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Report Summary
Intellectual Merit:

The project is intended to impact the capacity of the formal education community to act as a vehicle for female students to enter careers in science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM). The project’s goal is to increase the participation of females in secondary and postsecondary STEM Career Cluster programs.
The education community is struggling with increasing the participation and completion of students in programs that prepare them for nontraditional careers (such as STEM careers for females) as part of the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act (Perkins Act, 2006) accountability performance indicators.  The STEM Equity Pipeline project provides consulting and professional development services to state extension agent teams. State Teams include: education professionals that provide technical assistance, professional development and pre-service education to high school and community college administrators, faculty and staff; community-based organizations (CBO’s) serving women and girls in the state; and leaders of statewide professional organizations committed to involving females in secondary and postsecondary STEM education. 
Broader Impacts
The project leads to the implementation of strategic solutions that are supported by research and adapted to each institutions situation. The project is enabling State Teams to work with local educators to systematically examine and understand what is causing barriers for females to participate in STEM Career Cluster programs.  It is improving data collection, analysis and reporting that is part of implementation of the Perkins Act, providing new templates and interpretations of performance gaps regarding diversity.  
The STEM Equity Pipeline Project has the potential to impact the whole education community. The project will deliver a model for disseminating educational innovation within a state.  Because of the broad participation on State Teams, it is expected that all teachers, faculty and staff at the participating agencies and institutions will be drawn into the work.
As described in the original proposal the review panel feels strongly that STEM Equity Pipeline has successfully demonstrated the ability to meet its stated goals. 
Some of the STRENGTHS of the project are:

· Leverage existing legislation and an infrastructure at the state level that exists to implement and enforce the Perkins Act, which includes data collection systems, accountability and reporting systems, and the existence of staff at the state level whose job it is to increase the numbers and diversity of students in nontraditional career training and education.

· There is a diverse and impressive National Advisory Board.

· The project has contributed to a change in culture for data collection and use.  The panelists think this is one of the most important impacts.  For example, introducing disaggregation of data and the Performance Gap Analysis, and improving the accuracy of reporting to the Federal agency overseeing the Perkins Act.  They are providing a consistent format that could be used across states for reporting by states to the Federal government. 

· The Root Causes analysis that links research findings to education approaches and actions is a very good contribution.

· The public resources on their public website are a significant contribution, such as the 5-Step Process Guide, the American Careers parental resource guide, the Roots and Causes Strategies.

· Evidence of success for training events and webinars is collected and indicates participant satisfaction.

· The project is doing a good job of collecting evaluation data and statistics on participation, disaggregated by state.

· The brochures and promotional materials explaining the project and its progress are extensive and helpful.

· Some of the experience with pilots is yielding new information about barriers and perceived barriers to implementation that is itself an impact.

· Their reputation with states and performance is attracting additional funding within certain states, which is an affirmation of their success in accomplishing goal#3 (broadening commitment to gender equity in STEM education).

· The project has learned what kinds of characteristics and infrastructure need to be in place for a state to make progress in a short time frame.
· The project’s movement toward utilizing their formative evaluation to conduct pilot studies is applauded.  It was not part of the original plan, and the project showed flexibility, adaptability and innovation in making appropriate modification to their original plan in order to reach all three goals of the project.

· The project introduced local practitioners to data from their own states.  They built the capacity of facilitators and state Perkins staff to provide feedback to practitioners and thus promoted a culture of accountability and data-driven decision making.  This is one of their important impacts.

· The “data shells” or templates for data collection are is more detailed than most states currently use and are a major contribution.

WEAKNESSES/CHALLENGES:
· The lead project team needs more depth.  It is highly dependent on one or two individuals.  As part of efforts to increase sustainability, broaden the pool of effective trainers.

· They need more data that demonstrates the implementation of the project at the local level, reflecting performance and impact. For example, the panelists would like to know how the specific professional development activities have contributed to how practices are being implemented by extension services groups and teachers in the classroom. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. DIAGRAM OF THE MODEL:  The diagram of the model shows the National Advisory Board directing the Extension Services Group, and this role was not described in the presentations and suggests the Board is directing all activity.  The diagram needs to show the management team as primary directors with the Board as advisors.  The model in the color brochure is a little more representative of the project focus and approach.  (The weight of the effort is on the state teams.)
2. ARTICULATION OF THE MODEL:  The emphasis of the project on the state level in the model was not clearly articulated. 

3. REPORTING:  An executive summary of National Advisory Board minutes should be included in their annual report to NSF.
4. CASE STUDIES:  The panel strongly encourages investigation and development of case studies to describe state activity down to the level of local pilot implementations, budget allowing.  They would demonstrate the impact and effectiveness of the project.  This includes characterizing differences between states and barriers, constraints, and opportunities posed by different constructs among states.  Of course, as budget and human resources allow.  (Or, pursue funding from NSF/GSE for a product like this.)  These should also explain to others how long this takes, what it costs, and what kinds of structures and barriers are encountered.  This is possibly another issue for the National Advisory Board.
5. POSSIBLE MONOGRAPH:  A future product could be a monograph on the project experience which could bring in relevant research perspectives and new research questions.

6. SUSTAINABILITY:  NAPE should market some of their approaches to states as a way of improving educational data collection and analysis, accountability systems, the change process (5-step), and research and practice to increase gender diversity.  The panel encourages the team to pursue contracts with states that require additional support, especially after two years of NSF-funded services.  They should ask states to contribute to the investment after two years.  And they should market this service and expertise nationwide.
7. ADDING MORE STATES:  The panelists recommend that the project consider, in consultation with its National Advisory Board, whether or not it should add another state.  The panel thinks that the project should add another state if there is a Southern state that has the framework and infrastructure that are conducive to effective services in that state, such as the situation was in Missouri. The state should contribute meaningful data within the timeframe of the project.  The additional state should also contribute to the collective results and impact of the model. In considering this important decision, the panelists believe that the value of conducting case studies trumps the costs of adding an additional state unless the state is ready to go. 
8. DATA AND EVIDENCE:  The panel had difficulty understanding the breadth and depth of the evaluation efforts, except for the feedback on webinars and training events.  How is the data related directly to the three goals? The articulation of the evaluation effort should be focused on the specific results and impact of the project.  For example, how is a Performance Gap Analysis linked to Root Causes, and linked to implementation?   Are there pilots that can be used as examples for clarification?  We would like more evidence behind Goal #2, institutionalizing strategies.  How do we know that the people trained have done something differently?  How does the data confirm process improvement and implementation?  

9. FEEDBACK TO RESEARCHERS:  We recommend that the project ask NSF to sponsor a meeting of leading researchers to hear about a number of extension services near conclusion of their five years, to discuss research questions and interests.  This activity is intended to strengthen the feedback loop between practitioner communities and research communities.
10. FEEDBACK TO RESEARCHERS:  We recommend that the project review the composition of the National Advisory Board, and see that at least 3-4 social science researchers are represented in the final two years of the project (as official or ex-officio members), and that those researchers are asked to identify new research questions posed by the experience of this project.  The National Advisory Board can be asked to consider the issue of feedback to researchers as well.
RECOMMENDATIONS to NSF: 

· Support the efforts of the feedback loop articulated in recommendations #9 and #10.
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