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Context After two terms: Fall 2017 and Winter 2018 Successes: lessons learned so far

. . . Wh ienced it? First choi . . . . . . .
e Project funding: Large TLEF Students’ chosen events include: J T icaﬂanﬁe) o  Student feedback confirms miniproject is motivational.
 Course: EOSC114, Natural Disasters * Willing to make public: f2f =83%,; DE=77% III I e O === EE= 2 Lonelde,cebris o or 1ol * Prediction + map review: students like using results.
* Students: 1500-2000 in 8 f2f and DE sections / year * Who experienceit = o by || 4% " other naturl evert « Students appreciate choice & freedom to pursue interests
 Demographics: 15t — 4t year, all degrees « Type of event > o L " icane oyt on cyclone e Open-ended gns are well-answered even if not graded.
* Instructors change for each of 6 modules * Course framework concept of interest > S . * Worksheet = LMS submission enables assessment + maps.
° ° . ope 0% Earthquake . . ~ .
 Admin. instructor provides ‘stability’ * Information source & type orefored framework concent (wh Pfw2  Rfwl  DEw2 “ * Maps via fusion table: takes TA ~1/2 hr using a template.
* Question to authors & type =2 o itigation Cestion tvne
This project’s objectives * Image & caption & type o Cnseaences | o Challenges: lessons learned so far
Enable students from ALL disciplines to ... * Written description: 60-100 words > Processes s0% = Notrealy refted o * Pilotingin Co’nnect for deploymen:c in Canve}ws is costly.
l I I 1 1f1 1 1 60% Philosophica olitica 1cl l
... practice reading & applying scientific thinking o Fhopriclpoltics * Students don't visit results unless ‘required’.
: . eq vo Is st wa ei 40% . o . . .
o practice peer review Time on task: - each map: 40 —+ 18 mins. = -~ q vo | Is st wa ei | f;khaT:SSLE::.*'Or  Maintenance & |mprovement Of hOmework & active
20% i tions 1 1 1 1 1
e ... assess thinking skills, attitudes & knowledge - each review: 55 = 30 mins. . ffrw.-w_ p learning requires instructor buy-in & commitment. But ...
e ... have some elements of choice - Reading homework: f2f= 2.3 &= 1.4hrs; de= 3.3 =£ 2.4hrs & o 2 O oo et * ...course structure inhibits agile course evolution.
* ...contribution creatively to a class-wide resource. (Structure: 6 instructors, f2f = DE, demographics, etc.)
Miniproject sequence: first attempt, second, and planned for Fall 20218
Course structure Next steps See “Third version plan”, to the left.
First pilot, 2017w1 Second pilot, 2017w?2 Third version plan, 2018w1 * Conversion to Canvas:
, . o, e 5 Ve _
How are ‘creative projects’ situated within the course: 1. Map 1: Any event (eg. given) 1. Map 1: Any event 1. Map 1 (any) + ComPair training (G) - Trials in 2018s, fully implement 2018W1.
| 2. Map 2: Earthquake event 2. Map 2: EQ event 2. Map 2 (eq) + map 1 gns (G) e Clarify peer review decision making: Employ ComPair. Ask:
Previous Model Current Model 3. Map 3: Volcano event 3. Q'nsetre. map 1 (G) + . C L 5
| R . 3. Review map 2 + followup - Which is better - A or B-
1. Modules: 7 1. Modules: 7 4. Map 4: Landslide event - Peer-review pilot A: 3 entries S . . .
2. Classes: lectures + 2. Classes: lectures + 5. Map 5: Storm event 4. Map 3: VO or LS event 4. Map 3 (vo /Is) + map 2 gns (G) - Incorporate 4-5 criteria, 2 of which are “open-ended”.
:Zofg]vi \C/\llIOCrI'(|(GSr|:eetS :Z(z‘r:vs \C/\IIIC():flirseetS 6. Map 6: Wave/coasta| event 5. Map 4 ST event + 5. Review Map 3+ fO”OWUp - ReqU|re feed baCk to bOth entry.
3. Homework: 0 3. Homework: 6 e Lkl o retieltine Sl “predict storms map pattern 6. Map 4 (st / wa) + map 3 gns (G) - Scaffold this skill with models and a training step.
4. “Practice quizzes”: 7 - Prior knowledge check: 1 - Pilot peer eval’n with self- 6. Q'n set re. map 4 (G) + 7. Map 5 = augment a favorite. (~G) .
5 Tests: 3 midterms + final - Scientific readings: 5 types assess questions + - follow up predictions + ' (G) ' ded - Compa re 4-6 dnonymous palrs.
. - Worksheet = submit online ) - Peer-revi ilot B: 3 = graae . ey
. _ Surve eer-review pilot B: compare
6 {*g_tsiztgse R 4. Mini-project, distributed as | Y * Increase graded revisiting of maps.
ORI 17 T S e < Focus o his postr * Balance repetition and variety of tasks.
5. “Practice quizzes”: 0 ] ) " )
6. Tests: 3 midterms + final S _ * Re-introduce an augmented final “favorite” entry.
e o o — iniproject part1 1709.. Q
Miniprojects for students R
All submissions for part 1 of eosc114 ¢ °
Teaching objectives (T ey | ?47 0 Conclusions to date:
. . . . 7 o A L) isqually Earthqu.. @ \ oRITisH L ® I I ISiti
1. Enhance student motivation & personal interest. e e ¢ A ks Q —— Students like making to & revisiting maps.
. . by hazards Dy v L 2B - ® . s
2. Expose students to experiences & interests of v Beride 8(%78 9 b @91? e 13;“ 4 978 | 9»6 0 20 oty e otrstinPor 66'(_0\;_6__@ WOrkSheet.S + LMS + fusion table enables |
colleagues. oo fcassnli e 4*@9 9 MB(.Q;Q%‘ Y ’Q Go g Yo %@ | " OL - efficient delivery, assessment & display.
: : L Q Tounem 00000 o i VN e Y0ea Q. QW T et o~ . S : . L
3. Explore strategies for creative learning in large classes. 0 volcae o 99%8//5 ¢ O 9'9“99%993 T ° feer r”eV|ew. partial success; needs adjusting.
. . ‘W3 50} 70 Mali T Nie [ sudan = ¥ 1536' 18900 - 49. : o L ° . o .
4. EX :)lore peer reVIeW Optlons for Ve ry Iarge ClasseS. 9:;he;nat:ral(r:éthr:én-madeieven:h(ﬂo:d,... 14 e 283 8“‘-§S Lo 922 q‘o {{?0 :;r:z:f::e:meq eeeeee (+ ) san%'com | COSt tO InStrUC.tOr & TA IS ma na.geable o
I T _pmj‘m\ 0 .. o A \ ) B 0 * Student perceptions: overwhelmingly positive
[_earn ing go a|s for projects ::,:::Zmon s pacif Q) < s 93959 i wh2001/02/28
. !49 E — 2 0 image: "How to make it more interesting, efficient or helpful for learning?" "What did you like, or do you think worked well?"
1. Create/share personally relevant peer reviewed content. e Feedback comment codes %of 100samples  Feedback comment codes % of 100 samples
2. Increase google mapping & research skills. s i il 8 o change ersonalinfo. more detals etc — Z‘X‘Egr‘]’:z:‘;gn‘;‘fs:;:Z‘:‘ec:r‘:fneg =~
3. Relate course-wide framework Concepts to perSOna”y loen el guidelines, expectations, relation to tests 20% maps; seeing my & others' entries  [16%
interesting events structure: sequence, closer relation to lectures  13% helped with learning 13%
. . different or shorter questions 10% real life connection 11%
. . 5 questions:
4. Characterize global distributions of natural hazards and Peer review strategy — pilot Peer review pilot results ST timing or process of submission 8% Helped see the big picture 10%
] ] o S00% descrip style partners, team or group work 7% other 9%
classmates' interests / experiences. e Worked well: 2 oo - image caption negative comment 4% reuse of prior work 8%
. [ . 7 ” . -] question posed quick - easy 7%
- Specific questions about “correctness” of entries. fo L ttles iioroiect 7 feedback (337 submissions regative =
Achievements to date - Predicting results & subsequent follow-up. 3 200% W Pro)
. . 1 1 *E 0 ] appreciated looking at some of the
1. Maps & info from hundreds of student submission - Questions upon review of whole maps. i o e by oy oo o I Acknowledgements
2. Predict results; follow up by revisiting maps * Worked but needs improvement: 2 S % s bore sore | sorb bore sore |appreciated checking the maps of events I . 235§:it5;?iit;3§tor/admin:Support'
. we all contributed, once they were... ¢
3. Online database of hazards for future student entries - Peer review: choose best of two Which of twois "better” | Why s your choice better? What”:am; " ‘.::g " S Har,offcal PI: ongoing support &
4. Pilot: submit / characterize sources, images, g’ns, etc. * Did not work well A raskswere.. ecasy | difficult riniproject tass ws ntresting o me. I RSt eosct1a rginato: sduocte &
5. Pilot: automated assessment strategies - Peer review: rubric for comparing two entries. clear| 24% | 21% | 45% feel morerelevant or more worthentile - + M. Ver, DE instructor: willing to pilot in DE.
. . : : 1FFi . fusi 25% 1% % * STUDENTS: f husiasti &
6. Pilot: Self-assessment emulating peer assessment * Students perception of clarity and difficulty: 2 contusing 4:; 21; 2> o s o w0 w0 0 ey o enipstastic engagement
7. Di Ot: Synthetic VerSionS Of peer reVieW (tWO trieS) - Spllt 50/50 on easy/dlfflcult VS Clea r/conquIng Strongly Agree Agree neither Disagree M Strongly Disagree * TLEF: endorsing and funding the project.




