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Hi, Eli and Peg,

I had a good meeting with your students yesterday. The students were asked to break up into groups of 4-6 with a request that the groups be comprised (at least in part) of students who do not usually talk to each other about how things are going in class.

The students were asked two questions: 

1. What helps you learn in the program?

2. What improvements would you like and how would  you suggest they be made?

While you will notice much more energy around the second question, a great majority of the students were enthusiastic about the class as a whole and were looking for a tune-up rather than an overhaul.  The students requested that this summary be posted on the web so they can look at how the conversation is being summarized.  I told them I would pass that on to the two of you.

You will see group numbers attached to each question, but in reality, the groups reported out in a different order to each question.  I asked the students to report back themes that either all or the majority of their group of 4-6 agreed with.  When I brought them back together after the first small group discussion, I was able to get a sense from the group as a whole about the level of agreement with each issue presented.  

With the second question, there was not time to poll the class as a whole for agreement.  I did get a sense, however, that there was predominant agreement with the points that were being put forth by each group.   

In the interest of time to get this to you, I am providing you with the notes that were taken rather than  collapsing the information further.  Thus, you will notice some redundancy.  In the second question, I also asked the groups to only present new answers to the question, so in several cases, they echoed what was already mentioned above even though it is not presented in each group’s responses.  

Thank you for the opportunity to come into your program.  I was very impressed by the students’ unusually strong engagement with the process.  

What Helps you learn in the Program?

Group 1

· Study guides help look for deeper meaning (this was the only response to question 1 where not all agreed)

· Field trips where there is a chance to talk to knowledgeable person

· When whole class is together presenting ideas and sharing

Group 2

· Peer editing

· Control over seminar structure

· Available material on the web

· Outside meetings/fieldtrips make in-class work feel relevant

· Mandala and writing that went along with it – we were able to make what we wanted

· Check-ins

Group 3

· Active participation by students and faculty

· Smaller group discussions

· Art projects

· When information is on the web, it’s helpful

Group 4

· Focused group discussions

· Approachability of faculty

Group 5

· Group discussions

· Aquifer trip was cool because it related to personal experience

· Art

What Improvements Would You Like and How Would You Suggest it be Made?

Overall, the students would like more clarity, consistency and communication, which is the overarching theme and many of the comments below reflect this.  The students had so much to say about the Study Guides and how they are being used. This seems a specific area that the students would like to talk with you about.  The also talked at length about their interest in having more art projects embedded into the curriculum.

Group 1

· Equal work between faculty – unclear of influence of both faculty in assignments

· Study Guide to be used as seminar guide vs writing assignments

· More integration between what read, fieldtrips and art (currently feels fragmented)

· More art (all students agreed on this point)

· More preparation of students to be ready for fieldtrips so they can ask good questions

· More advanced notice re: assignments

Groups 2

· Time mangement (e.g., spent 2 days on peer critique of mandalas when in the end not everyone presented.  Students felt this would have been just as meaningful to do in small groups and would have taken less time)

· More theoretical grounding for assignments (e.g., art history/critique covered before expected to critique mandalas)

· Faculty review covenant again to shape assignemtns, clearly assign work to students in advance and provide feedback to students. (e.g., students often do not understand what’s going on when)

· Students review covenant re preparation (this was really stressed)

· Study Guides “force” students to view the text from a certain direction vs. their individual thought

· Potluck at Ely or Peg’s outside of class time

· Use study guides for discussion vs. proof to teacher that you’ve done the work, even though students should be responsible to show how engage with class material

Group 3

· Feels like two different classes regarding assignments, direction and expectations (e.g., one faculty gave seminar option of turning in assignment, other faculty told seminar needed to be turned in typed)

· Even a vague syllabus with advanced notice of assignments, then updated weekly would be helpful (e.g., it was not clear that notes from first ½ of the quarter needed to be included in portfolio until portfolio was turned in.  They liked the day Ely wrote a checklist on the board of points to discuss and then it was backed up with information on-line)

Group 4

· More challenging workload vs. “busywork”, with options beyond essays (e.g., free, expressive writing, journal entries, art pieces)

Group 5

· Half hour meetings on Tuesdays to prepare for week, with wrap-up meetings on Fridays.  Don’t rely solely on web as students sometimes cannot get access or web is down

· More workshops to present material

PAGE  
3

