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Specific activities performed by STLF

1) Professional development 

· Attended weekly STLF meetings (Sept 29; Oct 6, 13), and assisted Peter Newbury with the feedback for his i>clicker2 session on Oct 13.
· Attended weekly Reading Group meetings (Sept 21, 28; Oct 12).

· Met with MetaSTLF partner to discuss goals and progress (Sept 23).
· Attended Reading Club for Bain’s What The Best College Teachers Do; two sessions so far.  I have posted the session summaries online at the wiki for the group:
http://wiki.ubc.ca/Sandbox:MathTeachingSeminar
· Attended Math STLF Reading Group (Sept 19).
· Submitted proposal for a talk for the Feb 2012 SIGMAA on RUME conference about the classroom methods comparison in the “Preliminary Report” category, which encourages a short presentation of research currently underway with a longer discussion period to get feedback on the research in progress.

· Participated in a post-doc panel for the Faculty of Science Review (Sept 29).  It was interesting to see what sort of issues were being examined, and to hear from more “normal” post-docs in other departments, though I mainly had to stress how my current position is quite different from other post-docs in terms of duties and interaction with the department.

2) Department meetings/activity

· Met with Department Head Rachel Kuske to discuss prospects for future projects and other administrative issues (Sept 19).
3) MATH SEI general meetings/activity

· Weekly meeting with other Math STLFs to discuss project updates (Sept 27; Oct 5, 12), as well as one-on-one meeting with director Costanza Piccolo (Sept 29).
· With the other Math STLFs, participated in Costanza Piccolo’s project to introduce ideas from Mary Nelson’s “Oral Assessment” program in about half the Math 184 workshops in the week leading up to the first midterm.  Roughly speaking, in this workshop intervention we acted as TAs that spent about a half hour with a single group (typically, TAs move from group to group every few minutes) and asked more probing questions to determine how much students understood about the concepts behind their calculations. It seems that a majority of students do not understand an expression like sin(2t); many believe it to be a product of “sin” and “2t”.  In addition, very few students were comfortable with the exponential function when a function appears in the exponent, like e^u(x); again this stems from a misunderstanding of the exponential as a function.
· More work on the Math Attitudes and Perceptions Survey:

· Completed pretest for this year’s calculus students.  The main body of data again this year is from Math 104/184, which had over 1000 responses (967 responded correctly on the filter question).
· Revised categories using factor analysis based on the new data; the result so far (needs end of term data as well) is that the existing categories are better balanced as a result of the adjustments from the old version.  Analysis all done in R, with a scoring summary calculation spreadsheet in Excel.
· Sent this newer version to Kathy Perkins and a few others based on her request, along with the new categories and robustness based.
· Math STLFs meeting with Sarah Gilbert to discuss project status (Sept 19).

4) Course-specific meetings/activities

MATLAB Labs (Math 152 and MECH 2)

1. Corresponded with instructor Ian Frigaard, instructor for Math in Mech 221 this year (formerly Brian Wetton).  ).
2. Sent revised Computer Lab 5 for Mech 221 to instructor, which clips out the info from the initial session logging trial in Fall 2010.  
MATH 104 – Differential Calculus for Social Sciences

1. Met with Instructor In Charge, Mark MacLean, to discuss further details for our teaching methods experiment this Fall.  Current plan: two sections participate, with about one week’s worth in each (on separate topics) “taken over” with highly interactive classroom methods.  A number of common assessments will be used.  We have decided on learning goals for the first intervention (Related Rates), and Costanza Piccolo has agreed to write the test of learning that will be given at the end of the instructional periods in the two sections.
2. Attended weekly instructor meetings for Math 104 and 184 instructors (Sept 20, 27; Oct 4, 11).  I led the meeting on Sept 20 while Mark MacLean was away; this was also the day I presented highlights from the initial diagnostics.
3. Attended Mark MacLean’s and other instructor’s class a few times try out the Teaching Dimensions Observation Protocol instrument, which records what is happening in a classroom in five-minutes slices of a lecture.  So far I like this instrument; it is straightforward to use, permits significant customization by providing space and encouraging notes.  I am looking forward to hearing more about it from one of the developers (upcoming CWSEI session) and also think it will help to characterize the different teaching approaches in our methods comparison.
4. Met with David Kohler, who will be the instructor for the intervention, on multiple occasions to discuss learning goals and develop lesson plans.

5. Graded the Calculus Diagnostic and coded extra information for about a third of the 300 tests.  Scores were released to students along with a score interpretation guide and offer to meet with them to view their test and receive feedback (a few contacted me, but only one student has actually visited).  More details will be available later, but so far:
Diagnostic Scoring: The diagnostic had 7 questions, covering a range of material from Calc 1 but not everything.  The 20-minute period seemed about right.  Score of 2 was correct or very close (arithmetic errors ignored), 1 point could be earned for substantial work (specified in the more detailed coding) and 0 for blank or barely any useful work.  Question 1b was an extra single point as it was a simple application of 1a.  Out of a 15 point maximum score, the average score was 4.4 (median of 4), and the following averages by reported previous course:
· Advanced Placement (AP) BC: 6.8

· International Baccalaureate (IB) High Level: 6.1

· AP AB: 5.7

· IB Standard Level: 4.8

· "High School" (majority of students): 4.0

· Claim of No Previous Calculus (almost 5% of students): 0.7

MATH 184 – Workshops

1. Provided feedback for weekly workshops to coordinator Albert Chau.  The workshops are very similar to last year; the production so far has involved small changes to last year’s documents, based on new feedback as well as comments from last year’s implementation.

2. Attended weekly meetings that also included the GTAs for the workshops.

Plan for immediate future work

MATLAB Labs

1. Renew efforts to obtain start-of-year quiz data from Mech 2 (same questions as previous two years).
MATH 104/184:

1. Implement Related Rates teaching comparison and begin strategy for second topic, Approximation.

2. Further attitude survey validation with Joseph Lo.
Additional project items to work on (if time permits)
MATLAB Labs:
1. Further analysis of the session logging data.

MATH 104/184:

1. Review discovery/invention activities, including recorded pen audio data.

2. Add questions to the Clicker question database.






