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Specific activities performed by STLF
1) Professional development 

· Attended weekly STLF meetings.

· Attended Reading group meetings.

· Attended teaching seminars on the third chapters of “What the best college teachers do”, run by the graduate students in the math department. 

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 October Lunch Series on Teaching and Learning: Student Study Skills presented by Warren and Joseph. 

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

· Met with Undergraduate committee to discuss faculty oversight and project planning for CWSEI-MATH. Now that the department is transitioning to a new Head, we agreed that CWSEI-MATH would report to the undergraduate committee more often and seek advice on specific projects from the committee directly. 

· Reviewed material on CWSEI-MATH included in the department review documentation.

· Composed the Cheriton report (with contributions from the other STLFs).

· Met with Rajiv Gupta and Greg Meyer (the postdoc hired jointly by math and CTLT to develop online math skills modules) to discuss Greg’s project involving online modules on series. The new module is almost ready, so we brainstormed on how CWSEI could contribute to the project by collecting data on student learning. We agreed that CWSEI would help with the design of a diagnostic tool that assesses students’ skills on series. Joseph has experience with teaching and assessing series so he will be working with Greg on this project. We will try to administer the test at the end of this term in one the series-heavy courses, MATH 257/316 (which Joseph taught in the summer), and will continue to collect data in the subsequent terms. Apart from measuring students’ skills, the goal of this project is to compare learning for students with different backgrounds: some students will have taken the modified version of integral calculus where they have 3 weeks of instruction on series, others will have gone through the old curriculum where series are covered quickly in differential calculus. we hope that by allowing more time in integral calculus to cover series will result in better learning and retention in upper-level courses.    

· Met with Bud Homsy, the instructor of MATH 358, the Math/Mech course with MATLAB starting in January. We discussed how CWSEI can help the development of computer labs. The instructor seems to be open to the idea of having an STLF providing feedback on the new labs and in general help to put together a “package” for future instructors of this course. This instructor will retire in a couple of years so it is likely the course will be passed on to someone else soon.  

3) Course-specific meetings/activities

MATH 180/184 workshops:

· Processed responses to midterm surveys administered in the Math 180 and Math 184 workshops. In Math 180 responses are similar to previous years, all very positive. In Math 184 responses were also very positive with a significant increase from last year. For example, only about 6% of the students said they spend 50% or more of their time doing things unrelated to calculus; this is much better than last year when it was about 11%. Also, the vast majority of students agreed with the statement “I find the workshop problems related to class material”, only 8% disagreed compared to 17% last year. They also find the workshop problems a useful practice for solving problems on tests, (only 10% disagreed, compared to 24% last year). More importantly, the percentage of students who said that the workshops are a waste of time dropped from 23% from last year to 7% this year. The fact that the instructor in charge is putting more care into selecting the workshop problems and writing the quizzes is paying off. Last year problems were too hard and students were overwhelmed. This year the level of difficulty is more appropriate and more students see the value of the workshops.

· Run second instalment of oral assessments in selected Math 184 workshops: met with the other STLFs to discuss questions for the orals, and run orals in 3 workshops. We noticed a substantial improvement in students’ ability to tackle related rates problems (the topic of the workshop) compared to previous years. We speculate this is because of WebWork. Students had to complete their homework soon after their workshops or in some cases the day before. By doing so online, they received immediate feedback and possibly corrected their errors, unlike the traditional paper homework where students don’t get feedback on their work for a week or longer. I plan to compare quiz scores on this topic to previous year’s workshops to see if there is a detectable difference. 

MATH 360 Mathematical Models in Science

· Reviewed Lab 6, 7, and the midterm exam. 

· Attended labs and lectures. 

· The midterm exam was a bit of a disaster for some students. This is the distribution of scores (class size is now 25 students, the 3 students who skipped the midterm have dropped the course):
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I’m in the process of reviewing what students submitted on the exam. 

· Run a short survey to poll students about their experience in the midterm exam. Results weren’t very revealing. It confirmed the technical issues the instructor and I observed during the test were not isolated cases: 8 out of 19 reported technical problems related to plotting, copying and saving large files into a Word document. This is something we didn’t anticipate. For the final exam we will give specific instructions on what format to save plots so that file size is manageable. Interestingly, only 3 out 19 reported to have blown the midterm, they were clearly overconfident. Most of them said to have reviewed the labs and class notes in preparation for the exam, and that the questions on the exam were fair and similar to the labs, so it wasn’t a matter of not knowing what to study. The main problem was clearly the programming component. 

Study Habits of Science One students

I analysed the responses to the last survey on study habits that was administered in late April (after the final exam) to Scie1 students, and grouped responses into 4 bins based on final course grades.

	Group ID
	N
	Final math grade range & average

(out of 100)
	April exam score range & average 

(out of 63) 
	BST score range & median

(out of 30)

	A
	3
	96-98          97
	61.5-62        62
	29-30         29

	B
	10
	82-92          86
	46.5-54.5     49
	26-30         27

	C
	19
	73-82          78
	36-54           43
	22-29         25

	D
	9
	47-71          60
	16-36.5        27
	18-28         24


Here are some preliminary results (I have more thorough report if interested). 

1. Students were asked to give their definition of success in a math course, and could choose from “getting at least an A”, “getting at least a B”, “getting at least a C”, “passing the course regardless of the grade”, or “other (please specify)”. The definition of success in math varies for students who scored very high in the course (group a) and those you just passed (group d). The former group tends to link success to learning and not really to marks, the latter group is more likely to interpret success in terms on marks, and interestingly the lower the students actually scored in the course, the lower their bar for success is. A and A- students (group b) are more likely to associate success to earning an A, while D/C/B- students (group d) interpret success as earning a B, so they are clearly aiming lower.

2. Students were asked to select from a list of activities what they do more often when they study math. The overall results didn’t vary much from when we asked they same question in October. Now the most noticeable difference is the fact that some of the weak students (students in group c and d) said to review solutions to problems without trying the problem first, instead none of the A students (in group a and b) said they would do that. There is also a noticeable difference in the students' tendency to seek help (in the forms of going to office hours and tutorials). Contrary to what many instructors would expect, the weaker students do it less often. Only about half of the students in groups c and d said they would go to office hours or tutorials, while over 80% of students in group b said they would. 

3. Students were then asked to select from the same list of activities the ones they think are more effective in studying math. More students among the weaker group (group d) thought that taking notes on textbook chapters is effective, while more students among the stronger groups thought that reading class notes is effective. This is probably because weak students don’t take good notes in class so all they can do is to read the textbook. Also, more students among the weaker group think that reworking sample problems from class notes and textbook is effective, except that perhaps that's all they do as they don't think that doing additional problems is as effective.

4. Students were then asked to explain how they choose the problems to work on when they do practice problems (this was an essay-type question and coding was a little tricky). There isn’t a strong signal here, but I think I can detect the fact that weaker students don't seem to challenge themselves when it comes to practice problems. When they have to pick practice problems, none of the students in group d said they would choose hard/tricky problems, while some students in groups b and c did.

5. Finally, students were asked to explain how, when they study math for a test, they would know when they have learned the material and are ready for the test (another essay-type question). The most typical answers were “when I completed and thought through all practice/homework problems” and “I don’t really know if I’m ready”. Interestingly, students in the midrange group (group c) were the least likely to say “I don’t know if I’m ready”, most of them seem to have a sense of whether they are ready for a test.

Plans for immediate future work

MATH 360

1. develop topic-level learning goals

2. administer student surveys to collect data on student’s experience in the course

3. develop some assessment tool to measure students’ skills at analyzing models rather than constructing models, which seems to be the goal of this course.

Other plans:

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

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

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