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Introduction

In 2020, a team of faculty members from the University of Texas at
El Paso (UTEP), Florida International University (FIU), and the
University of Miami (UM) received a five-year Hispanic-Serving
Institution (HSI) grant from the National Science Foundation (NSF)
to develop engineering instructional faculty (EIF) as leaders of
educational change at HSI.

Developing EIF as Leaders of Educational Change at HSI
Project

As noted in their NSF proposal, EIF represents an understudied, undersupported population that
is important in educating Latinx engineering students.! The project was built from a previous
NSF HSI Dear Colleague Letter (DCL) conference grant, the Rethinking Engineering Education
at HSI project, which funded a series of workshops that focused on identifying challenges and
opportunities in STEM education at HSI. The current project sought to further explore the role of
EIF at HSI and develop a leadership program to support their efforts for educational change.
Specifically, the Developing EIF as Leaders of Educational Change at HSI project proposed to
accomplish the following objectives over the five years outlined as part of the grant:

Develop a rich understanding of the perspectives and experiences of EIF at HSI;
Define a framework to support EIF as leaders of educational change;

Identify learning experiences that support EIF leadership development;

B2 o=

Design and implement an engineering leadership academy (hereafter, “the
Institute™?), which is a self-sustaining, within- and cross-institutional faculty
development model that equips instructional faculty and amplifies their leadership of
educational change at HSI; and

1 Kendall, M., Strong, A., Basalo, I., & Henderson, G. (2019). Collaborative research: Developing engineering
instructional faculty as leaders of educational change at Hispanic-serving institutions. Submitted to NSF for HSI
grant.

2 This is now referred to as “the AMPLIFY Institute” by the project team.

.



Evaluation of the Developing Engineering Instructional Faculty as Leaders of

Educational Change at Hispanic-Serving Institutions Project Year 4 Report | I le StEd ’

WestEd.org

5. Increase the use of innovative, culturally responsive, and evidence-based teaching
approaches in engineering education programs at HSI.

To accomplish these goals, the project plans to utilize a series of action research cycles over the
five years of the grant that facilitate intentional iterative phases for planning, action, observation,
and reflection. Each action research cycle is described in the following paragraphs:

« Action Research Cycle 0 was completed as part of the aforementioned NSF-funded
DCL conference work and included a series of workshops that were made available to a
national sample of engineering faculty from HSI to jointly identify areas for further
exploration in engineering education.

« Action Research Cycle 1 has been the focus of the project's last couple of years. During
the planning phase, the research team conducted a needs assessment that included a case
study approach to inform the development of the pilot. Engineering instructional faculty
members from representative HSI in Florida and Texas participated in two sets of
interviews to provide information about their roles as EIF members, their teaching
experiences at HSI, and their engagement in educational change at their respective
institutions. A literature review further supported the needs assessment and design of the
Institute and served as a foundation for dissemination and research efforts. The initial
proposed design for the Institute included a two-day in-person workshop and a follow-up
monthly small group with office hours that would cover topics such as culturally
responsive pedagogies, the exploration of on- and off-campus resources, and an
introduction to leadership theory and practice. After finalizing their planning, the two-
day in-person workshop structure or kick-off meeting of the institute remained the same,
but the small group office hours became biweekly coaching sessions, and a closing
virtual celebration was added to the program. The first pilot was at FIU with 14
participants. The research team gathered data from the in-person workshop, the bi-
weekly coaching sessions, and the closing event and engaged in reflection to review and
incorporate feedback from the needs assessment and pilot Institute into the second
institute, which was conducted at UTEP with 19 participants, and is the focus of the
Year 4 report.

The research team is currently reflecting and reviewing the feedback from the UTEP
institute and planning to move to Action Research Cycle 2, using the findings and
lessons learned from the Amplify Institute's first two iterations.
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Figure 1. Action Research Cycle 1°
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o Action Research Cycle 2 utilizes the same iterative phases and expands the focus to
include a national sample of EIF (see Figure 2, which was developed by the project
team). The original proposal included a planning phase that will again employ a needs
assessment approach that includes a national survey of 1,500 EIF, the further refinement
of the Institute, and the development of an Institute with a national audience. The
research team is working on the planning of the survey and a third version of Institute
for 40 EIF fellows. The team did a deeper refinement of the institute than originally
planned between the FL and TX versions and expects to have the original number of
proposed Institute participants by running a 40-participant Institute in El Paso, Texas in
Fall 2024. The team is redesigning how the national Institute part of the project will be
implemented. Finally, the project team will engage in reflection to review feedback from
the national needs assessment and third Institute. This cycle is the focus for Year 5 of the
grant.

3 Kendall, M., Strong, A., Basalo, |., & Henderson, G. (2019). Collaborative research: Developing engineering
instructional faculty as leaders of educational change at Hispanic-serving institutions. Submitted to NSF for HSI
grant.
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Throughout the grant, the project team plans to disseminate their findings broadly. Specifically,
the proposed dissemination plan for the project relies on five primary channels: (1) the Institute
and the National Institute Conference, (2) an Institute website, (3) the NSF National Resource
Hub for STEM Education at HSI (HSI Hub), (4) relevant conferences, and (5) peer-reviewed
journal articles to reach a variety of local, national, and international stakeholders.

Evaluation Plan

WestEd.org

FIU contracted with WestEd in June 2020 to conduct a mixed-methods evaluation that combined
formative and summative components. The current report addresses the evaluation’s
implementation during the fourth year of the program by answering the following questions:

1.

2
3
4.
5

How has the project implemented its core components?

Has the program achieved its recruitment goals for each component?

What are the Institute participants’ perceptions of the Institute?

What types of participants’ projects emerged from the Institute?”

How are participants supported to implement their projects by the grant leadership

team?

4 Kendall, M., Strong, A., Basalo, |., & Henderson, G. (2019). Collaborative research: Developing engineering
instructional faculty as leaders of educational change at Hispanic-serving institutions. Submitted to NSF for HSI

grant.

5 In the proposal, “projects” was referred to as “innovations.” The project team agreed to change the language to

“projects” this year for EIFs; thus, we edited this research question to reflect that change.

—5—
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6. What factors have facilitated the implementation of each project component during
the first year of the project?

7. What barriers emerged in each of the project components during the fourth year of the
project? How did the project team address these barriers?

8. What lessons were learned that leadership can apply to future activities that are part
of the project?

Evaluation Methodology

In winter 2023, WestEd researchers conducted semi-structured virtual focus groups with project
leadership and Institute participants to learn about the project implementation during the fourth
year of the grant. Three faculty members from across the three institutions participated in the
leadership focus group, and one of them contributed later in writing: an Associate Professor from
the Department of Engineering Education and Leadership and principal investigator (PI) of the
project from UTEP; an Assistant Professor of Engineering Education/PI in FIU’s School of
Universal Computing, Construction, and Engineering Education (SUCCEED); an Associate
Professor of Professional Practice/Co-PI from the Department of Mechanical and Aerospace
Engineering at UM; and a Director of Learning Platforms at UM. Five Institute participants
participated in the virtual focus groups. The WestEd researchers conducted two focus groups
with a total of four Institute participants.

During the Year 4 focus groups, WestEd researchers asked a series of questions to the leadership
team and Institute participants about the project activities during the fourth year of the project,
their perceptions of the factors that had facilitated the implementation of these activities, and the
challenges that each group encountered during the project and how they had addressed those
challenges. The project leadership interview protocol also included questions about the lessons
learned from Year 3 and the changes made from Year 3 to Year 4.

In addition to the participant focus groups, WestEd staff updated the surveys used in the previous
year to reflect changes made to the program and administered them to gather information about
Institute activities. Participants had three opportunities to answer the surveys: 1) after the
Institute kickoff meeting, 2) once in the middle of the coaching sessions®, and 3) after the closing
Institute celebration. All Institute participants (n=19) responded to the post-kickoff survey,
approximately half (n=10) responded to the mid-coaching survey, and most (n=14) participants
responded to the post-Institute survey.

8 For the TX institute, we conducted only one survey in the middle of the coaching sessions, which was one of the
changes in evaluation activities from the FL institute, where we did bi-weekly surveys.

—6—
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Additionally, WestEd researchers conducted structured observations of three coaching sessions.
The evaluation team randomly selected one virtual coaching session per coach to observe using
an observation rubric (see Appendix C)’.

WestEd researchers conducted a qualitative analysis of the focus groups. The researchers
developed an initial coding scheme that was based on the protocol questions and codes that were
added during the analysis process. Each researcher analyzed the transcripts independently, and
then the researchers met as a team to discuss the first round of analysis. Once the team had
reached a consensus after the first round of coding, they conducted a second round of coding.
The researchers identified themes across the focus groups to answer the evaluation questions.
Researchers conducted a descriptive analysis of the surveys, including frequencies and
percentages of responses to the survey items.

Results

How has the project implemented its core components?

In the fourth year of the project, the team postponed the spring 2024 Institute to fall 2024 due to
leaves of absences among leadership team. The remaining members of the leadership team used
the spring semester to analyze the Institute notes, participants’ experiences, and feedback
collected during the first round of the Institute in fall 2023. With this information, they
redesigned and adjusted some of the Institute's content and delivered a second round of the
Institute in Texas during the fall of 2024. The team reported that the main changes to the Institute
included: (1) having the coaching groups meet in-person at the kick-off; (2) adding a “Coaching
0 Session” to describe and demonstrate the process of coaching to participants; and (3) including
mentors for each coaching group from the first Institute.

For the fall 2024 Institute, the team recruited participants from HSI institutions in Texas and
New Mexico and received 43 applications; however, not all applicants were eligible. Initially,
they selected 20 applicants and maintained a wait list with another 10 applicants. Four people
were moved from the wait list before the kickoff meeting. The Institute began with an in-person
kickoff at the University of Texas at El Paso with 19 participants. After the kickoff meeting, the
participants met biweekly with their coaching teams. As in the first Institute, each project faculty
member served as a coach for a group, but this time, the coaches met with their groups during the
in-person kickoff meeting, and each group had a mentor assigned. Mentors were participants

7 This time, we only had one coaching survey, and we did not have ratings for each coaching session, so this
process was different than the one used for Year 3.
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from the first Institute and received a small stipend and training to serve as mentors for the Texas
Institute.

The coaching session design did not significantly change from the previous version of the
Institute. The coaching sessions lasted about an hour and a half and included predetermined
topics and guiding questions. Most coaching sessions were structured in three parts: (1) a check-
in and participant accountability where participants reported on their progress and their
homework/to-do for that session, (2) a topic presentation with guiding questions or materials,
and (3) a closing with the next steps. The updated Institute included seven coaching sessions
with various topics related to the participants’ project implementation. The second Institute
included an additional coaching session (Session 0) that was designed as an introductory session
about coaching. Another change from the previous Institute was the order of sessions 2 and 3
(see Table 2 for a list of coaching session titles).

Table 2. List of Coaching Sessions

Session Title

0 What is coaching? What can I expect from this experience?

Who is my team? What are my resources?

How do you leverage your students as assets?
What does it look like for me to lead as an EIF?

Mid-point check-in/Where am I now and what do I need to do from here?
What will success look like? How will I know?

What’s next?

S | A W N =

After the coaching sessions, participants were invited to a post-Institute celebration. At the
celebration, the participants had the opportunity to share their projects and receive feedback from
participants who were not part of their assigned coaching group.

Although the second round of the Institute in Texas was postponed to the fall of 2023, the
original plan was to do a deep revision of the Institute materials after its completion and since the
team completed their deep revision in spring 2023, they are partially on track with their original
plans. During the focus groups, the leadership team noted that by starting the second Institute
later, the team had the opportunity to conduct a thorough review of the materials and activities
and refine the Institute for the second cohort. The team also noted that this delay means the
project is about one and a half years behind its original timeline. According to the project
leadership, the next steps for the project include reflections and revision of the data collected
from the second round of the Institute, planning for a fall 2024 version of the Institute with about
40 participants, the deployment of the national survey, the design of the national Institute, and
the continuation of dissemination efforts.
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Has the program achieved its recruitment goals for each
component?

In Year 4, the leadership team focused on recruiting 20 participants for the Texas Institute, using
a similar strategy as the recruitment efforts in Florida; which included reaching out to
engineering programs from a list of all the HSIs in Texas and New Mexico that had engineering
programs. The team sent the invitations to faculty at the HSIs using their AMPLIFY Institute
email address. Additionally, the team leaders sent information to all administrators at the
targeted HSIs and other professional networks to explain the program and ask for their support in
distributing invitations to instructional faculty. Institute participants received a stipend of $3,000
for their in-person participation at the kickoff meeting and their participation in the majority of
the coaching sessions. The leadership team expressed that recruitment was easier during the
second round of the Institute because there are more HSIs in the region and because they were
also able to recruit from institutions in New Mexico due to the proximity. Institute participants
reported that they were recruited for the Texas Institute through email, and 16% of the
participants reported to have participated in other workshops organized by the Institute
leadership.

The Texas Institute received 43 applications. The team initially selected 20 participants and
maintained a wait list of 10 people. Because of the delay in the start date for the second Institute,
and other personal reasons, four initially selected participants withdrew, and four people from
the wait list were moved up. Of the 20 participants, 19 attended the kickoff meeting, and 17
attended all seven coaching sessions. The 19 participants at the kickoff were affiliated with 11
different HSIs in Texas and New Mexico including four community colleges. They worked in
different engineering departments: four were in general Engineering departments, four were in
Electrical and Computing Engineering, three were in Civil Engineering, two were in Aerospace
and Mechanical Engineering, and six were in other Engineering or STEM departments.

When asked about their motivations to participate, respondents to the surveys and focus group
participants indicated that having a learning opportunity that is HSI- and instructional faculty-
specific was a big motivator. In addition, several participants indicated they were motivated by
the opportunity to meet and collaborate with other instructional faculty. As one participant noted,

“We really don't have a budget for professional development at all. So the fact that we
were going to be able to do the professional development and not have to pay for it... |
mean, it was amazing”

Additionally, 80 percent (n=15) of the participants considered the stipend a key motivator for
participating in the Institute. Most participants (n=17) agreed or strongly agreed that the stipend
they received was adequate. Participants regarded the stipend as a form of validation for the
value of their time as well as an incentive to make time in their busy schedules. As one
participant mentioned,
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“The stipend was a big motivator too, very rarely do | participate in anything with a
stipend, particularly of that size. And a lot of times that does affect my decisions, just
because I'm very overwhelmed with how much work | have. And, you know, having that
extra incentive made me constantly push the button instead of just be like... well, sounds
nice...maybe next time.”

What are the Institute participants’ perceptions of the
Institute?

The Institute participants had multiple opportunities to share their perceptions about the Institute
with the evaluation team. The first opportunity was in the post-Institute kickoff survey. All 19
participants in the kickoff meeting responded to the survey, and they all agreed or strongly
agreed that the kickoff meeting successfully clarified the expectations around the Institute. Most
participants also agreed or strongly agreed that the kickoff meeting content was high quality, that
the facilitators were knowledgeable, and that a comfortable space was created to share their ideas
(see Figure 3).

Additionally, most participants reported that during the kick-off meeting, they learned a lot of
vocabulary and how to go from “deficits to assets.” Participants also mentioned that they gained
a new awareness of their students and that what they learned would directly impact their
students. Finally, some participants learned that they were “not alone” and were able to connect
and learn from peers in other HSIs and with similar projects.

Figure 3. Post-Institute Kickoff Perceptions

—-10-
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On a scale of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), please rate your
level of agreement with the following statements about the kick-off meeting

I now unerstand the roles and expectations of the staff and _
coaches in the Institute

e msite T expectedetme s par et
the Institute

The kickoff meeting sessions created a confortable pace to ._
explore my project

expertise inthe topic

highquatttymduser et
high-quality and useful

The kickoff meeting provided opportunities to interact with _

other Institue participants

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Strongly disagree Disagree ™ Undecided ™ Agree B Strongly agree

During the focus groups, participants spoke very highly of the Institute kickoff. Participants were
satisfied with the materials, the quality, and the organization of the kick-off meetings. As one
Institute participant emphasized, “I have never been to professional development as well put
together as this.” Participants also mentioned that they learned about how to run successful
meetings and that they will use some of the materials and techniques used in the kickoff
meetings in their future meetings. Participants and leadership mentioned that the in-person
modality of the kickoff meeting was important, but this time worked out better than in Florida
because most of the participants were traveling from farther away and were able to set the time
aside just to focus on professional development. Additionally, they had the opportunity to meet
the coaching groups and the leadership team in-person, so they were able to build rapport with
them before the online activities.

After the kickoff meeting, the participants began their coaching sessions. The evaluation team
administered a survey midway through the coaching sessions with a 53% response rate (n=10).
The majority of participants who responded to this survey agreed or strongly agreed that they felt
listened to and supported by the coaches and that the resources shared during the coaching
sessions were helpful. Participants who responded to the survey also agreed or strongly agreed
that the coaching sessions had a purpose and helped them develop their projects (see Figure 4).

—-11 -
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Figure 4. Perceptions About the Coaching Sessions

Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements about the
coaching sessions you've attended

I felt supported by the coach.
I felt listened to by the coach.
I understood the purpose of the sessions.

The resources shared were helpful.

The coaching sessions brought me clarity on my project.
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During the focus groups, some of the participants expressed that they were new to the concept of
coaching, and they appreciated the differences and flexibilities it provided. Participants mentioned
that the coaches were always listening and were proactive in changing plans and agendas to fit
what was needed for the sessions. One participant clearly stated,

| think for me, one of the biggest things that | got out of [the Institute] was that | was
introduced to this new concept of coaching. Like, | had never had coaching sessions, |
had been mentored, | had been in like sort of workshop-like style things where, like, you
have working meetings where you actually do stuff. But | hadn't really done any
coaching sessions. And yeah, like | got introduced to that concept. And it does feel
different. It does feel like a new thing and a new way of doing things. And I really liked it,
because | had never seen it. So, | feel like | have this extra way of conducting a project or
relationship or a mentoring situation in a different style. And | think in some cases, that's
helpful.

Participants in the focus groups mentioned that some of the most influential coaching sessions
were about identifying resources, getting feedback from students, and understanding the progress
of their projects. Participants mentioned that they enjoyed doing the student interviews and got a
lot out of this process of coaching. One participant said, “We had to do student interviews, which
I hadn't really done before. But getting the feedback from students, I had some surprises, and it
just made me want to do more.”

—-12 -
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Participants were divided into coaching groups based on their schedules. However, some
participants mentioned that having coaching meetings late in the day was challenging, and they
were often tired or distracted, while participants who had meetings early in the morning reporte
that they had a better experience. Even when the schedule was not as convenient as the
participants would have liked, they recognized that the coaching meetings were valuable. Some
participants found that they were better prepared for the coaching meeting when they had an
assignment, like the student interviews, but recognized that having assignments every time
would be challenging.

After the coaching sessions, participants were invited to a virtual post-Institute celebration,
where they had the opportunity to showcase their projects to participants in other coaching
groups. Participants in the celebration mentioned they appreciated the opportunity to share their
progress and being recognized for the progress they made on their projects. Participants also
mentioned that they appreciated the “Participation Certificates” from the Institute and the fact
that they were sent to others at their request. This allowed participants to share their
accomplishments with supervisors and others in their institutions, and some received notes and
congratulations from others in their departments.

The evaluator's post-Institute survey had a 74 percent response rate (n=14). Most of the
participants (93%) reported that their expectations of the Institute were fulfilled, and most of the
participants strongly agreed that their participation in the Institute was aligned with their
professional and academic goals. All participants who responded to the post-Institute survey
agreed or strongly agreed that the project was well organized, that the coaching sessions were
valuable, and that the time commitment for participating in the Institute was just right (see Figure
5).

Participants reported having experienced a range of success during their participation in the
program. Success ranged from having clarity about their project and identifying their resources
to increasing enrollments and student certifications. Others mentioned having taken concrete
steps towards their projects, such as applying for fellowships, grants, or finding funding to carry
out their project.

Participants expressed some confusion about the role of the mentors during the Institute and cited
this as an area for improvement in future iterations of the Institute. Participants mentioned not
having time to interact with mentors outside the coaching meetings and not having guidelines on
"formally" communicating with them.

Finally, all participants reported that they would recommend the Institute to other HSI
instructional faculty and were willing to collaborate on future versions of the Institute if the
opportunity presented itself.

— 13-
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Figure 5. Post-Institute Perceptions

On a scale of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), please rate your level of
agreement with the following statements about your participation in The Institute

My expectations about the Institute were fufilled

My participation in the Institute is aligned with my
professional and academic goals

The stipend I received for participating in the Institute
was adequate

The time commitment for participating in the Institute
was just rigth

The coaching sessions were valuable

The Institute was well organized

= Strongly disagree Disagree  ® Undecided Agree ® Strongly agree

What types of projects emerged from the Institute?

All participants agreed or strongly agreed that they had an idea in mind for their projects after the
Institute kick-off. However, participants in the focus groups mentioned that they had difficulty
remembering what they proposed as a project for the Institute in their application because so
much time had lapsed from when they applied until when they participated. Because of this,
participants suggested that a copy of the applications should be sent to the applicants for future
iterations of the Institute. Participants reported that they did not receive or remember the specific
guidelines about the scope or characteristics of the Institute’s projects. A couple of participants
mentioned that the guidelines were very broad and shared that they viewed the broad guidelines
as intentional and positive because they allowed the participants to align with what was
happening at their institutions. Moreover, participants mentioned that projects that may seem
small at a large institution become large for a smaller institution; it also allows for change. One
participant noted,

1 did feel like they kind of wanted us to come with an open mind, at least that was my
feeling coming into the Institute. When they said, you know, if you have a project in

—14-
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mind, great. But a lot of times these projects will change as we present the scope of
what we’re doing.

The project leadership recognized that they need to improve the guidelines they give to
participants about the projects. Moreover, the leadership team pointed out that although some
participants took part in all the activities throughout the Institute, they could not always
conceptualize their project in tangible actions. The project leaders also recognized that
participants were in different stages of their journey, and were not always ready to work on a big
project, or they may have needed to just work on instructional-related projects; however, when
participants have already gone through projects that improve their instruction, they are often
ready to take on projects that will impact their departments or even their institutions.

Participants in the focus groups suggested improving the project guidelines by phrasing them in
terms of choosing an area of work or a problem that needs solving. As one participant suggested,
“maybe instead of leading with come up with a project, it might be better to frame it as come up
with a problem you want to solve and then develop a project to solve that problem.”

How are participants supported to implement their projects by
the leadership team?

Participants reported feeling supported in developing their projects during the kick-off meeting
and then through the coaching sessions. In the post- Institute survey, all participants (100%)
agreed or strongly agreed that they were adequately supported in developing their projects, while
85% agreed or strongly agreed that they were adequately supported in implementing their
projects (see Figure 6).

Participants mentioned that the coaching sessions that focused on identifying their resources
were helpful and that coaching sessions, in general, helped them understand the timelines and
steps they needed to take to complete their projects. Participants mentioned having several “aha”
moments during the Institute and were able to identify steps to implement their projects.

Figure 6. Perceptions About Innovation Support

— 15—
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On a scale of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), please rate your level of
agreement with the following statements about your participation in The Institute

I was adequately supported in implementing my project

0% 10%  20%  30% 40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%

m Strongly disagree = Disagree mUndecided m Agree m Strongly agree

Most participants mentioned that they perceived having impacts on their students by becoming
better instructors, providing better feedback, leaving behind “old-school beliefs,” and increasing
their students' learning outcomes, certifications, and experiences. Many participants cited
concrete evidence of the impact of the coaching sessions and the progress of their projects.
Among these, some participants reported having applied to grants, fellowships, or positions they
did not know existed before the Institute. Participants wondered what type of support they could
have after the end of the Institute, and some reported being worried about the future of their
projects, in the words of one of the participants, “Now that the coaching sessions have ended, |
do feel a little bit like, you know, like | do miss the support. And | do worry that we'll get lost a
little lost along the way.”

What factors have facilitated the implementation of each
project component?

In Year 4 of the project, the leadership team reported on five main factors that facilitated the
implementation of the project components. First, the team had experience running the first
Institute in Florida and had the time to review and adjust the activities and materials before the
Texas Institute.

Second, the project leadership team reported having the support of an excellent administrative
team and ownership of the space they used during the Institute kickoff meeting. They reported
that having the space and the administrative support ensured that things ran smoothly and on
time. Participants also commended the organization and content of the kickoff. One participant
highlighted,

Everything was just so smooth and on time and structured from the Institute and the
coaching sessions. Everything was always what it was supposed to be, on time, and
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ended when it was supposed to end. Even the meals at the Institute were amazing.
Everything was just so well done and thought out ... and even when there was a small
hiccup, they would have a backup. The small hiccups were solved super, super efficiently.

The third factor that facilitated the implementation of the Institute was successful recruitment
that resulted in a diverse representation of institutions. The team suggested that this is due to the
fact that there are more HSIs in the region. Additionally, the location of the kick-off meeting was
also identified by the leadership team as a facilitator for recruitment and participation. Few local
people participated in the Institute, and most people had to travel, allowing the participants to
dedicate their time exclusively to the kickoff. This resulted in more intentional participation and
more connection between the participants.

A fourth factor identified as a facilitator during the coaching sessions was that the coaches met
the participants in their group in person at the kick-off meeting. Participants mentioned that
meeting people in-person was helpful and, in the words of one of the coaches, “knowing your
cohort helped a lot. They were much more collaborative right away, much more collaborative.”

Finally, implementing the project components was facilitated by the flexibility of coaching and
virtual meetings. Several participants mentioned the flexibility of the coaches adapting to the
needs of the participants and how the virtual nature of the meetings allowed them to fully
participate in the Institute.

What barriers emerged in each of the project components?
How did the project team address these barriers?

In Year 4, the team faced some continued challenges as well as new ones. Among the continued
challenges identified by the leadership team was the incompatibility between the file storage
systems of the leadership team home institutions. This was cited as a continued challenge
because not everyone on the leadership team had access to information when they needed it.

A second continued challenge cited by the leadership team was the range of the scope of
participants’ projects. As a result, some coaching groups had participants at with very different
needs relate to the scope and scale of their projects and needed different resources. This also
became a challenge as the coaching groups were created based on schedule availability and not
project topic or scope. The project leadership team reported that although the participation and
engagement were great at the kick-off meeting, participation and attendance at the coaching
sessions was more challenging for this iteration of the Institute.

A third continued challenge was giving participants clear guidelines on “what is next” and how
to continue communicating and collaborating. Participants expressed that they wanted to
continue making progress with their projects but expressed that the timing in this version of the
institute was such that the final meetings coincided with the end of the semester and the holidays
so that everything paused abruptly.
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One new challenge for this iteration was the participation of the mentors. Most participants
expressed confusion about the mentors’ roles and reported not having a formal guideline on how
to communicate or use them as resources. One participant expressed about the mentors,

I don't know if [the mentors have] been utilized as productively as you would think ... we
had a mentor there in our meetings. And [they] was clearly very interested in chiming in,
but there wasn't really an opportunity for [them] to do so organically. And [they] kept
asking us, like, send me an email, like [they] was very encouraging... But given how much
was happening and how quickly things were going, it was difficult to make time to meet
with a mentor. ...But because it wasn't structured... it was just like, ... if you have
questions, if you want to talk to [them], if you want to do this, it's not that | don't want
to, it's just, we're busy. So we were like, “Yeah, sure”, | do want to and it never
happened. So | just felt like we have these resources there that were just underutilized
potentially. And, potentially, maybe it's not necessary at all.

Finally, one challenge that the project leadership expressed was the participation and
engagement of the postdoctoral student hired through the grant. The leadership team expressed
that they have made multiple attempts to manage expectations of the postdoctoral students’ tasks,
bring this member of the team on board to the project, and consider the value of the differences
in their overall vision of the project. Ultimately, the post-doctoral scholar transitioned to a new
position outside the team at the end of the year. Some of the tasks that this member of the team
was responsible for were not completed in a timely manner and are now moved to different
graduate students. The leadership team expressed the importance of “hiring the right person” in
the future. For example, the leadership team noted they would make more of an intentional
decision to hire someone with a similar research ethos as the other team members in order to
ensure productivity and a positive team culture.
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Takeaways

What lessons were learned that the leadership can apply to
future program activities?

e During Year 4, the project team successfully revised their materials and activities for
the Institute, which allowed for a successful kickoff and the Institute as a whole.

e The recruitment for the Texas Institute was successful, with over 40 applications and 19
participants at the Kick-off. Leadership noted that part of the success of the
recruitment and the Kickoff had to do with the number of HSI institutions.

« Participants continued to cite the ability to receive professional development specific to
EIFs as a motivator for participation, along with the stipend.

e Overall, the participants were satisfied with the Institute; they reported perceived
impacts on their students and many had specific next steps to make progress on their
projects.

o Participants reported that they felt supported throughout the process of the
Institute. In particular, participants cited the flexibility, organization, and high-quality
materials and resources from the Institute.

o The leadership team noted some continued challenges from prior years, including
challenges with the file storage systems, participants’ project scopes, and providing
guidance for participants after the Institute and has planned to address these for
future iterations of the Institute.

o The leadership team has planned future work to include the administration and
dissemination of the national survey and are considering the modality and
structure of future Institutes based on the feedback from the Florida and Texas
Institutes.
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Appendix A: Focus Group
Protocols

Leadership Focus Group Protocol

Implementation of Key Activities

Before we get into specific activities of the grant, can you talk a little about where you are in the
project compared to what was proposed?

The Institute Kick Off in TX (Sept , 2023)

Can you talk how the prior activities in the grant prepared you for the Institute Kick Off?
Was there any difference between the FL kickoff and the TX kickoff?
How did you recruit for the kickoff?
o Did you have the participants that you expected?
o What went as expected and what did not?
Describe the main goals and how you structured the Kick Off to meet those goals.
What factors facilitated implementation/completion of the institute?
What challenges or barriers did you have before and during the Kick Off? How did the
team address those barriers?
W ere there any lessons learned from this version for the next institute?

Coaching Sessions

Can you talk about how prior activities in the grant prepared you for the coaching
sessions?
Describe the structure of the coaching sessions.
o What was the main goal of each session? How did the team prepare for each
session?
Did anything change between the first institute coaching sessions and this one?
Describe participation in the coaching sessions. Did participants show up?
o Was there attrition?
What were the innovations that participants had?
o How did the coaching session facilitate the development and implementation of
those innovations?



o Did you see any progress in the participant’s innovations? Was there any evidence
produced?
e What factors facilitated the implementation/completion of the coaching sessions?
e What challenges or barriers emerged from the coaching sessions? How did the team
address those barriers?
e Were there lessons learned? What might the team do differently with the next FL cohort

and why?

Mentors

e Describe the participation of the mentors in this version of the institute.
o How did the mentors engage with participants?
o Did you have any incentives for the mentors? ( ex: a stipend?)

Pilot National Survey

e Can you talk about the pilot national survey? (i.e. what has been done? What is the
purpose of the survey? (leadership only))

Dissemination

e Can you describe your involvement with dissemination efforts? What the current/future
plans?

e Probe: Have any barriers or challenges emerged in dissemination efforts? How have
those been addressed?

e Probe: What factors have facilitated dissemination efforts?

Wrap Up

e What are the main activities that you are anticipating for Year 4? What are your main
responsibilities for the upcoming year (grad students only)?
e [s there anything else you want us to know about the Institute activities?



Institute Participant Focus Group Protocol

Introduction
1. Please give us your name, college, subject you teach and years of experience.
2. How did you hear about the Institute?

a. Are other professors/lecturers at your school participating in the
Institute?

3. Describe, broadly, what make you decide to participate in the Institute?
Kick-Off

1. Please describe your experience at the Institution kick-off meeting?
2. What was helpful for your project ( or for you) in the kick-off meeting?
3. Where there any barriers for you to participate in the kick-off meeting? Anything
you would suggest to improve future kickoffs?
Project

1. Please describe your project briefly
a. Did you have a project in mind for the Institute prior to the kick-off?
b. When did you decide what you wanted your project to focus on?
2. Can you describe any guidelines you received about the project you were going
to be develop?
3. Were you able to finish or complete your project?
a. If not, are you planning to finish or complete your project?
4. What is the biggest barrier for you to complete this project
a. Do you have a plan to overcome this barrier? Was the institute helpful or
will be in helping you overcome the barriers?
b. Do you have any suggestions to improve how participants develop
projects in future cohorts?

Coaching sessions

1. Please describe your experience in the coaching sessions?

a. Were you able to attend all of them?
Did your project change during the coaching sessions? Please describe
How did the coaching session support/ impact you in your project progress?
Where there any barriers for you to participate in the coaching meetings?
What was the main lesson you learned during these sessions ( if any)
Do you have any suggestions to improve the coaching sessions?

IS

Institute Celebration

1. Were you able to attend the Institute Celebration?



a. Please, describe you experience during this activity.
b. Did you receive any useful feedback?
Program Organization

1. Who has been your primary contact about the project?
a. What is your opinion about the amount and frequency of communication from
the project leadership? What do you do when you have questions about the
project?
Wrap- up

1. Is there anything else that we didn’t ask about that you'd like us to know about
the project?



Appendix B: AMPLIFY Institute
Survey Protocols

Post Kick-Off Survey

1. What is your first and last name?

2. What institution do you primarily work at?

3. What department do you primarily teach in?

4. Please provide an email address for use in the event we need to clarify or follow up on your
response.

Q1. On a scale of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), please rate your level of agreement
with the following statements about the kick-off meeting:

(Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2),Undecided (3), Agree (4), Strongly agree (5))

@)

@)

O
O

The kickoff meeting sessions were well-organized.
The facilitators were knowledgeable and demonstrated expertise.

The content provided to me at the kickoff meeting was high-quality and useful to my
professional goals.

The kickoff meeting sessions created a comfortable space to explore my project.

After the kickoff meeting, I now understand what is expected of me as a participant in the
Institute.

After the kickoff meeting, I now understand the roles and expectations of the staff and
coaches in the Institute.

The kickoff meeting provided opportunities to interact with other Institute participants.
The kickoff meeting provided opportunities to connect with mentors (i.e. prior Institute
participants).

Q2 Did you learn something in the kickoff meeting that you will be able to implement and/or
that will have an impact in your teaching or your students?

Q3 On a scale of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), please rate the extent to which you
agree or disagree with the following:
(Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2), Undecided (3), Agree (4), Strongly agree (5))

O
O
O

I have an idea in mind for my project.
I understand the purpose of the following coaching sessions.
I plan to continue the Institute until the end of the program.



o I understand the time commitment for the Institute.

o I know who to contact with questions about the Institute.

o The Institute's professional development activities are aligned with my professional and

academic goals.

o I am interested in working with the Institute's mentors.

o The mentors' experiences with the program was relevant to me.
Q4 Have you participated in other workshops or events organized by the leadership of the
Institute?

o Yes

o No

o Not sure
Q5 Please rank from 1 ( the most important) to 8 (the least important), the reasons that
motivated you to participate in the Institute.

Learning opportunity
Improve leadership skills
Improve teaching skills
Meeting new people
Looking for inspiration
It is local
Other
Being part of a community with other engineering instructional faculty

Q6 On a scale of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), please rate the extent to which you
agree or disagree with the following:

(Strongly disagree (1), Disagree (2), Undecided (3), Agree (4), Strongly agree (5))

o The stipend amount is fair.

o The stipend is key for me to participate in this project.
Q7 What barriers, if any, do you foresee experiencing, to fully participating and completing the
Institute?

Q8 How can the Institute staff support you to help you overcome the barriers you identified
above?

Q9 From your perspective, what is the most valuable aspect of the Institute kickoft?

Q10 What was particularly good about the Institute kickoff and should be continued for future
participants?

Q11 What would you change about the Institute kickoff for future participants?

Q13 Is there any other feedback you would like to give us about the kickoff meeting or your
participation in the Institute?



Mid Coaching Survey

Who is your coach?

0 Dr. Meagan Kendall (1)

0 Dr. Alexandra Coso Strong (2)
0 Gemma Henderson (3)

0 Dr. Ines Basalo (4)

Topic Which coaching session have you attended? (Mark all that apply)
1. Who is my Team? What are my resources?

2. What does it look like for me to lead as an EIF?

3. How do you leverage your students as assets?

4. Where am I now and what do I need to go from here?

5. What will success look like? How will I know?

O 0 0O o o O

6. What’s next?

Q13 Which was your last coaching session?

0 3. What does it look like for me as an EIF?

0 4. Where am I now and what do I need to go from here
0 5. What will success look like? How will I know

0 Other

Q1 Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements about the coaching sessions
you've attended:

(Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), Agree (4),Strongly agree
&)

o T understood the purpose of the sessions.

o I felt listened to by the coach.

o The coaching sessions brought me clarity on my project.
o The resources shared were helpful.

o I felt supported by the coach.



The coaching sessions provide enough opportunities for me to interact with other
engineering instructional faculty participants.

The mentor(s) have been supportive and helpful in the development of my project.
I have connected with the mentor(s) outside the coaching sessions.

The sessions have provided me with the information and/or support I needed to continue
to develop my project.

The sessions have provided me with the information and/or support I needed to
implement my project.

Q2 What actions have you taken to develop your project?

Q3 What actions have you taken to implement your project?

Q4 Is there anything you’d like your coach to know before the end of the sessions?

Q5 Is there anything else you’d like the evaluators to know? This will never be shared with your
coaches.

Post Institute Survey

1.Who is your coach?

(0]

(0]

(0]

(0]

Dr. Meagan Kendall (1)
Dr. Alexandra Coso Strong (2)
Gemma Henderson (3)

Dr. Ines Basalo (4)

2.Which coaching session did you attended? (Mark all that apply)

O 0 O O O

@)

1. Who is my Team? What are my resources?

2. What does it look like for me to lead as an EIF?

3. How do you leverage your students as assets?

4. Where am I now and what do I need to go from here?
5. What will success look like? How will I know?

6. What’s next?

Q1 On a scale of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), please rate your level of agreement
with the following statements about your participation in The Institute



(Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), Agree (4),Strongly agree
&)

o My expectations about the Institute were fulfilled.

o The Institute was well organized.

o I was adequately supported in developing my project.

o I was adequately supported in implementing my innovation.

o The coaching sessions were valuable.

o The time commitment for participating in the Institute was just right.

o The stipend I received for participating in the Institute was adequate.

o I knew who to contact if | had questions.

o My participation in the Institute is aligned with my professional and academic goals.

Q2 You indicated that the time commitment was not right. Please choose what was your
perception about the time commitment for participating in The Institute

0 Too much
0 Not enough
0 Other

Q3 Please elaborate about the implementation of your project and how it may have impacted
your teaching or your students?

Q4 Did you experience any barriers or challenges to participating in the Institute? If so, please
explain.

Q5 Did you experience any successes? If so, please explain.

Q21 On a scale of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), please rate your level of agreement
with the following statements about your interaction with others during the Institute

(Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2), Undicided (3), Agree (4),Strongly agree (5))
o My interactions with my coaching group were positive.
o I will maintain the relationships that have formed during the coaching sessions.
o I had the opportunity to connect with people outside my coaching group.
o The mentor(s) were supportive and helpful.

o I 'would like to keep in communication with the mentor(s).



o The relationships and conections facilitated by the Institute had a positive impact in my

project.
o The Institute allowed me to connect with professionals who will impact my career.
o The Institute allowed me to create a community of supportive, like-minded people.
Q6 What was particularly useful and should be done in future iterations of the Institute?
Q7 What was not useful and should be skipped in future iterations of the Institute?

Q8 Would you recommend the Institute to other instructors?

Yes
No

Other

Q9 Would you be willing to support the Institute in future years/cycles?
Yes

No

Other

Q11 Is there any other feedback you would like to give us about your participation in the
Institute?



Appendix C: Observation
Checklist

Syllabus/Checklist for the sessions observed

Session 1— Who is My Team? What are My Resources?
O [5-8 minutes] What is one action you were able to accomplish since our last session?
o What is one positive thing that has happened for you since our last session?
o What was a challenge that you have encountered since our last session?
o What is one thing you have learned since last session?

O [10] Set the agenda for the session with a focus on the topic “Who is my team? What are
my resources?”’
O [60 minutes] Teams and resources
o Discuss using these questions and tools
= How would you define the word “team”?
*  When you think about defining a team to support you in your project, what
characteristics are important to you to have on that team?
= What is often missing from teamwork?
=  What external resources or partnerships do you often rely on?
* What do you hope to learn about teams?
=  What lessons do you still need to learn about teams?
* What do you want students to learn about teams?
o Share your support Network Map
= What strengths do you see in this existing team and network?
=  What gaps do you notice that you need for your project/change effort?
=  What resources does this network connect you to?
=  What might it take to build out your team?
=  What other people would you add to your support network?

O [15 minutes] Accountability

o What did you learn about yourself in today's session?

o What actions would you like to take based on our discussion?

o How would you like to hold yourself accountable for your next steps?
O [5 minutes] Next Week- Pre work

Session 2— How do you leverage your students as assets?
O [10 minutes] Check-In -Individual reflection



o What is one action you were able to accomplish since our last session?
= What is one positive thing that has happened for you since our last
session?
= What was a challenge that you have encountered since our last session?
= What is one thing you have learned since last session?
* What did you learn by working towards these action items?

O [10- 15 min] Set the agenda for the session
o What is the importance of today's topic to your overall goals?
o What would you like to take away from our conversation today?

O [40-60 mins] Session
o Powerful questions: Someone else’s shoes ( in folder)
o Questions about your students
= What are the core motivations of your students?
= What concerns do your students have? What concerns do you have?
= What do you think your students want you to understand?
o Leveraging your students assessts
=  What are the three most important ideas for your project?
= How do these ideas relate to what you have learned from your
stakeholders?
=  What questions do you still have for your stakeholders and students?
= From your student perspective, what about your approach to your project
doesn’t work?
=  What are you most looking forward to about helping your students in your
project?
= How might you further engage students in your project?

O [15 min] Accountability
o What questions do you still have for your stakeholders and students?
o What did you learn about yourself in today's session?
o What needs to happen now for you to move forward?
o How would you like to hold yourself accountable for your next steps?

Session 4— Where am [ now and what do I need to go from here?
O [10 min] Check-in
o What is one action you were able to accomplish since our last session?
O [10-15 min] Agenda Setting
o What is the importance of today's topic to your overall goals?
o What would you like to take away from our conversation today?
O [45-60 min] Session



What metaphor would you use to describe where your project is right now?
What is one thing that is going well?
o Progress report — Tool in folder
= What were your original goals for coaching?
= What steps have you taken to achieve your goals?
= What steps do you still need to take to achieve your goals?
o Prioritization- Tool in folder
=  What prioritization method do you think would work best for this project?
=  What other methods do you think will work?
= What are you learning about your priorities?
= What are you learning about your values? What do you value?
O [15 min] Accountability
o What did you learn about yourself in today's session?
o What actions would you like to take based on our discussion?
o How would you like to hold yourself accountable for your next steps?

Session 5 — What will success look like? How will I know?
O [10 min] Check in
o What is one action you were able to accomplish since our last session?

O [10-15 mins] Agenda Setting
o What is the importance of today's topic to your overall goals?

o What would you like to take away from our conversation today?
O [45-60 mins]Session

What does the word success mean to you?
What is the significance of achieving [success or other word] for your broader
career?
Why is it important for you to [succeed or other word] on this project?

o What questions do you want to ask your future self (assuming the project was a
success)?

o How does succeeding on this project align with your values?

O [15 mins] Accountability

o What did you learn about yourself in today's session?

o What actions would you like to take based on our discussion?

o How would you like to hold yourself accountable for your next steps?



