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Introduction  

Computing Partnerships Grant  Program Overview  

Senate Bill 190 (S.B. 190), which passed in the Utah State Legislature in 2017, created the 

Computing Partnerships Grant Program with the STEM Action Center (STEM AC). The grant 

program provides funding and support for ñthe design and implementation of comprehensive K-

16 computing partnershipsò (S.B. 190, lines 71-72). S.B. 190 indicates that computing 

partnerships are intended to enhance outreach and engagement, course content and design, work-

based learning opportunities, student retention, professional learning, access, diversity, and 

equity, and institutional, industry, and community collaborations. The STEM AC Computing 

Partnerships Grant Program is among many state initiatives aimed at expanding computing 

opportunities for students and educators throughout Utah.  

 

In 2020, the STEM AC, which has oversight for the current computing partnership grant 

program in consultation with the Utah State Board of Education (USBE) and Talent Ready Utah 

(TRU), released its most recent grant solicitation. Public PreK-12 districts and schools could 

apply for grants that ñprovide funding to Local Education Agencies (LEAs) and individual 

schools to support out-of-classroom pre-kindergarten to post-secondary (PreK-16) computing 

activities which align with student engagement and teacher retention strategies.ò For the 

purposes of the current cycle, computing is a term used comprehensively to include computer 

science, information technology, information systems, computer and software engineering, 

cybersecurity, digital media, and gaming. 

Grantees are encouraged, although not required to, partner with other LEAs and schools, post-

secondary entities, community and cultural organizations, and industry for the implementation of 

the grant. Moreover, grantees are encouraged to maximize available resources for 

implementation where possible by utilizing resources provided by their LEA and/or other grant 

resources, such as those provided by the Utah State Board of Education. A central component of 

the Computing Partnership grant is to increase access to underserved populations and focus on 

activities that occur outside of the traditional classroom setting.1 As noted in the grant guidelines, 

the primary goals for the current cycle of funding are to support programs that:  

ǒ  Increase exposure to computing activities for PreK-16 students, with an emphasis 

on PreK-8 and authentic cross-curricular efforts.  

ǒ  Engage industry partners in all activities, where appropriate.  

ǒ  Integrate the use of promising or best practices in computing efforts, i.e., those that 

have preliminary data that demonstrate positive outcomes, and a high potential for 

scalability and sustainability.  

ǒ  Enhance and support teacher externship opportunities.  

ǒ  Promote awareness of computing education and career opportunities across a broad 

spectrum of stakeholders.  

                                                 
1https://stem.utah.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/FY21-SB-190-Grant-Guidelines-01022020.pdf 

 

https://stem.utah.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/FY21-SB-190-Grant-Guidelines-01022020.pdf
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ǒ  Create systemic change that will last beyond the grant period by establishing 

partnerships, agreements, processes, and programs that better connect education, 

training, workforce, and employers to meet industry needs within the regional 

economy. This will be accomplished through alignment with the Stateôs Computer 

Science Education Master Plan.  

 

The Utah Education Policy Centerôs (UEPC) serves as the external evaluator for STEM ACôs 

portfolio of programs, including the Computing Partnerships Grant Program. The UEPCôs 2021-

2022 evaluation of the Computing Partnerships Grant Program used a mixed-method design 

employing interviews, surveys, and secondary data sources to address research and evaluation 

questions about program implementation and program outcomes for grantees, educators, and 

students. A list of all evaluation questions is provided in Table 1. 

 

A total of 17 projects were funded by the Computing Partnerships Grant Program during the 

2021-2022 school year. Each of the grantees identified objectives, outcomes, and goals to guide 

their implementation. A summary of grantee program objectives, outcomes, and goals is 

provided in Appendix A. Although there were a range of topics captured in projectsô objectives 

and outcomes, projects primarily noted goals related to educator learning and training and 

partnerships and collaborations. Other common areas included afterschool activities, underserved 

student populations, and the creation of new learning spaces. 

 

Relevant Literature  

To inform the design and analysis of this evaluation, the UEPC reviewed relevant research on 

computing programs and partnerships. A review of research highlights the role of computing 

technologies and skills as both an economic imperative as well as a critical aspect of the future 

for STEM fields (Blikstein, 2018; Presidentôs Council of Advisors on Science and Technology, 

2012).  

 

One avenue for addressing these needs in STEM fields is to promote earlier and more 

substantive computer science education in the K-12 educational environment (e.g., Joshi & Jain, 

2018; Leyzberg & Moretti, 2017; Papini et al., 2017). The calls for increased computer science 

in K-12 have been met with both policy and practice solutions, including programs aimed at 

creating courses and lesson plans as well as those designed to increase the availability of 

computer science/programming lessons, coding competitions, job shadows, externships, and 

guest lectures by field experts (Sanzenbacher, 2013). Although recent efforts (e.g., Code for All 

initiatives, the introduction of computer science standards by state and national agencies and 

organizations have significantly expanded opportunities for students in computer science 

education, gaps in access and participation remain, particularly for girls, students of color, and 

students who may come from households with limited economic means, or students in rural areas 

(Google Inc. & Gallup Inc., 2015; Google Inc. & Gallup Inc., 2016; Qazi et al., 2020).  

 

Recently, researchers have begun to address the pedagogies necessary to ensure that efforts to 

provide access to computer science (CS) for all actually create the access and equity intended. 

For instance, Ryoo (2019) highlighted three essential pedagogical practices to enhance student 

engagement and improve equity in this work. These pedagogical practices included: demystify 
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CS by showing its connections to everyday life; address real social issues impacting both CS and 

studentsô communities; and value studentsô voices and perspectives in the CS classroom (Ryoo, 

2019). Despite the continued expansion of computer science programming and availability in K-

12 schools, attention is needed to ensure that students have access to educators and education 

partners who have the requisite knowledge and skills to support their learning (Leyzberg & 

Moretti, 2017). For example, most CS teachers ï including in the U.S. ï do not hold a degree in 

computer science (Leyzberg & Moretti, 2017). To develop educators who have the knowledge, 

skills, and dispositions to support computer science instruction for student learning, additional 

professional learning, collaboration, and networking are needed (e.g., Lijun, Gillian, Bausch, 

Benjamin, 2021; Papini et al., 2017; Sanzenbacher, 2013). Student STEM identity, confidence, 

competence, and efficacy can grow for both students and teachers through opportunities for 

exploration, engagement, experiences, and programming (Carlone & Johnson, 2007; Herrara et 

al., 2012; Oyserman, 2015; Perez et al, 2014).  

Method s 

Research and Evaluation Questions  

This mixed-methods evaluation used focus groups/interviews, educator surveys, student surveys, 

grantee surveys and secondary data sources to answer research and evaluation questions about 

the outcomes resulting from the Computing Partnerships Grant Program. We structured our 

research/evaluation questions and findings around four central topics ï educatorsô experiences 

and competencies in computing, studentsô experiences and outcomes, LEA implementation and 

adaptions, and external support for program implementation. Table 1 contains a summary of the 

research/evaluation questions and data sources used to inform our analysis.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

11 | Computing Partnerships 2021-2022 

 

Table 1. Research and Evaluation Questions and Data Sources 
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 Educatorsõ Experiences and Competencies in Computing  

What are the observable characteristics (e.g., 

race/ethnicity, gender, degree attainment) of 

educators who participated in the Computing 

Partnerships Grant Program? 
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How effective are Computing Partnerships  

Grant activities at increasing educator 

outcomes (e.g., computing competence ð

particularly with aligning curricula with CS 

standards, confidence, job 

attitudes/satisfaction, and  

value of computing)? 

ṉ ṉ   ṉ 

 

 

What factors support and impede  

educators' computing competence  

(particularly with aligning curricula with  

CS standards), confidence, job  

attitudes/satisfaction, and value of  

computing? 

 ṉ ṉ  ṉ 

 

 

In what ways has programming adapted and 

evolved as a result of the COVID-19 

pandemic?  

 ṉ   ṉ ṉ  

Studentsõ Experiences and Outcomes 

 How effective are Computing Partnerships  

Grant activities at increasing student 

outcomes (i.e., computing self-efficacy, 

interest, engagement, skills ð as aligned with 

Utahõs CS standards, computational thinking, 

awareness of computing career  

opportunities, and intentions to pursue  

computing)? 

ṉ ṉ  ṉ ṉ 

 

 

LEA Implementation and Adaptations  

How well were the program elements of the 

Computing Partnerships Grant implemented 

and adapted at each LEA to support student 

outcomes (e.g., computing self -efficacy, 

interest, engagement, skills ð as aligned with 

 ṉ  ṉ ṉ 

 

 

                                                 
2 The UEPC Student Computing Survey was newly constructed and piloted during the 2020-2021 school year to 

address implementation and outcomes for students.  The 2021-2022 survey was administered across CP sites.  



 

12 | Computing Partnerships 2021-2022 
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Utahõs CS standards, computational thinking, 

awareness of computing career opportunities, 

and intentions to pursue computing)?  

To what degree has each LEA/school met its 

goals and objectives for the Computing 

Partnerships Grant?  

 ṉ    ṉ  

External Support for Program Implementation  

How effective are post-secondary, industry, 

and community collaborations at supporting 

program objective and goal attainment?  

 ṉ ṉ   

 

 

In what ways and to what extent has the 

STEM AC supported the development and 

expansion of computing for students in 

schools and out-of-classroom time (i.e., 

educator and school capacity, practice, and 

scaling up)?  

 ṉ ṉ  ṉ ṉ  

*Partners engaged with Program Participant Interviews 

Data Sources & Analysis  

UEPC Educator Computing Survey  

Invitations to participate in the UEPC Educator Computing Survey were sent to 283 educators 

and instructors for the 2021-2022 year. Invitees were identified by STEM Action Center and 

Grantee contacts as individuals who had knowledge of and experience with the Computing 

Partnerships Grant Program. Invitees included both licensed educators and others who provided 

program delivery services but were not licensed as an educator in Utah. The survey was 

distributed via direct email with permission of the Computing Partnerships Grant Program 

Grantees.  

 

The survey was designed to assess educatorsô perceptions of a) their own experiences and 

competencies, b) studentsô experiences and outcomes, c) program implementation, and d) the 

role of the STEM Action Center. Overall, survey participants received the same items throughout 

the survey. However, to further understand the experiences of participants relative to their own 

grant activities, participants were also routed to a subset of items specific to their grant 
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activities.3 For example, if a project engaged in Out-of-Classroom Experiences, Near-Peer 

Mentorship, and Work-Based Experiences, educators affiliated with that project only responded 

to survey items related to those activities.  

 

A total of 116 educators completed the survey, representing a 41% response rate. This response 

rate is down 18 percentage points from the 2020-2021 reporting year (59%). Analysis of the 

UEPC Educator Computing Survey items included the generation and interpretation of 

descriptive summary statistics to identify common trends in responses across topics and 

inferential statistics (e.g., Analysis of Variance) to make comparisons across responses or 

groups. The three open-ended response options on the Educator Computing Survey allowed 

participants to offer explanations and additional context about their experiences. The open-ended 

response questions were coded using open-coding and were used in conjunction with the focus 

group and interview data to generate themes. Themes are reported as inserts in this report to 

provide attention to the rich, descriptive experiences of CP grantees and participants.  

UEPC Student Computing Survey  

A UEPC Student Computing Survey was piloted during the 2020-2021 school year and 

administered in full during the 2021-22 school year. For the 2021-22 year, 1136 students from 

Grantee sites participated in the UEPC Student Computing Survey.  

 

The Student Computing Survey measures studentsô computing self-efficacy/self-confidence, 

computing interest, computing engagement, computational thinking (i.e., abstraction, algorithmic 

thinking, decomposition, pattern recognition, and evaluation), and computing identity (i.e., 

recognition, interest, performance/competence, and goal/outcome expectation). Each of these 

named constructs was measured using anywhere from nine to 15 survey items. Student were also 

asked to report on their demographics, the Computing Partnership (CP) activities they 

participated in, and when they participated in those activities (i.e., school year only, summer 

only, or both).  

 

Analysis of the UEPC Educator Computing Survey items included the generation and 

interpretation of descriptive summary statistics to identify common trends in responses across 

topics and inferential statistics (e.g., Analysis of Variance) to make comparisons across 

responses or groups. 

 

UEPC Grantee Survey 

To support Program Administrator understanding of the status of program implementation, 

grantees from each of the 17 Computing Partnerships programs were requested to participate in a 

Fall 2021 and Spring 2022 UEPC Computing Grantee Survey. This questionnaire collected 

information from grantees about the numbers of participating students and educators, progress on 

program objectives, and feedback about their work with the STEM Action Center. Results from 

these surveys were provided to the STEM Action Center in the form of an interactive data 

                                                 
3 The seven Computing Partnerships Grant Program activities were: Innovation & Makerspaces, Out-of-Classroom 

Experiences, Integration of Out-of-Classroom Experiences and Classroom Instruction, Near-Peer Mentorship, 

Work-Based Learning Experiences, Professional Learning for Teachers and Staff, and Post-Secondary, Industry, and 

Community Collaborations. 
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dashboard to allow STEM AC personnel to view program results in a formative and accessible 

format. Grantees also received access to their own program responses along with aggregated 

responses for all programs. While the electronic dashboard is the primary format for sharing 

these data, this evaluation report provides a synthesis of select data from the UEPC Grantee 

Survey.  

Focus Groups and Interviews   

Focus groups and interviews were planned with a STEM Action Center representative, STEM 

Action Center partners, and educators. The purpose of these interviews was to gain a deeper and 

more nuanced understanding of how the Computing Partnership Grant Program was 

implemented from the perspective of those in the field. A semi-structured interview protocol was 

developed to gather information about participants' experiences with implementation (e.g., 

activities, partnerships, student experience and engagement, professional learning, role of STEM 

AC). Invitations to participate in a program-level focus group were sent to all 17 Grantees. Of 

those 17 grantees, only representatives from 10 Grantee programs ultimately responded and 

participated in the focus groups. In addition, the UEPC was able to interview one representative 

from the STEM Action Center, which provided additional context for the implementation of the 

CP program. Overall, interviews ranged from approximately 45 minutes to one hour. Focus 

Groups were conducted via zoom to maximize participation, and each was recorded and 

transcribed for analysis.  Analysis of focus groups included the use of open-coding to generate 

themes (Salda¶a, 2016), and included both confirming and disconfirming evidence where it 

existed.  

Secondary Data  

The UEPC used data, as permitted through the UEPC DSA with USBE, along with publicly 

available school data, to generate summary characteristics of Computing Partnerships Grant 

Program participants and sites. All characteristics were analyzed and presented in an aggregated 

format to protect the privacy of participants. These data allowed us to identify any differences in 

experiences with the program by educator characteristic or school setting.  

Vignettes  

A series of one-page vignettes are interspersed 

throughout the report to highlight key evaluation 

findings from the qualitative data sources. These 

vignettes (1) provide a summary of thematic findings 

and (2) include a sampling of representative quotes 

from focus groups and survey responses. 
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Educatorõs Experiences and Competencies  in 

Computing  
 

In this section of the report, we present findings related to the experiences and competencies of 

educators involved in the Computer Partnerships Grant Program.  Specifically, we discuss 1) 

observable characteristics of participating educators, 2) educator outcomes, and 3) the impact of 

the COVID-19 pandemic. To address these topics, we utilized a variety of data sources, 

including data regarding teacher and school characteristics, survey data, and interview/focus 

group data.  

Observable characteristics  of participating educators  

The observable characteristics of Computing Partnerships educators and instructors were 

available through a combination of survey responses and, when those were unavailable, from 

data available through a data sharing agreement between UEPC and the Utah State Board of 

Education4. Of the 116 individuals who participated in the educator survey, USBE records were 

available for 66. The remaining survey participants without USBE records included information 

technology staff, afterschool program providers, and paraprofessionals who were not listed in 

USBE educator records.  

 

The summary of participant demographic information in Table 2 indicates that participants 

generally resembled Utah educators as a group. As shown in Table 2, individuals who 

participated in the UEPC Educator Computing Survey were primarily female (70%) and White 

(72%). Statewide, educators were primarily female (75%) and White (89%). Because of the high 

rate of unknown educational attainment among survey respondents, this characteristic is difficult 

to compare to Utah educators as a whole. However, if we use the percentages of those with 

known educational attainment, we find that 73% of survey respondents had a bachelorôs degree 

and 27% had an advanced degree. These figures are similar to the distribution of known Utah 

educator degree attainment (67% and 31%, respectively). The high rate of unknown license type 

among survey respondents poses a similar problem. Considering only survey respondents with 

known license type, 82% held regular teaching licenses, 7% held LEA level educator licenses, 

and 11% were ñunderqualifiedò (a term provided by USBE to describe individuals with one of 

the following licensure types: student, para educator, alternative routes to licensure, temporary 

license, ñC,ò or no license). This distribution is similar to the distribution of Utah educators with 

known license types, 90% of whom held a regular teaching license, 3% an LEA level educator 

license, and 7% of whom were ñunderqualified.ò  Computing Partnerships educators were more 

likely to have more than five years of classroom experience: 48%, compared to only 32% for 

Utah educators as a whole.  

 

                                                 
4 This agreement permits UEPC to use USBE records for research and evaluation with the understanding that 
personally identifiable information is not disclosed. 
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Table 2. Observable Characteristics of Computing Partnerships Educators and All Utah Educators 

Characteristic  CP Educators  All Utah Educators  

Gender   

     Female 70% 75% 

     Male 11% 24% 

     Unknown 19% 1% 

Race/Ethnicity   

     White 72% 89% 

     Other racial/ethnic group*  13% 6% 

     Unknown 15% 5% 

Educational Attainment   

     Bachelorõs degree 45% 65% 

     Masterõs degree or higher 17% 30% 

     Other  0% 2% 

     Unknown 38% 3% 

License Type   

     Regular classroom level educator 43% 86% 

     LEA level educator 3% 3% 

     Underqualified**  6% 7% 

     Unknown 47% 5% 

Educator Experience   

     Five or fewer years 45% 53% 

     Six to ten years 20% 14% 

     More than ten years 28% 18% 

     Unknown 8% 15% 

*To protect the identities of participants, groups of participants fewer than 10 individuals were aggregated 

together. 

**Underqualified is a term provided by USBE to describe individuals with one of the following licensure types: 

student, para educator, alternative routes to licensure, temporary license, C, or no license. 

 

Educator Outcomes  

Educatorsõ Perceived Competence (General)  

As part of the UEPC Educator Computing Survey, all respondents were asked to rate their 

perceived competence in three general competency areas: 

 

¶ Seeking ways to improve their professional practice, 

¶ Computing/technological competence and practices, and 

¶ Promoting diversity through inclusive practices. 

 

Perceived competence in each of these areas was tapped by four to seven items. For reference, a 

sample item for each competency area is provided in Table 3.  
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Table 3. Items Tapping Educatorsõ Perceived Competence in Three Broad Competency Areas  
 

Competency Area   

Number of 

Survey 

Items   Sample Item s 

Seeking Ways to Improve 

Professional Practice  
5  

As an educator, I know how to learn to improve my 

teaching.   

Computing/Technological 

Competence and Practices  
7  

I can adapt the use of technologies to different 

teaching activities. 

Promoting Diversity through 

Inclusive Practices  
4  

I have a clear understanding of culturally responsive 

pedagogy.  

 

For each item, participants rated their perceived competence on a scale ranging from 1 (ñnot at 

all competentò) to 5 (ñcompletely competentò). Mean ratings were computed by averaging 

ratings across items within each competency area. 

 

As shown in Figure 1, survey respondents were most likely to rate themselves as competent in 

seeking ways to improve their professional practice by, for example, actively seeking out new 

teaching concepts and methods and sharing teaching problems with others. Mean ratings were 

between 4 (ñquite competentò) and 5 (ñcompletely competentò) on items tapping perceived 

competence in this area. In contrast, respondents were somewhat less likely to rate themselves as 

competent in effectively utilizing computing/technology and in promoting diversity through 

inclusive practices. In both cases, mean ratings were between 3 (ñsomewhat competentò) and 4 

(ñquite competentò). A repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA)5 indicated that ratings 

varied across competency areas, F(2, 93) = 34.55, p < .001.6 Pairwise comparisons confirmed 

that professional practices ratings were statistically higher than both computing/technology 

ratings and promoting diversity ratings. Importantly, this pattern of findings is similar to the 

pattern reported for data collected in 2020-2021.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
5 A repeated measures ANOVA is used to determine whether the mean difference between three or more sets of 

measurements is zero.   
6 A statistically significant result is one that is unlikely to occur by chance. When p values are less than .05, 
there is less than a 5% chance of finding a difference this large or larger if the null hypothesis is true. Here, 
the null hypothesis is that there are no differences in ratings by competency area. When p values are greater 
than .05, this chance is greater than 5% which is traditionally considered unacceptable for rejecting the null 
hypothesis. 
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Figure 1. Mean Perceived Competence Ratings in Three Broad Competency Areas 

 

 
Note. Mean ratings are based on responses from 95 educators.  

 

Educatorsõ Perceived Competence in Areas Related to  Grant Program Activities  

The Computing Partnerships Grant Program was designed to build not only the general 

competencies of educators, but competencies in specific STEM-related activities as well. The 

grant program focuses on seven key activities: 

 

¶ Innovation and Makerspaces  

¶ Out-of-Classroom Experiences  

¶ Integration of Out-of-Classroom Experiences with Classroom Instruction  

¶ Near-Peer Mentorship  

¶ Work-Based Experiences  

¶ Professional Learning for Teachers and Staff 

¶ Post-Secondary, Industry, and Community Collaborations  

 

As shown in Table 4, most grant projects planned to focus on three to six of these seven 

activities.  
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Table 4. Grant Activities by LEA and Project 

District  Project  

Innovation 

and 

makerspace

s 

Out -of -

classroom 

experience

s  

Integration of out -

of -classroom 

experiences and 

classroom 

instruction  

Near-peer 

mentorship  

Work -based 

learning 

experien ces 

Professional 

learning for 

teachers and 

staff  

Post-secondary, 

industry, and 

community 

collaborations  

CUES 

The Portable Universe of 

Computing, Computing 

Science, STEM and 

Coding 

Xṉ ṉ 
 ṉ 

 X X 

Duchesne 

District 

Computer Science 

Experience for 

Underserved Students in 

Duchesne County 

Elementary Schools 

 Xṉ Xṉ 
  Xṉ 

 

Entheos 

Academy/ 

Pacific 

Heritage 

Academy 

Computing Expeditions 

Consortium Xṉ Xṉ Xṉ Xṉ 
 ṉ Xṉ 

Granite 

District 

(Kearns) 

Coding in Kearns Xṉ X 
   X X 

Iron District 
Code2Create Partnership 

Grant Xṉ Xṉ Xṉ 
 ṉ X ṉ 

Jordan 

District 

Building a Computing 

Culture Xṉ ṉ Xṉ ṉ 
 ṉ Xṉ 

Juab District 

Expanding 

Computational Thinking 

in Juab SD 
ṉ 

 X 
  Xṉ 

 

Kane District 

Expanding a Computer 

Science Pathway for 

Students in Kane County 

School District 

Xṉ Xṉ X 
 X 

  

Murray 

District Murray PowerPlay Xṉ Xṉ 
  Xṉ ṉ 

 

Pinnacle 

Canyon 

Academy Pinnacle Designs 
Xṉ Xṉ Xṉ 

 Xṉ 
 ṉ 
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District  Project  

Innovation 

and 

makerspace

s 

Out -of -

classroom 

experience

s  

Integration of out -

of -classroom 

experiences and 

classroom 

instruction  

Near-peer 

mentorship  

Work -based 

learning 

experien ces 

Professional 

learning for 

teachers and 

staff  

Post-secondary, 

industry, and 

community 

collaborations  

San Juan 

District  

Code to Success, 

Elementary Coding, 

Computer Science 

Professional 

Development for 

Teachers, and Mobile 

Makerspace 

Xṉ Xṉ ṉ 
  Xṉ 

 

SEDC 

Work-Based Learning 

Internships and 

Certifications in 6 Rural 

Utah Districts 

    Xṉ 
  

South 

Sanpete 

District 

COVE 21 (Maker 

Space/STEM Room) 
Xṉ 

    Xṉ Xṉ 

Washington 

District 

Hurricane Cone Site 

Pipeline for Computer 

Science 
ṉ Xṉ ṉ ṉ Xṉ Xṉ X 

Washington 

District 

(Hildale) 

Establishing a Computer 

Science Pathway for 

Underserved Students in 

Hildale, Utah 

 Xṉ 
   X 

 

Weber 

District 

CS Outreach and 

Retention Plan 
 Xṉ 

   X 
 

Weilenmann 

School of 

Learning 

Project-Based Learning 

Makerspaces 
Xṉ ṉ ṉ 

  Xṉ Xṉ 

 
Note: ṉ = noted by grantees in Spring 2022, X = noted by STEM Action Center
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As part of the UEPC Educator Computing Survey, educators were asked to rate their perceived 

competence in each of the grant activities in which their project was involved. For example, 

educators were asked to answer items about Innovation and Makerspaces activities if they 

participated in those activities. Educators rated their own competencies in five of seven grant 

activitiesðInnovation & Makerspaces, Out-of-Classroom Experiences, Integration of Out-of-

Classroom Experiences with Classroom Instruction, Professional Learning for Teachers and 

Staff, and Post-Secondary, Industry, and Community Collaborations. For the remaining two 

activities ï Near-Peer Mentorship and Work-Based Experiences ï educators were asked to 

reflect on their studentsô competencies rather than their own. Although items related to Near-

Peer Mentorship and Work-Based Experiences focus on studentsô experiences, we include them 

here to allow the reader to look across grant activities more easily.   

 

For each item, participants rated their own ï or their studentsô ï perceived competence on a scale 

ranging from 1 (ñnot at all competentò) to 5 (ñcompletely competentò). Mean ratings were 

computed by averaging ratings across items within each area. A sample item for each 

competency area is provided in Table 5. 
 

Table 5. Items Tapping Educatorsõ Perceived Competence and Educatorsõ Perceptions of Student 

Competence in Competency Areas Related to Grant Activities 

Competency Area   

Number of 

Survey 

Items   

Sample Item s 

Please rate your competence/your studentsõ 

competence to do the following ê 

Innovation and Makerspaces  5  
Design questions to scaffold students in the 

making process  

Out-of-Classroom Experiences 3  Use appropriate techniques and equipment 

Integration of Out -of-Classroom 

Experiences and Classroom Instruction 
3 

Align curriculum and activities between out-of-

classroom and in-classroom experiences 

Near-Peer Mentorship 2 
Demonstrate leadership skills through their work 

with younger students 

Work-Based Experiences 4 Solve real-world problems 

Professional Learning for Teachers and 

Staff 
3 

Use project-based, computational thinking 

pedagogy 

Post-Secondary, Industry, and 

Community Collaborations 
4  

Identify who to contact if I have questions about 

our shared work to support student success in 

computing 
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Vignette 1 ï Building Educator and Instructor Knowledge and Skills through 

Professional Learning 

 
Vignette 2 - Resource Utilization 
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Figure 2 provides a summary of educatorsô ratings of their own competence in five competency 

areas related to grant activities. As shown, mean ratings were between 3 (ñsomewhat 

competentò) and 4 (ñquite competentò) in all areas. Survey respondents were more likely to rate 

themselves as competent in Post-Secondary, Industry, and Community Collaborations than in 

other areas, with ratings just shy of ñquite competentò on the five-point scale for this competency 

area. Dependent t-tests7 confirmed that collaboration ratings were statistically higher than ratings 

in the other four competency areas, ts(53 to 68) > 2.83, ps < .01. Importantly, this pattern of 

findings is similar to the pattern reported for data collected in 2020-2021. 

 

Figure 2. Mean Educator Ratings of their Own Competence in Competency Areas Related to Grant 

Activities 

 

 
Note. Mean ratings are based on responses from between 62 and 81 educators. Sample sizes for each competency 

area noted in parentheses.  

 

  

                                                 
7 A dependent t-test is used to determine whether the mean difference between two sets of related measurements is 

zero.   
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Vignette 3 - Integrating Computing into the Curriculum 

 
Vignette 4 - Integrating Computing into the Curriculum 
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Vignette 5 - Out-of-School Time Classroom Experiences 

 
Vignette 6 - Out-of-School Time Classroom Experiences 
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Vignette 7 - Innovation and Makerspace 

 
Vignette 8 - Innovation and Makerspace 






























































