Southern Region Editing/Reporting Pilot Project

Mentoring Impact – Participant feedback

Two rounds of mentoring are being done over the course of the project with the region’s numerous small, often one-person newsrooms. Each round lasts for six months.

Some of these stations are mentored by News Directors who manage large newsrooms in the region. Six stations per round are selected to work one-on-one with project editor/mentor Dale Willman. Here are comments from stations that participated in Willman’s first group:
Working with Dale was a great experience. I’m a young news director with very little formal training and I took the reins of a newsroom that didn’t necessarily edit consistently. My only concept of editing before the project was a strict copy edit for writing style and grammar errors.

I primarily worked with Dale to learn the art of a good macro and micro edit. After I gained a firm grasp on editing procedures, he edited a couple of my reporters. I can honestly say our stories came alive with his help. We learned to focus our story on “people doing something for a reason.” We learned that stories can be too big, and require multiple stories. I now require focus statements that include a “cast of characters” to remind my reporters that the story must be human. Dale not only helped with story editing and visioning, he also provided helpful feedback when management issues arose. I can’t speak for everyone who participated in the project, but for those who really took advantage of the offering should have had a similar experience. 

Mentoring Effectiveness - Audio Assessment and Metrics
To gauge effectiveness of the mentoring, a team of project advisors conducts a qualitative assessment of station news produced both before and after each mentoring round. These guidelines were developed to apply a uniform set of metrics to the evaluation process.
Assessment Guidelines/Metrics

CONTENT

1. Was this story something the station should have covered? (APPROPRIATENESS)

Expert: This story covers a significant issue that affects a large percentage of listeners or tells a human interest story that touches on universal themes. The issue covered in this story has lasting impact on the community.

Proficient: This story covers an issue that affects many listeners or tells a human interest story that may or may not have universal themes.  The issue covered in this story may or may not have lasting impact on the community.

Emerging: This story covers an issue that affects some listeners or tells a human interest story that may not have universal themes. The issue covered in this story probably does not have lasting impact on the community.

Incomplete: This story covers an issue that affects few listeners or tells a human interest story that is not particularly unique. The issue covered in this story does not have lasting impact on the community.

2. Was the community impact made clear and compelling? (IMPACT)

Expert: The community impact was made clear through writing and use of tape.

Proficient: The community impact was made clear through writing, but not reinforced by use of tape. 

Emerging: The community impact was implied, but never expressly stated.

Incomplete: The community impact was not clear. 

3. Did we get the answers to the key questions? (COMPLETENESS)
Expert: The key questions were answered, with multiple perspectives represented. The story draws attention to important subtleties in perspective and includes, when appropriate, an “outside expert”/analyst. No critical voices were missing. 

Proficient: The key questions were answered, with multiple perspectives represented. The story is more “black-and-white” and doesn’t recognize the nuances in the various perspectives. It may be missing the “outside expert”/analyst or other critical voices.

Emerging: The key questions are answered, but they may be only answered from one perspective. This story may include unsubstantiated claims. It may also raise secondary questions that are not answered. One or more critical voices are missing.  

Incomplete: The key questions are not answered. Multiple critical voices are missing from the story. 

4. Could the story have added greater depth, substance, new perspectives? (DEPTH)

Expert: The story delves deeply into the issue, presenting multiple perspectives, offering new information, and challenging listener assumptions.  

Proficient: The story covers the issue in a straightforward way, presenting multiple perspectives but offering little new information to challenge listener assumptions.

Emerging: The story covers the issue in a superficial way, ignoring some critical perspectives and offering little new information to challenge listener assumptions.

Incomplete: The story is superficial. It ignores critical perspectives or gives only one side of the issue. It leaves many critical questions unanswered. 

PRODUCTION
1. Was the story written for the ear? (WRITING)

Expert: The writing is clear and concise. Passive voice, weak verbs, long titles and “fact trains” are rare. It is written in a conversational tone, with seamless transitions between thoughts and into/out of sound bites. The sound bites are engaging and advance the story. The writing is creative: scenes are well-described, characters are thoughtfully represented and the story has a “driveway moment”. The reporter presents a strong sense of self, without being overbearing.  

Proficient:  The writing is clear, though it may be wordy.  Passive voice, weak verbs, long titles and “fact trains” are rare. The transitions between thoughts and into/out of sound bites are good. The sound bites are appropriate, though they may focus more on information than emotion. The tone is less conversational, more academic and the reporter, while competent sounding, does not present a strong sense of self. 

Emerging: The writing is generally clear, although there is unnecessary repetition of words and ideas. Passive voice, weak verbs, long titles and “fact trains” may be present, but are not overwhelming.  Some sound bites are appropriate, but others may be out of context or not advance the story. The tone is not conversational and the reporter may sound like he/she is reading a script. 

Incomplete: The writing is muddled. Sentences are long, with dependent and independent clauses that make the story hard to follow. Passive voice, weak verbs, long titles, and “fact trains” are common throughout. The sound bites are unclear, unintelligible or do not advance the story. The tone is not conversational and the reporter sounds like he/she is reading from a script.  

2. Was the story logically structured? (STRUCTURE)

Expert: The major themes of the story unfold in a logical way, drawing the listener from one idea to the next without distraction. The story may unfold in a chronological way or it may follow a less obvious, but easy to follow path.

Proficient: The major themes of the story unfold in a logical fashion, drawing the listener from one idea to the next with minimal distraction. The story unfolds in a chronological way.

Emerging: The major themes of the story unfold in an inconsistent way. The chronological flow of the story may be disrupted and elements of the story may seem to be out of place.

Incomplete: The major themes of the story sound haphazardly arranged. There is no connection from point A to point B in the story.  

3. Did the use of natural sound, music, and actualities enhance the story? (TEXTURE)

Expert: The story adeptly balances reporter narration with sound and actualities. There is neither too much nor too little sound, and the sound that is used is used seamlessly to reinforce to the content. The sound quality is excellent (good levels, on mic, no mic handling noise) and the fades into and out of the audio are executed with expert precision. 
Proficient: The story has a good mix of narration and sound. There may be a slight imbalance in this mix (i.e. too much or too little sound), but overall it is not distracting.  The sound that is used may be obvious, but not cliché. Good audio quality (good levels, on-mic, etc). Edits are not noticeable, even to industry professionals.
Emerging: There is a distracting imbalance in the mix of narration to sound (i.e. too much or too little sound). Nat sound is used in an obvious, cliché way. The audio quality for sound bites is acceptable (good levels, on-mic), but the audio quality of natural sound may have technical problems (i.e. recorded off-mic, mic handling sounds.) Edits may be noticeable to industry professionals, but would not be perceptible to average listeners.
Incomplete: The use of sound is distracting – either because there is too much sound or sound is noticeable absent. The audio quality for sound bites and natural sound is poor (i.e. overmodulated, hissy, off-mic, mic handling noise), and edits are obvious to the casual listener.
