Description of Evaluation – Pulled from Year One External Evaluator Report

Chapter Two: Year One External Evaluation Activities

Year one external evaluation activities provided information about the activities and outcomes of the project and started the framework for assessing project successes and challenges over the five years of funding.  The evaluation process as well as the data collected through that process provided information this year that can be used to refine and improve the project, and cumulatively, throughout the project.  The evaluation activities were also carried out as a framework within which the project will be able to report on the outcomes and impacts of the activities and findings.  This section is organized around questions that address the strategic plan, the partnership, the benchmarks and the goals of Math TLC.  

Evaluation Question #1:  
What were the strengths, challenges and results of the Master’s program application and selection process?
Activities:
Asked all Cohort 1 Master’s program applicants on a survey:  Was the application process clearly delineated?  Was the application process reasonable?  What categories of information asked for on the application should be left the same, excluded or included but improved for the next application process?

Asked the Selection Committee members on a survey:  What categories of information asked for on the application should be left the same, excluded or included but improved for the next application process?

Analyzed the demographics of the Cohort 1 applicant and selection pools:  What percentages of applicants and selected applicants were from Core Partner schools, rural schools and demographic (ethnicity, race and gender) groups? 

Asked the Selection Committee members on a survey and in informal interviews:  To what degree did the scoring rubric that was used to select Cohort 1 participants address each of the selection criteria that were listed in the responses to NSF’s questions?  What do you think about including GRE scores as one of the measures of each Math TLC applicant’s mathematics content knowledge?  Should the request for school demographic data continue to be included on the application form?  Since applicants did not state their race or ethnicity on the application form how was information of the criteria (underrepresented populations included at levels that represent state diversity) obtained?  Since Math TLC participant racial/ethnic diversity is an important consideration, what is your opinion about how to include this factor in the selection rubric? During the selection process, was attention paid to selection by rural, core partner, and/or supporting partner status?  Two core partner districts in this MSP were represented on the selection committee; in the future, should all core partner districts be represented on the selection committee?  

Summarized and distributed application and selection process evaluation reports to the Principal Investigator (PI) during the year.  After the Cohort 2 application was developed, the PI was asked:  How have the administrative Master’s Team and the Leadership Team used the evaluation findings to refine the Cohort 2 application and selection processes?

Evaluation Question #2:  How effectively did the seminars provide Math TLC Mathematics Teacher Educators (K-12 partner representatives, university faculty, and graduate students) professional development that enhanced a shared vision of mathematics through collectively experiencing, analyzing, debating and exploring mathematics as a culturally rich subject?
Activities:
Since seminar attendance logs were not consistently maintained MTE were asked, retrospectively, for the number of seminars in which they participated.  This was the Objective 1.1 benchmark.

On a survey MTE retrospectively assessed their pre and post-seminar knowledge of Understanding by Design (UbD) components and the four conditions necessary for culturally relevant teaching.  They were also asked to comment on seminar strengths and ways the seminar could have been better.

The PI was asked how the formative evaluation feedback and other data were used in planning the year 2 (2009-10) seminars.

Evaluation Question #3: To what degree was the restructuring of the courses jointly conceived by math and math education faculty from the University of Wyoming and the University of Northern Colorado, and to what degree did the eight research-based characteristics guide the course re-design?
Activities:
The first courses to be redesigned were Discrete and Combinatorial Mathematics, Algebra and Number Theory, and Modern Geometry.  These courses were taught during the first summer of this project (2009).  The course instructor was the leader for each team.  After the courses were developed and before the summer session started each team (as a group) were asked to complete a form developed by the external evaluator to assess the strengths and obstacles to course redesign.  

The External Evaluator asked the PI about the changes in course design and delivery that she observed.

Evaluation Question #4:  What are the participant’s reactions to the courses?
Activities:
On Friday at the end of the first week of summer 2009 classes Cohort 1 Math TLC teachers were asked in an email:  How did the first week go for you?  The feedback was sent to the PI on Tuesday of the second week of classes.

At the end of the second week of summer 2009 classes the PI, instructors, co-PIs and the External Evaluator developed surveys about each of the courses including some common items and some questions related to the first week feedback.  Questions included:  Is the course content at an appropriate level for you?  On average approximately how many hours per day outside of class did you spend working on course-related work?  In your opinion does this course effectively challenge the Euro-centric view of mathematics?  Do you feel you can adapt the material in this course to your classroom?  Has this course been including information about culturally responsive strategies that you can use with your students?  What do you like best about this course?  What do you like least about this course and how would you suggest this be improved?  Based on how you feel right now, how likely is it that you would recommend this course to your colleagues?

The agreement was that the end of second week evaluation findings would be reported to each of the instructors so as not to provide information that could be used in departmental tenure or promotion.  These individual reports were sent by the External Evaluator to each of the instructors and a “generic” summary report was sent to the PI. 

The PI and External Evaluator developed a questionnaire which was completed at the end of the summer session by Cohort 1 teachers and the non-MSP teachers in each of the courses.  Teachers were asked for their opinions about the quality of the activities that engaged participants  in investigative learning, quality of the activities that dealt with pedagogical content knowledge in the course, quality of the projects in the course, how much each course extended understanding of course content beyond what was learned as an undergraduate, how much each course deepened understanding of the math content participants teach, how much each course extended understanding of how to teach mathematics at the middle school level, and how much each course extended understanding of how to teach mathematics at the high school level.

Evaluation Question #5:  What do the Cohort 1 Math TLC participants think of the Master’s Program and is there evidence that formative evaluation feedback was used by the instructors to improve the courses?
Activities:
A questionnaire that Math TLC participants completed on the last day of summer classes was developed by the PI and External Evaluator:  (A) Imagine you had a colleague who was interested in participating in this master’s program.  What would you tell them to expect about taking courses in this program and why? (B) An important part of the evaluation process the use of evaluation findings to improve and refine activities, courses, etc.  You completed an evaluation form about each of the courses at the end of the second week of classes.  Did you observe any changes in each of the courses that you felt reflected ideas for improvement that you shared on the evaluation form?  Please be as specific as possible. (C) In your experience, what are the three most important features of video-conferenced courses that are supportive of student learning?

