20-30% of students majoring in Geology or Physical Geography at UT
are transfer students, however there is little data on the success these

Personal, ongoing contact with UT faculty and students, along with exposure to diverse and exciting A mixed-methods approach to data collection is used to address
geoscience fields, will increase CC student interest and preparation for success in 4-year programs.  the evaluation questions. This approach includes interviews with

transfer students experience compared with students who begin their Inputs Activities Outputs Outcomes ]Ea.rtlﬁ T;\at.lng faculty,ff;) cUS gr(iugs V\gth rehcrwtr?d students af[, they
college education at UT. In general, there is very little interaction N —— . UT & CC faculty . # of faculty Ty nis cIf COUrsSe Of £-year siudy 4 gac pariner C(?mmu.nl y .
between geoscience faculty at UT and at local community colleges. planning activities interactions ~ Tmproved faculty college campus, survey data measuring student satistaction with
* Recruit CC students *  # of recruiting communication individual program activities, a focus group with the first cohort of
_ . _ UT and for GSMIT B events and UT — [ ¢ Greater student g
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Evaluation efforts are contracted with a third party evaluator, the UT College of Social Work Office of Research and Public Service (UT SWORPS). Evaluation activities Interim reports will be prepared for primary investigators and
are guided by the program’s logic model, span over the grant’s 3-year period, and address both formative and summative evaluation issues. Evaluation plan and data other key stakeholders at the end of Year 1 and then again at

collection strategies will be refined as needed throughout the grant in accordance with what is most useful to the program while also staying true to funder requirements.  tha end of Year 2 to inform continuous program improvement.
Evaluation activities seek to answer the following questions:
Formative Evaluation:

1.
2.

3
4.
S

What strategies did the program use to recruit students in participating community colleges (CCs)? What recruitment methods were most successful and what were
barriers to recruitment? How did recruitment methods for transfer students differ from those used for freshmen? Was there more demand for program participation than

the program had resources to serve? If so, how did the program prioritize students?

Summative Evaluation:

1. How did the program affect short/medium term outcomes for CC students pursuing STEM careers?

AW

Were there any perceived program benefits for UT 4-year students?

ow did t
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ne program affect long term outcomes for CC students pursuing STEM careers?
ne program affect outcomes related to connections between participating CC and U

ne program affect outcomes related to improvement of recruitment/placement of transfer students from CCs to UT?

A final project report addressing program implementation,
outputs and outcomes will be prepared at the end of Year 3.
UT SWORPS will work with GEOPATHS’ primary

investigators to develop a plan to disseminate findings to the

What was the demographic profile of CC students participating in the program? How does the demographic profile of these students compare to the demographic greater public and other interested parties, as it is
profile of UT freshmen and sophomores enrolled in geology and physical geography programs? e e o o — - . appropriate.

. Were program activities and outputs consistent with what was planned?
What strategies did the program use to break down some of the impediments to transferring to UT?

. What did collaboration with CC faculty look like? How were partnerships developed and maintained?
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