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Specific activities performed by STLF
1) Professional development 

· Attended weekly STLF meetings.

· Attended most of the Reading Group meetings.

· Attended the February Lunch Series seminar “What we have learned in Calculus class” given by Warren; attended the March seminar “Flipping a math class: How I learned to stop worrying and abandon in-class lecturing” by C. Topaz from Macalester College.
· Attended February Supper series.

· Attended the new series of seminars run by the Math department graduate students on teaching issues. The seminars are held weekly and are based on the readings of a collection of survey papers found in “Making the Connection: Research and Teaching in Undergraduate Mathematics” published by the Mathematical Association of America.
2) MATH SEI general meetings/activity:

· Held regular weekly group meetings, and individual meetings with each STLF.

· Attended monthly meeting with Sarah and the Math-SEI team.

· Attended monthly Working Group meeting with Sarah and other SEI directors.

· Collected ideas for future projects from other STLFs, wrote summary of current projects and  

· Met with the Undergraduate Committee to discuss progress and future development of our current projects, and brainstorm on possible future projects. In preparation for this meeting, I wrote a document outlining the status of our current projects and included a list of ideas for future plans, which were in part suggested by the other STLFs (see attached document). We reviewed about half of this document at the meeting; a second meeting is scheduled for this Friday. By then hopefully the committee will have a clearer idea of what CWSEI-MATH is currently working on and will make some decisions on which projects should be continued and which new ones should be started. 

· Updated CWSEI-MATH website at www.math.ubc.ca/~cwsei
· Met with Fok Leung, Math 110 instructor, to discuss future development of the Math 110 project. We both think the current Math 110 project is coming to an end. The course seems to be working relatively well. The two-term format seems to be effective at getting the students to catch up on their basic math. The remedial pre-calc materials Joseph has been working on is essentially done and the post diagnostic test that students will be writing in a couple of weeks will tell us if the extra practice has helped them.  

· Met with Andrew Rechnitzer, Math 220 instructor, to discuss future developments of the Math 220 project. Andrew will be on sabbatical next year, so the future of this project is unclear at the moment. 

· Met with Sandi to discuss her recent analysis of the diagnostic test. The new, validated version of the test has a higher correlation with course grades then the old version (R2 = …)

· Participated in “the new math building master plan” to discuss teaching-related needs of the department (classroom equipment, class sizes, etc.). 

· Did a classroom observation in Joseph’s Math 210 class and Warren’s Math 184 class. 

3) Course-specific meetings/activities

MATH 180/184 workshops:

· Attended another Math 110 workshop to see how the assessment part is implemented and whether it can be a suitable solution for the Math 180/184 workshops. There is no quiz in Math 110, instead students are assessed by the TAs orally. Students work for the entire time on one challenging problem with the help of the TAs, and at the end of the workshops they are supposed to be able to justify their work to the TAs. From what I’ve seen, this assessment part doesn’t really take place. As long as the students show some engagement with the material during the workshop, they’ll receive full marks. And even if the assessment took place as intended, this format would anyway be unrealistic for Math 180/184 because there are a lot less students attending the workshops in 110 then in 180/184 making it easier for the TAs to spend time with each group. So the quiz at the end of the workshop remains the best option for the Math 180/184 workshops. I will propose (again) the 2-stage quiz format for 180/184, instead of the traditional individual-only quiz. The group component may take some of the pressure off and reduce the test-writing anxiety that some students seem to experience.  

MATH 264 – Vector Calculus for Electrical Engineering

· Started to draft learning goals based on the material covered in the lectures. I will then review the EE portion of the lecture notes to see how the math was integrated, and review quizzes/tests to see if they match the expected goals. 

· Reviewed the content of the calculus course that is required for this course, and noticed that Math 264 started off very quickly without giving much space to basic concepts (e.g. vector fields), will discuss this with the math 264 instructor. 

· Attended lectures regularly.

MATH 101, Integral Calculus – WeBWorK

· Created weekly WeBWorK assignments for the course by selecting problems from the National Problem Library.

· Designed an online survey on the use of WeBWorK. The survey was administered in Math 101 and Math 105 (integral calc for business students).

· Analysed survey responses in Math 101. Overall the results are very positive. 

· The great majority (~80%) of students find the WeBWorK questions useful and related to class material, but difficult. My impression from reading the students' comments is that for these students difficulty is related more to the need of having to deal with ugly numbers (likely due to the randomization of the questions) and type long mathematical expressions than having to deal with the actual math concept/procedure. 

· Related to that, syntax is a problem for half of the students. This is more than I expected, and I suspect it’s because of the nature of the questions. Many of the questions involve integrals and the answers to such questions involve rather long mathematical expressions, that are perhaps more complicated than the expressions students have to type in when solving derivatives (my previous experience with WeBWorK was limited to differential calc). 

· Most of the students (77%) have never used the "Email the instructor" option and the reason seems to be because they don’t know about it.

· Most students (32%) like the current set up of online homework + quizzes, and only 10% of the respondents said to prefer the traditional “paper” homework. 

· Finally, nearly half (46%) of the students said they would not be willing to pay for a commercial homework product, and 25% said they weren’t sure. The current instructor would prefer to use a commercial product linked to the textbook that has additional features (such as solutions, hints, etc.), and a better interface, but students’ reaction to the extra cost was a clear message that WeBWorK might be sufficient for our needs.

MATH 101 – Calculus Diagnostic Test

· Greg Meyer from Math/CTLT correlated the marks of the short diagnostic test with the marks on the first midterm and found a small correlation (R2 = 0.19). We will look at the correlation with the final course grades, but my impression is that the test needs some work, both in terms of question types and skills assessed. We’ll see if the department is willing to expand this project in the future. 

MATH 104: Instructional methods experiment 

· Met with Warren, David Kohler, and Mark Maclean to go over the set of data collected so far. Warren is writing the conference paper about this, and we plan to have a full-draft ready for submission to a journal by the summer.

· Met with Warren to discuss the parallel study on students’ difficulties in solving related-rates problems. We plan to run think-aloud interviews with Math 104 students to investigate what mental models they apply when they solve such problems. In particular, we plan to get the students to redo the related-rates problem that appeared on their final exam, then work through a series of shorter problems focussing on one particular step in the problem-solving process (e.g., sketching a diagram and defining variables), and then they’ll rework the final exam question to see if reflecting on the individual steps helps them come up with a full solution. 

MATH 220: Mathematical Proof

I did some data analysis of the group of students who earned F or D in the course in the last 3 years (for the non-analysis based version of the course). Briefly, here is a list of interesting findings:

· my analysis confirmed Sandi’s observation that students coming from Math 105 have a higher probability of failing the course: Among all the Math 220 students who took Math 101, 36% of them failed Math 220, versus 45% for those who took Math 105. Moreover, the Math 105 grades are significantly higher than the grades in Math 101. Clearly, the standards in Math 105 are too low for the math majors. The Math 105 syllabus has recently changed, hopefully making the course more difficult. 

· CPSC students do much better than other majors in Math 220. I think an explanation may be that this is their second course in proofs, as the great majority of these students have already taken the CPSC proof course. 

· STAT students do slightly worse than MATH students in Math 220 (with a probability of 46% vs 42% of getting F or D, respectively); most of the STAT students come from Math 105, so it’s clearly related to the issue with Math 105. 

· About 13% of the students who completed Math 220 in the last 3 years are in a science major other than MATH/STAT/CPSC: Their probability of earning F or D in 220 is about 50% (vs 42% for MATH majors). As far as I know, Math 220 is not a required course for these students, so I’m surprised they take it considering they are not doing very well in it. 

· About 5% of the students who completed Math 220 in the last 3 years are from a non-science major and they also have a 50% probability of failing. 

· Students who delayed Math 220 by a year have a slightly larger percentage of getting F or D the course. 

· Finally, Math 220 does filter the students who perform poorly in other math courses, so it seems to meet its goal as gateway course. The average grade on math courses taken prior to or at the same time as Math 220 of the group who got F/D in Math 220 is lower (by about 10 points) than the average grade in other math course taken by the group who got C in Math 220.  

MATH 360  - Run focus group with 3 students, just a few hours ago. I will discuss students’ comments from the focus group in my next report.

Plans for immediate future work

MATH 360

1. meet with the instructor to review the course and plan changes for next year. 

2. develop topic-level learning goals. 

3. develop/adapt existing surveys on student attitudes to the use of computers to measure the effective of the course of students’ attitudes. 

MATH 264

1. plan an end-of-term survey

2. review quizzes and exams for consistency with course material

3. finish topic-level learning goals for the math portion of the course and send them to the instructor for his review.

Other plans:

1. analyse data collected from the 2010 Math 180 final exams regarding student ability to set up and solve problems

2. analyse student responses to online diagnostic tests in Math 307 to inform future instructors of student difficulties.

3. upload materials for CWSEI-involved courses on the department course database.

4. analyse Math 184 grades to assess the effectiveness of the oral assessments in the workshops.

5. analyse Math 101 grades from the IIC’s section and compare them to his section last year to see if the introduction of WebWork had any effect.
















