, thesgmall
exhibits]are some of the cheapest things. ...The big exlaitetthe ones that they get to charge
$100,000 for three months. Their new SEPA onebeith much larger exhibit, more along the
lines ofCS|, really high end and high level. And | guess ifi poirely look at it in numbers, once
it goes to New York, Miami, Minneapolis, | mean’s@going to hit millions pretty easily. But
I’'m just looking at just us.... We have people frhover our region coming tlwur community]

for this. And | think that the improvement overdlfive other smaller museums to a slightly
higher level, it's tremendous! So | feel like tverll effect for Washington, for that dollar, is s
much better in this model than just building anotinege exhibit that goes to the big citipgril-

10 focus group, D-7ANd especially considering that we're basicallywatirking with underserved
populations. You know, | mean, there’s going téoleeof opportunities for the people who live in
New York Citys-6] You improve those city kids lives thisich, where as it's exponentiala

rural environment. And it's exponential for a smalliseum to have a partnership like this versus
them just sharing it amongst the big groups. | d&nbw, that's my perspectivie:7]
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The partners did offer suggestions for how futwkaborations might be improved.

Online networking tools could be used more effectively to support theatmilative’s

operation. Although the OMSI project team initiallyplemented a website for partner and
project team uséit was not well designed, it was hard to use, anload very little on it.”[apri-

10 focus group, D-7A Variety of online applications now exist thaub obviously facilitate
communication among the collaborative members. 3hggestion was offered very early in the
project; much more sophisticated tools are nowlalvks.

It would be nice if there were some, | don’t knawmetwork sort of set up or promoted...almost
like a bulletin board? Or a listserv where everysmoncerns can be seen and their ideas and
we’'re all learning from each other. | really do tii this is a hot idea, this idea of connectingta lo

of small museums together, because, boy, becausk ave very similar problemgeb-oe
interview, D-6]

A more effective website could also provide eaatgessible project documentation, as the April
2010 focus group participants discussed in thisiamge:

I think having[a report]in form mode, where somebody’s come up with sopwfEpquestion-
and-answer kind of things.... You know, what wagptiidic impression of the exhibit, what was
your exhibit maintenance people’s impression o8t some real specifigapril-10 focus group, D-7]

| think it's a terrific idea, | mean, even we weadking about the wheels—how did the crate get
wheels, how did we go to the collapsible cratesy Hw we decide that that was going to work?
...Just little things on eadbecision]} just some comments, and then anybody new colikdrwa
and just say, “oh.” So there’s not that thing ofaching your head and saying, “why? why did
we do this?"p-5] Well, the Google web pages would be perfect, cteseevery partner could
log on, see notes from the OMSI team. As they ajgaeithe exhibits, we could have watched the
process noteghey exchangedjand then we could post our own reports there thed so all
partners’ reports would have been there at any tifmeanybody to read. So totally, that would
be a great way to do it, instead of having to etrmaund and have that stuff get dispersed into
archives or whatever. That's a great idea—to havmme base fdthe project]for six yearsip-7]
Yeah, | was going to say a Google site or evemsed Facebook group, you know, do it very
simply.[s-6]

Such a website could also make it possible fomgastto easily share feedback about their
experiences with the traveling exhibitions and anginal marketing materials or interpretive
aids that they developed at their own sites.

Also like if yoUone of the partner sitegjere to give your evaluation right away, and thévi$D
could read it offthe other partnergjould read it right after you just had the exhils® we would
know, oh | have to be aware of this measuremenhease are the promo materigy®u used]
‘Cause like | remember Bootheel shared their pranaterials one time and | thought, oh my
God, we didn’t even think of the promo materialshar added activities or like the fact that you
guys even came up with added activitigsil-10 focus group, S-3]

I mean, you could even give a mid-term report? Lhkav did we market it and what worked and
what didn’t. But you can’t wait to the end. You é&w get it to everyone in advance. The next
person has to see it, you know, a month or two aeafat they know. Because by the time you
get[the exhibit]from someone else, it would be too late to startketang it. [April-10 focus group, D-7]

The OMSI-SMRC Partnership (2005-2010) Summativduat@n Report 24
© Oregon Museum of Science and Industry, June 2011



One partner suggested that videoconferences cawlkl leen scheduled to offer additional
partner staff training or make it possible for pars to preview the supplementary educational
programs. Although this director envisioned usimg Polycor equipment originally supplied

to each site, such support could be provided masédyeand inexpensively via a project website.

I’'m the person who does the education right nowe la¢ the museum, so it'll be my
responsibility to take whatever they put togethad then rehab it to my ability. | hate to do a
workshop when | don’t know the answers to the dquesthat | get. But the last time | wias
OMSI], we had talked about maybe doing some of the eidnedsstuff, development stuff for the
programs, they were considering, doing a littlenthon Polycorfito teach our educators, or me
in this case, how to present the workshops andvgoibwith us. ...You know, that's something
that we could invite teachers to as well, and make even bigger thing and we could broadcast
it on our big screen TV. You know, we've got onha$e projection systems and that would

make it kind of neat for teachers around here foeeilence something from across the country.
[Nov-07, BYM, Director]

Other participants requested additional supporttfeir marketing efforts and table-top visitor
activities that would complement the larger exhdaitnponents.

You know, for as little as those portable vifwanner]stands cost, $200 to $300 printed, you
could do two of them and you could either put tiegour facility, or if you know of a place to
put them to advertisghe exhibit} For example, you could put one at the Ylfet's Get Active
[April-10 focus group, D-510T at a library, a schools-6] And_boomr-it's done. It sits there and then you
roll it up and ship it to the nexdite]. You know, would we spend $350 to get one madbrie
months? Probably nop-5] But if that $350 was spread among all of us, nodsigl.[s-6]

Table-top activities add to an exhibit for us. Yaaow, you put an exhibit on the floor, but then
you have a few six-foot tables with volunteers nmanthem and kids make and take it, or
something like that, in connection with an exhiliftat's huge. | mean, we create our own, but if

it's all part of the original design, | think th#twould be probably more effectiv&pril-10 focus
group, D-7]

Finally, partner staff hoped that future grant mregds might include additional funds to support
two enhancements—meeting participation for at laaststaff from each partner site (when
that’s feasible for individual partners) and theduction of construction drawings for individual
exhibition components (so that partner sites cfalddicate copies for use at their own sites once
the traveling exhibition has departed).

There were some times when | would think, gesh¢olleaguelcould really benefit from beingt

a meeting] too. ...Seeing from different viewpoints waslygahportant—from the executive-
director standpoint, versus the exhibit person’d aite versa. So that would probably be the
only thing | would say is to build in enough mofmyat least two of the staff to be able to travel.
I mean, if they couldapril-10 focus group, D-5We would have loved to have sent multiple peopie, b
| don't even if | could afford it. | mean, not afflat, but have the staff out of the buildinmz)

And[another partnerfalked about the two exhibits that you basicatly igformation about from
OSMI and you did your own versions. | think thatsleast from my standpoint as an exhibits
guy, that would be another resourgeway]to have it again. Something with some funding that
goes to OMSJso we can getinformation on some of their exhibits that we’ddllewed to

fabricate in-house. ...That is a possible way to iooit the collaboration, to@april-10 focus
group, S-6]
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Discussion and recommendations

But for me, it was more than the exhibits, it wasrgbody else. Going to the other museums,
learning stuff, getting ideas. It did bring us ilt@no, traveling to a lot of museums, doing that,
too. But like we’ve got partnerships withher museums]They just use us for their grants, that's
all we get. “Do you want to be a part of this?” Atteht’'s the last we hear about it. And then we
hear that they got this huge grant. You see ourenamit, but nothing else. So at least with
OMSI, there’s a lot of substance with OMSI. | calt them anytimegapril-10 focus group, S-1]

As this comment suggests (and the evaluation’sathvandings confirm), this collaboration did
achieve key outcomes originally defined by the OM&jject team.

« The partner museum staff will express satisfactiomvith the collaborative process and the
resulting exhibitions.

The collaborative’s design and timeline gave theR&EMpartners many opportunities to
participate in discussions of project componergsyork and develop meaningful relationships
with colleagues, and to see first-hand how a wvanémuseums tackle the challenges common
to all. The project’s periodic face-to-face meesimfparly contributed significantly to the
partners’ overall satisfaction with the collabooati(and to its successful completion). As many
of the partner staff observed, however, it wasiif@mal opportunities for learning and
networking that were most highly valued by meettigndees (rather than the more formal
meeting discussions themselves).

The SMRC partners were also very enthusiastic atheudverall quality of the two traveling
exhibitions that emerged from their collaboratiothv®MSI. The majority reported that these
exhibitions were both well received by and appraterfor their audiences. Even so, many did
express concern about the amount of text displapezcbmponents (and two partners reported
that audiences at their sites seemed to be moegedd\Every Body Eatmteractives than by
theLet's Get Activecomponents).

Since the collaborative was organized at leasamp familiarize the OMSI development team
with the interests and needs of the small-museummuanity, it is probably not surprising that

the SMRC partners were occasionally frustratechleyr participation in that learning process.
This was most apparent in the partners’ discussidhe practical challenges they faced when
preparing for and installing the exhibitions atitisi#tes (e.g., getting the large crated components
into their facilities, moving heavy components witih the aid of a forklift, storing crates during
the venue). The partners did acknowledge that Od#8t was very responsive to their concerns,
and the feedback that they offered should imprbeeeikperiences of exhibit staff at those
museums who host these exhibitions during theionat tour.

- Participating staff will describe how their participation in this project has increased their
museum’s capacityto better understand their audiences, develop effége exhibitions
and programs, and network with other small museums.

The partners frequently related specific institnéibbenefits associated with their museums’
participation in this project. Even though they ssometimes challenged (or frustrated) by their
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participation in the front-end evaluation activitiand the give-and-take of the exhibit
development process, they generally agreed thae tbeperiences furthered their museums’
capacity to develop more effective and engagingesueg experiences. In some cases, this
project also prompted partner museums to initiate partnerships with community
organizations that are likely to be useful into finire.

Another institutional benefit was less expected—ties found that this formal affiliation with
OMSI conveyed a certain cachet in their commundied added credibility to their individual
fundraising efforts.

« Participating staff will also identify ways in which their involvement with the
collaborative has been professionally rewarding.

Individual staff benefits closely paralleled thakey reported for their institutions. Interviewees
described a variety of personally relevant outco(eas, seeing how other small museums
operate on a very practical level, understandieg thwn audiences better, learning how to do
their own jobs more effectively, and getting expade in the management of an effective
collaboration). Participants’ exchanges duringAlpeil 2010 focus group discussions also
testified to the close personal relationships tleateloped among the SMRC colleagues and the
OMSI project team.

Both the participants themselves and the studyrfgsldo suggest a number of
recommendations for the OMSI project team. Theskeesd both the needs of small museums
(as exemplified by the variety of sites participgtin this collaborative) and ways in which
future collaborations might be strengthened.

The SMRC museums’ experiences in this project laphed the challenges faced by the small-
museum community that OMSI hopes to serve moretftdy. The SMRC partners depend on

a relatively small number of full-time staff to nage all areas of their operation—the number of
full-time staff employed by these museums rangernhftwo (KidZone Museum) to four
(ScienceWorks). Like many other small museums arehse centers, they occupy spaces never
designed for that purpose and these often lackattiities and equipment of mid- or large-size
museums. As OMSI exhibit staff continues to devarbibitions for this community, they are
encouraged to continue experimenting with crateamdponent designs that take these
limitations into account and actively solicit fe@ah about the success of those efforts from
those small museums included in the nationwidestour

Partner feedback also suggests that the wider smeleum audience may be especially
interested in exhibitions that include a highemamion of components that encourage open-
ended “play” and support repeated visitation. Astewo SMRC directors pointed out that even
the 800 square foot exhibitions produced by thikborative occupied all (or at least a
significant portion) of their available exhibiti@pace, a circumstance that may discourage the
relatively high level of repeat visitation that yh@epend on for their livelihood.

The project’s five-year timeline supported the depment of strong relationships among the
partner staff that were most directly involved wiitis project and increased their appreciation of
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the benefits offered by effective partnershipsledst one SMRC director was inspired to pursue
similarly focused collaborations with closer regabpartners:

Well, | think that one of the things that we'vertesd is that having a lot of partners really helps.
It not only helps you win grants, but overall, asply in the data collection, it's hard to try and
survey 200 people in your facility and get a reaibod mix. So it's nice being able to divide that
up between institutions. ...l wish that we could finday of replicating this program with a
larger museum somewhere closer. The __ ScienceQsrat four-hour drive from us and __
Children’s Museum is a three-hour drive from usijtsgould be nice to see what kind of
collaboration that we might be able to do.

Study findings also highlighted two specific enh@ments that could promote more effective
collaboration in future partnerships.

Effective project documentation is critically important, especially when participating staff
may come and go over the course of a multi-yegeptoSMRC partners identified a variety of
project documents that would have been usefuludinl brief summaries of meeting
discussions and decisions, timely evaluation repartd OMSI exhibit records (annotated to
include prototyping outcomes and the rationale ugiohg changes). Partner staff also
recommended that OMSI staff devise a simple, siredtreport format that partners could use to
share their exhibit installation experiences ambmemendations, marketing suggestions,
maintenance concerns, and interpretation idea® that even if much of the information that
the partners requested was compiled by the OM$égrteam, it was not easily accessible to
those at the partner museums.

A broadly focused, project-dedicated websiteould be used to both share such a project
archive and support partner communication and n&inwg. Although the partners largely
discounted the value of videoconferencing as atgutesfor face-to-face meetings, a well-
designed project website could also offer briefptiMube-style” videos for training or
documentation purposes (e.g., an evaluator denatimgfrhow to conduct visitor surveys and
interviews, an OMSI educator leading an exhibitietated activity with a visiting school group,
or virtual tours of exhibit installations at paifiating partner sites).

Finally, the themes addressedibyery Body EatandLet's Get Activéhad great appeal to these
small museums and the audiences that they servihiAstaff member noted,

The best thingabout this projectis that the people in our community get to see sungethat

they would never get a chance to see in our regtall. ...We're really hoping that it will have
an impact on the lives and the nutritional healtiudhe overall view of the way that people see
food here. We're in...the Fry Belt. If you can findiay to deep-fat fry it, you'll do ifzeb-06

interview, D-1]

Partner staff recommended future collaborative ventires like this one include additional
funding to cover OMSI’s production of working drawings for select exhibit components
(either in full scale or as in table-top versioifishose are available). Providing those plansaat n
cost to partner sites would make it easier forstinall museums to add especially popular or
effective components to their own exhibit mix, exdang the influence of the project and its
benefits for their visitors beyond the duratiortlog grant itself.
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