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Building Strong Geoscience Departments is a project focused on helping geoscience departments adapt and prosper in a changing and challenging environment. Through workshops, this website, professional society meeting sessions, and publications this project aims to stimulate discussions and disseminate community expertise on topics such as approaches to core content and curriculum, retaining and recruiting top faculty and students, and maintaining the department as a valued institutional partner. The Building Strong Geoscience Departments program is sponsored by the National Association of Geoscience Teachers, the American Geological Institute, the Geological Society of America, and the American Geophysical Union. (Project website)

In fall, 2008 Carleton hired the Program Evaluation and Research Group (PERG) to conduct a retrospective evaluation study of three key workshops offered under a previous Building Strong Geoscience Departments grant from the NSF. The three include the following:

· Building Strong Geoscience Programs (2/2005: by invitation only)

· The Role of Departments in Preparing Future Geoscience Professional (1/2007)

· Connecting Geoscience Departments to the Future of Science (4/2007)

The goal of the evaluation, as defined by the PI, was to ascertain and consolidate the broad impacts of the three workshops on participants and their Geoscience departments, as well as to identify the changes that had taken place in the past few years, and were currently taking place within those departments. It was not our goal to look at specific workshops. In addition, we investigated participants’ use of the Geoscience website maintained by the project. In this report we took at look the ways in which the workshops contributed to these changes or participants’ thinking about change. 
Evaluation Methodology

Carleton identified sixty-five workshop participants from which to draw a sample for this study. Sampling criteria were initially developed in collaboration with Cathy Manduca and Ellen Iverson. 

A few participants attended more than one of the three key workshops, while others attended one key workshop and an AGU workshop or Strategies for Successful Recruitment of Geoscience Majors (10/2007).

We planned to interview 20 participants and survey an additional 20. Those selected for interviews fell into the following categories:

· The 3 participants who attended more than one of the 3 workshops

· The 3 chairs of departments that sent multiple participants to workshops

· Four individuals who attended one of the 3 workshops and at least one other

· Ten individuals who attended one workshop

We attempted to contact participants in our survey sample over a period of 6 weeks, sending multiple emails to some participants. In selecting our interview sample we aimed at balancing the numbers of interviewees who attended each of the 3 conferences. However, we were least successful in interviewing participants who had only attended the first workshop in 2005. 

The 28 individuals whom we either interviewed or who responded the survey are profiled in the following 2 tables:

Table 1: Final sample categories
	Sample cut [interviews + surveys]
	# Individuals

	Attended 2 key workshops
	2

	Attended one key workshop + one other
	4

	Attended one key workshop
	23


Table 2: Numbers attending each workshop*
	Workshop Attendance
	# Individuals

	Building strong Geoscience Departments/Developing Pathways to Strong Departments for the Future [2/2005]
	8

	Department role in preparing future Geoscience professionals [1/2007]
	14

	Connecting Geoscience departments to the future of science [4/2007]
	9

	AGU (2006, 2007, 2008)
	3

	Strategies for Successful Recruitment of Geoscience Majors (10/2007)
	1


* A few participants attended more than one workshop
Our electronic survey included questions similar to those in the interview protocol. We sent the survey link twice to 33 workshop participants including participants we had not yet contacted, and all those who had not replied to our emails seeking interviews. Eleven individuals responded. 

Those whom we were able to interview or completed the survey are a self-selected group. Some participants had not attended a workshop since 2005 and the time lapse may have decreased their response rate. However, the sample is representative insofar as individuals varied along several dimensions as displayed in the following table:

Table 3: Participants: range

	Faculty roles
	Administrative roles/#s 
	Institutional range
	Dept. size

	• Professor
• Assoc. Prof 
• Permanent Lecturer
	• 12 chairs 
• 1 Dean graduate school 
• 1 head. curriculum committee 
• 1 undergrad program coord 
• 18 faculty
	• Universities
• State universities
• Colleges 
• Community Colleges
• School Mining &Tech. 
	3-35 faculty


The surveys collected both quantitative and qualitative data: Survey data tables can be found in the appendix.

In this report the evaluation findings are structured as follows: overall findings; departmental changes (over the past few years); what led to these changes; challenges encountered; how faculty in sample benefited from attending one or more of the workshops; networking; use of Carleton’s Geoscience website; and action plans.

It is never possible to conclusively state that one program, activity or experience caused a particular outcome. Inevitably there are too many uncontrollable intervening variables. For this evaluation we asked interviewees and survey participants, Did/how did the workshop play a role in the changes you have made and the ways in which you have met challenges? Findings based on that question are the closest we come to attributing departmental change to participating in this project. The complete interview protocol can be found in the appendix. All text quotations are from workshop participants’ interviews and surveys.

Findings
Overall

We asked individuals to describe their departments including recent change, plans for the future, and challenges they had encountered in making change. Changes they described that had already occurred as well as those anticipated are well aligned with the “Succinct Vision of Geoscience Departments” posted on Carleton’s Website, and the “Characteristics of Thriving Geoscience Departments”.

Every interviewee described changes that had taken place over the past 4 years or less, and every participant benefited from attending one or more workshops workshops. Based on the data, it is clear that the Geoscience workshops have been instrumental in strengthening Geoscience departments in several ways. People most highly valued the chance to meet colleagues from other institutions and spend time in discussions with them and with the workshop conveners. All but one participant reported that the experience had influenced his/her thinking/planning for their departments, courses, and/or strategies for dealing with administrators. As a result of their participation many felt that their plans and ideas had been affirmed, others learned strategies for working within their departments and institutions, and almost all accrued ideas/information for making specific changes in their curricula, student recruitment, internships, and other areas as described below. Participants also described challenges they face and faced in trying to implement change.

Departmental Changes

Individuals and departments have made and are continuing to make numerous departmental and programmatic changes. In different instances departments have created new degrees, broadened the make up of their faculty, added and/or revised courses and added internships, revising their Geoscience programs as a result. In some cases, one individual spearheaded change, and in others a whole department worked more collaboratively. Some workshop participants’ efforts have failed. 
Overall programmatic change

Some respondents described program changes broadly:
· New concentrations were added to a few programs. At one institution faculty added geophysics, paleontology, and environmental geology.

· Several respondents reported that their departments created new degrees, majors, or minors. For example, one developed a new BA in environmental science (designed, in part, to attract high school AP students), and another reduced 13 departments to two—atmospheric science and geology. One institution reopened its geography program, and offered it as a minor, with hopes to offer it as a major in the future.
· Faculty in several departments reshaped their programs to be more interdisciplinary, connecting geoscience to other disciplines.

· A few respondents reported that their faculty members now draw connections between geology, for example, and other disciplines including non-science areas such as politics and art. At this institution, research has helped some faculty make this connection for students.
· In a few departments faculty members changed departmental emphases, e.g. from geology and geography to geology and environmental science, or created a new emphasis on the relationship between geology and ecology.

· Two respondents mentioned that they built flexibility into their programs: One moved two required courses into the elective column.

Faculty changes

Eleven respondents described changes in the make-up of their faculty, most accompanying programmatic shifts described above. They include:
· Hiring more women faculty

· Replacing faculty lines when possible: 

A few years ago we shrank because the provost did not see much future in geology. When we had the opportunity to grow we replaced a lot of faculty lines and concentrated on our visions that the future of geology is integration. We brought in people who could bring the department together and give interdisciplinary geology and also those who could work with physicists and chemists and pull us into a lot of other science. We hired microbiologists, isotope geochemists….  They have been very successful getting grants—big NSF grants. They brought in more NASA grants and environmental protection grants, and NOAA grants. 
· Broadening the faculty by hiring geologists “who also work on other things”; for example, hiring a physicist, and possibly adding a chemist in the future; hiring new faculty with a focus on environmental issues; and hiring more faculty in atmospheric science in relation to geology. 
Curricular Change

After the workshop … I wrote a proposal for our department and I gave a presentation to my colleagues here. The process of making curriculum changes is a difficult process because no one agrees, no one wants to change. So I came up with ways to make it a unifying process. I’m hoping that what I did was received well so far.  The workshop, and then giving that talk, helped me clarify some things. It’s still in the works but we are making some progress.
We have a curriculum that’s very traditional and that isn’t bad but right now it doesn’t fit who we are and it doesn’t serve our students well. What I’ve suggested is that we structure our curriculum around research and critical thinking skills instead of content, and find ways to make the curriculum more flexible. We probably need a new faculty member…it would make a case for new hires. It would make it more relevant, getting more students involved in research. Making it fit us better and serve our students better. It doesn’t have to be a huge overall change, a range of people think what we’re doing now is fine, and don’t want to change. We need to find a common ground to fit what we are.
· Specific curricular changes, included replacing a full year of chemistry/physics with one semester of chemistry/physics and one of geochemistry/geophysics; expanding an introductory course to include soils and oceanography, offering a new introductory Geoscience course to undergraduate students; offering a new capstone course taught by a new hire in environmental science; and incorporating lab experiences/getting students into field stations and field camps.

· More general change: “Providing interesting here and now” through knew/revised courses; redesigning the whole curriculum in GES; restructuring a curriculum around “critical thinking skills and research, not content”.
· New requirements: A few interviewees mentioned that they now require undergraduates to conduct research, or choose between research and an internship, or, though not a requirement, urge every student take at least one course on GIS.
· Changes in the way material is presented: Students at one university now have to apply what they learned, and are given opportunities to review articles and give presentations.

Internships

Two interviewees described their efforts to secure internships for students:

· One contacted alumni and individuals he knew in local industries.

· A second contacted local firms for to secure internships for undergraduate juniors and seniors.

I got ideas from the workshop from a couple people who had a successful [internship] program. I brought them back, did a presentation in front of the faculty and got a mixed reaction. The mixed reaction was, people not fully understanding what internship was, but they were getting this mixed with research experience. It took a couple of meetings before I made my point of experience in the workplace… I finally got the – I would not say overwhelming- support, they were not against it but not seeing the value…so I put it together, contacted local firms, and they were willing to take students on so I put it before the curriculum committee at the university, and they approved it, and its on the books…. One of the issues was, if and when we get this going, every student needs to have a contact person in the department to oversee what they do and to be in touch with the person at the organization. First you have a student, then get a firm, then [the student] has to get a faculty member to advise him. That’s where I got resistance…I have contacted 6 local firms who agreed to take on interns. 
In addition to making programmatic and curricular changes, workshop participants have made changes in the ways they recruit students, and help students make career choices.

Recruiting

Although only one person in our sample attended the workshop Strategies for Successful Recruitment of Geoscience Majors, seven or eight interviewees described their efforts to more actively and successfully recruit students. In some cases the motivator was university or college pressure to raise enrollments in order to remain viable as programs. 

· Faculty at two universities began to more actively recruit students, one by going directly to the students themselves, and the second by sending a CD about the program to student advisors. 

· Two institutions provided pre-college students with information about the Geosciences.  In one case faculty took part in Earth science week at a local high school to increase student awareness of Geoscience as well as their “interactions” with the Community College. Another department ran a summer program for high school students that included research opportunities.

· One interviewee mentioned that s/he made a point of informing high school students about jobs in the Geosciences.

· Several faculty members noted that they had designed new courses/programs or revised existing courses in order to attract more students. One department added an environmental science degree in order to attract biologists and it has, in fact, increased enrollments. 
What led to change?

Faulty and their departments had a variety of reasons for making changes in their programs. First was the desire to modify their departments and curricula to be better aligned with current and future trends in the geosciences. This was paralleled by efforts to better meet students’ needs.  Other factors include the need to raise enrollments, the impact of the current economy, and external departmental reviews. 
Updating the curriculum to fit current disciplinary needs and future trends

Faculty reported that they were:

· Adding more “interesting” courses;

· Broadening course offering because the curriculum was outdated and they were trying to stay current and meet “the often-changing needs of the discipline’;
· Aligning their student research programs with more current research. 

In two cases the faculty incentive was to “better align (our program) with our vision”/to “fit who we are”.
Better meeting students’ needs

Some interviewees felt that their department’s programs were not meeting students’ needs, including graduating students who would be hired, better prepared for professional lives, and met employers’ needs. In several cases departments want to respond to students’ course requests, such as social-cultural investigations of environmental issues.

External reviews

Several departments responded to external reviews.

Low enrollments/pressure to increase enrollments

Some university/college administrators pressure departments to increase enrollments and graduation numbers: One interviewee mentioned that his university considered cutting his department if student enrollment did not increase! 

Role/politics

A fortunate few found themselves in a position to usher in change and convince their colleagues to join them.

I have been able to hire everyone under me and worry if they fit the culture rather than our expertise. Not to say expertise does not matter, but I need them to be collegial and help move us down this path. It’s clear to me that in our discipline people do not value this as meaningful science. We had to educate our colleagues—students and administrators. This is a big political aspect to it, being able to spin what we do in ways that others can understand. I have enough of facility with words to do that. I listen closely to what is going on. That is time to do it.

Challenges encountered

I followed up with my action plan and developed an introductory course. I worked with some faculty and got NSF funding. It’s been taught and used as a model of best practices and by the on-line education (faculty). And the department is thinking of cutting it. It was very popular. We had good reviews by external reviewers, and by students, and the on-line community. They look to see how we made it work. But the department wants to cut it because it’s not traditional enough.

Workshop participants ran into a variety of challenges when they returned to their home institutions and tried to implement departmental change. The extent to which the twenty-eight institutions have changed seems surprising given these challenges.
Resistance: within and between departments

Resistance from colleagues was the major challenge participants faced when they tried to introduce change. Six interviewees referred to resistant faculty in general terms. A few faculty described the ways in which they educated their colleagues before agreement to make program revisions could be reached. Participants described the difficult process of “getting faculty to reach consensus”. First, resistant faculty had to understand why change was desirable, or the value of courses outside of their own area of expertise, or why change was important to students. Some faculty members were not willing to teach new courses. One participant reported that faculty are territorial and believe that “the content they teach is more important than anything else”. In one institution, when the geology department decided to add a course in chemistry the chemistry department faculty put up a fight.

Budget cuts

It is no surprise that recent cuts in available resources directly affect geoscience departments: About 12 out of 28  respondents reported this as a problem. They cited hiring freezes, and an inability to provide faculty release time for research as examples. 

Time

Lack of time is a third major challenge reported by approximately eleven respondents. Participants did not recognize the time that making change requires from proponents, and the length of time such change might take within an institution. In some cases faculty from small institutions/small geoscience departments described their heavy teaching loads that left them little or no extra time to spend on programmatic change. In other cases faculty did not anticipate the amount of time they would need to spend supporting change. One added that if new courses were proposed the department lacked the resources or a faculty line to hire someone to teach them. Still others referred to the prolonged process of changing courses and obtaining university approval. One faculty member mentioned that the discipline changes much faster than the curriculum can. The following participant described her university faculty’s strategy for using their time more effectively:

Time is the huge challenge, finding time to do it (change the curriculum) and just finding ways to effectively communicate among each other. We all have good camaraderie but when you do this you need better ways to hear each other. Three of us are going to participate in the NSF advance program at the University of Michigan for department groups to go and find ways to better communicate. It’s more looking at the social dynamics of the department, to develop tools to better communicate. Scientists don’t get that, I think.
Administrative support

A few interviewees reported that their deans did not actively support departmental change. Even when they said that they did, no logistical support was provided. In two cases the deans were only interested in increased enrollments. One faculty member told us that the dean “does not value our department and it is hard to convince him that we need to modernize”. In a different institution the workshop participant commented that the dean, while supportive, did not provide logistical support, and the chair lacked the time to “shepherd things through”.

State level factors

State rules and restrictions also directly affect some institutions. In one case the state dictates teaching assistants’ salaries, recently reduced. In a second, state appropriations were cut while at the same time state colleges and universities were not allowed to raise tuitions. 
Role related

Several workshop participants who had hoped to institute change in their departments, but were not department chairs, and found themselves powerless to do so. 

How faculty benefited from attending the workshops

Building Strong Departments was the most important workshop; that was fantastic. I had been here 6 years at that point. One good thing was that department chairs from all kinds of institutions were there, not just regional ones, but community colleges and research I universities. That was good since it built that awareness that the basic problems are the same but there are also differences between us, like our expectations of faculty, kinds of students. I made a lot of contacts and I am pretty good friends with (3 other participants) so when I looked for faculty I’d call these people as a friend. I got a lot of ideas about things people were doing in their own institutions and how they were working to pull faculty together as a team. It used to be like herding cats but people had done retreats of different kinds and internal workshops. I have had people at other institutions in trouble call and say, I need your help, can you visit? 

At the meeting [workshop] we talked about the proper mix of teaching scholarship and service, and the criteria for each and how you judge accomplishments. Also what will get you tenure. We also talked about the characteristics of functioning and non-functional departments. I think we all had the same ideas and it was encouraging to know my experiences were true across the board. One thing I did as a consequence was I put out a department faculty handbook. I used the one at (University) as a model. Included were personnel policies, how we would handle recruitment and faculty development, and the criteria for each step towards tenure.

The workshops proved useful to different participants in many ways, indicating that the workshops were well designed such that they met the needs of diverse participants.  Most returned to their institutions with ideas and energy for strengthening their departments, while a few found the workshop interesting and invigorating but felt that their experience had not contributed to programmatic change. Participants cited the following benefits:

General affirmation:

I cannot stress enough the value of the collective. It does not matter what the topic is.

It is just the collegiality from talking with people at these meetings that is particularly important. This is hard to quantify but it’s been really important, and incredibly important in small departments. You can get so isolated and think your world is in your institution and lose track of what’s going on in geoscience and higher education. 

Faculty mentioned how helpful it had been when participants provided feedback on, or affirmed their ideas and plans. 

The workshop also reinforced my commitment to include geologically oriented observation, data collection, critical thinking, and oral and written reporting in my courses.
Sharing ideas, the diversity of participants and institutions with multiple perspectives, and colleagues who shared common problems all fed into this process. Community colleges found each other to discuss common issues, as did universities. 

A few respondents noted that workshops themes, presentations and conversations led them to think about geoscience more broadly, or helped them develop a “positive attitude about the future of the geosciences’”

Strengthening geoscience departments

Most of what respondents learned at the workshops helped them to strengthen their departments, in both overarching and more specific ways. In addition to what has been reported above, interviewees mentioned the following:

· Faculty members gained an understanding of the role of department chair. One new chair commented that s/he learned what the role of the chair entailed through talking with other chairs, while others learned about facets of being chairs that they had not appreciated. One chair commented, “I learned that being chair was more than just filling out paperwork”. 

· Two participants found discussions about working with difficult faculty and mentoring new faculty were helpful.

· Two participants acquired and used strategies to pull their faculty together through retreats and internal workshops.
· One told us that he “brought back to our faculty meeting a discussion of the proper mix of teaching scholarship and service, criteria for each, how to judge accomplishments, and the characteristics of functional/happy and non-functional departments”.
· One entire department collaboratively developed a poster for the geoscience workshop.

Curriculum change

Faculty in the midst of revising their programs and curricula, and trying to determine how to design a ‘reform curriculum’ picked up ideas from other participants. One realized that her institution’s curricula should be more flexible than it is (which she had not believed in advance), another, in what ways his institution should update the curriculum to respond to new research thrusts such as global warming and global sensing. These ideas subsequently informed course and program development at universities and colleges.

One thing that came out of the workshop was the idea of what the curricula at other schools look like. Are we preparing students for what they need and want? We are re-designing the curriculum in GES and it will come to a vote in a week and a half. The workshop helped me, as part of a committee, to say, “this is what schools are doing”, and refer them to what other groups have done…the faculty on the committee haven’t spent time looking at other curriculums, so I could bring that back to them.
Politics and credibility

Several participants returned to their institutions with increased credibility. Referencing other universities’ curricula and programs, changes within the field, or specific such as the curricula at other institutions added weight to their suggested course revisions.

One thing was I got a lot of mileage out of fact that we were invited. I don’t know how (workshop convener) picked me but I’m grateful and I’ve milked it for all it is worth. To say that we were one of three comprehensive institutions invited made administrators look at us. 

Faculty members also used documents from workshops and the website as well as information they had gleaned for strategic political purposes. For example

· One used a letter that workshops participants crafted, and included it plus the Characteristics of Thriving Geoscience departments in a report to the administration. 
I came back [from the Building Strong Geoscience Departments workshop] and wrote up a report on what I had learned with a few bullet points to the administration. I think I took the letter we crafted at the end [of the workshop, including Characteristics of Thriving Departments] and made it part of my report. I wanted them to see it was not just me talking about it but the collective wisdom of the group. I used it to put us into position in advance of our program review and we were also in the midst of administrative change with a new president and others she brought in. All deans were new, and I wanted to be certain we had a record to pass from one administrator to the next. I know I took the letter to the department chairs and included it [in my report] to say, “These are some things our group believes in collecting and you will see the characteristics of our department [thriving departments]”. I could spin it politically.
· A departmental chair brought information back from the workshop he attended that was influential in making curricular changes:

I lead the changes as department head. The workshop was extremely valuable. I was interested in hearing what else was happening around the country and what successes other faculty had had. You get input from many sources and that was one of the better ones—it factored into some of our decisions…we were in the midst of revising our curriculum when I was there. I made lots of comments and notes of things to feed into the conversation about revision. I can’t pinpoint one or two things I got there that I hadn’t heard. I had heard many of them before but hearing that someone had done it before added a lot of weight to our evaluation.
· One faculty member subsequently organized an advisory group meeting in order to build connections with the local community and included alumni and graduate school faculty.

· In one department with a new dean, the workshop served as a catalyst for “reflecting on who we were and what we did well”. Before attending the Carleton workshop the faculty met with their Dean for his/her thoughts about the department’s strengths and weaknesses.

Recruitment

Several faculty members benefited from other participants’ strategies for recruiting students, which they tried within their own departments. One learned the value of using alumni for recruitment; another had not previously understood the importance of “going after students multiple times”. 

Student careers

A few participants left the workshops with strategies for helping their students. One felt better able to suggest universities where his students could pursue advanced degrees; a second became more proactive with students about career/future plans; a third learned what graduate schools sought in students graduating from undergraduate programs. Subsequent to attending a workshop one participant offered his own to prepare graduating seniors: Students were required to prepare formal curriculum vitae, work with the career center and have mock job interviews.  The same professor posted personal profiles from employers and employees and asked those students doing research to review them and post their own. 

I tried to take a little more active approach to advising. When I first started it was done in a passive reactive way and I turned that around. I became more active and we had a meeting at the beginning of the semester. We gave the students pizza and gave them a power point on “just facts”— all the facts about the major, the courses, the field program, that they should be thinking about joining a society and a bunch of things like that, and my contact information. We met with them and chit chatted. Only half of the majors came. The others I sent the power point to. I use that as a guide for them and send it out a lot. Now they know what’s expected. I have an email list for the juniors and seniors. I try to be proactive and involved. I’ve been encouraging them to think about graduate school, even for a masters. We have a couple of African American students, and I told them how important it was to keep their grades up, and gave them information on minority scholarships.  It hadn’t been done that way before.
Networking 

While all faculty members in our sample met new faculty, about 16/28 contacted someone later. Some mentioned that the workshops were good networking events, increased their own networks significantly, and that they developed long-term relationships as a result. They mentioned that when contacting someone else they sought ‘general advice’, support, to compare approaches to achieve common objectives, to discuss plans and results, how to involve students in service learning, and for examples of personnel documents.

A few reported that in the past they had been in touch with other participants, but not recently. Several noted that although they did not contact anyone subsequent to the workshop(s), they knew whom to contact if/when they wanted to. Two reported that they had not received contact information for participants at the workshops they attended.

Use of Geoscience Website/Carleton

I use the website, not just the future of Geoscience but the whole thing. I use it for ideas for teaching, for exercises for classes, I’ve gone for research purposes, tools that people have, I’ve gone to the site for our curriculum work, and for my presentation I drew on it because there are some interviews with people about what they are looking for in students and what courses students should have. I’ve used all the parts. I think it’s really a great resource and I’m amazed when I run into people who haven’t used it so I pass (the URL) on.

Participants visit the website with varying frequencies, from as often as they can to a few times a year. A few participants have never visited the Geoscience website and others visit it infrequently. One commented that the site lacked the depth and detail in workshop summary documents and the kind of nuts and bolts she needed. The fact that faculty visit the site to secure a wide range of information is evidence that the site serves its audience well and offers a range of information. Faculty visited the site for the following:

· Course development, assessments, modules, Ideas for labs, projects, examples of syllabi, and ideas for field courses and trips

· Pedagogy and ‘teaching ideas’

· Current research results

· To develop presentations

· To find information for writing grants

· To collect career information for students

· For ‘models’ from other institutions, for example a similar institution that successfully draws majors

· To gather information for more political purposes: to collect ideas for a dean [‘here are suggestions from this large network and this is why we want to do this’]; to gather data for presentations to the administration

· For information from past or for future workshops

A few people have found the website so massive that they found it difficult or impossible to find what they were looking for, even one interviewee who described it as organized logically. Size was the deterring factor. 

All of us from the department use it for ideas developing new courses or adding new modules. It’s a fantastic resource and graduate students and lab instructors use it too. We use as much as we have time to use it. There are great resources. My only criticism is sometimes, as an outside person who needs something on Thursday, it’s hard to dive in and get what you need. It is so big – it’s a detracting factor and (colleague) said it and lab instructors say it too. I think there’s a terrific logic to it but it’s seen by folks as easier to use than it is. I can always find what I want eventually.
Action Plans

Participants developed action plans in advance of some workshops, and we asked faculty in our sample who had developed action plans in what ways the planning had been beneficial. A few could not remember if they had developed plans or not, or could not remember what their plans included. Some had, in fact, implemented most of items in their plans and felt that the planning process was helpful.

Summary

The geoscience workshops that Carleton has offered to faculty/departments have been of great use to participants, and in a wide range of ways. The workshops have supported, and/or helped faculty members initiate, change within their departments. These changes are aligned with the evolving direction of the field. According to some faculty members, the workshops provide the venue for developing a geoscience community that some have found fairly unique.  Many workshop participants also believe that the website is valuable, and includes more information that they need than they can find elsewhere.
Appendix: interview protocol and survey tables

Interview protocol for workshop participants 
Name 

Roles in department

Which cut of sample

Email address and phone number

Interviewer
Workshops attended: [Check]
· Building strong Geoscience Departments/Developing Pathways to Strong Departments for the Future [2/2005]

· Dep’t role in preparing future Geoscience professionals [1/2007]

· Connecting Geoscience dept’s to the future of science [4/2007]

· Other [put in here]

INTERVIEW:
This is a confidential interview. Do you have any questions about the evaluation or how I’ll use this information?

Workshops attended

I see that you attended [workshops] --- is this correct?

Were you a planner for or presenter at any of the workshops you attended?

Why did you decided to attend the workshop? Did you have goals in mind?
Interviewee’s department

Please describe your department

How has it changed within the past 4-5 years? 

What led to these changes?

What changes are you planning now?

What challenges did you face and are you facing in making change? 
Role of workshop[s] 

Did/how did the workshop play a role in the changes you have made and the ways in which you have met challenges?

Action Plan [Key points of his/her plan should be entered here before interview]

Did you develop a plan [if not known. Otherwise mention key points they wrote]

In what ways did writing a plan prove to be useful?

In what ways/to what extent were you able to carry out your plan?

What happened?

What challenges did you encounter?

[Anticipated challenges or barriers from plan should be entered here]

Did it help you to articulate anticipated barriers to carrying out your plan? 
Networking/Website: 

Did you make any contacts at a workshop you’ve stayed in touch with? 

What have you communicated about?
Website

Have you/how have you used the Geosciences web/resources?

What’s been useful to you? 

Other

Is there anything else that you’d like to mention?

Survey Data
Display 1: How action plan was beneficial (N=11)
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Display 2: Challenges to making change (N=11)
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“Other” responses included a lack of commitment to teaching, lack of comparative data to show that changes would help, and overall lack of interest in faculty

Display 3: Website Use (N=11)
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Display 4: Information sought on website (N=11)
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