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Summary

The “Bstuaries and Watersheds” project was designed to provide opportunity for 15 school
groups to participate in interactive and comprehensive programming about the Hudson River.
This project began with the success of our 2003 NY-NJHEP mini-grant project using out unique
Hudson River Estuary Model; the 2004 proposal incorporated improvements to the programmnung
(adding an additional hour-long activity to the program and providing the programs at the
Beczak Center as opposed to the schools) which we hoped would enhance the learning
experience and encourage classroom teachers to incorporate Hudson River education into their
curriculums.

Seventeen two-hour programs were provided at the Beczak Center for 429 students and their
teachers from nine different schools. The participating schools were from Yonkers and
Brooklyn.

The total cost of this project was $6,474, including $1,574 in matching funds.

Goals Reached

The objective of this project was, “to teach children about the ecology of the Hudson River
Estuary” with the expected results of our programs to be “increased knowledge and awareness
about the Hudson River estuary and watershed” in an effort to “foster an appreciation for the
importance of environmental protection and stewardship”. While it is not yet possible to
measure the outcomes of our long-term objective (whether our students practice environmental
protection and stewardship) we certainly succeeded in teaching children about the ecology of the
Hudson River Estuary.

Our original proposal set a goal of fifteen programs and, due to lower transportation costs than
anticipated ($1,875 were budgeted and we only spent $1,792) we were able to re-allocate the
money towards providing two additional programs.



It was also important for us to provide comprehensive programming and our students did walk
away with a broader knowledge of the Hudson River ecosystem than when they participated in
shorter programming which covered fewer topics.

Problems

The heart of the project —~our programs- was easy for us to implement. In fact, we
underestimated the demand for this kind of programming and were able to schedule and provide
the first fifteen programs within the first 3 months of the project. The two major problems we
encountered during fulfillment of this grant was spending our money as allocated in the proposed
budget and spending the money according to the timeline of the grant. These problems can be
attributed to three smaller issues we encountered during implementation of the grant.

Our budget proposed that we would spend $1,875 in transportation to bring our students from
their respective schools, to the center. Six months into the project we were not receiving bills
from bus companies and still had $1400 to spend on transportation. During this time frame we
began to purchase some of the supplies for our program. We requested funds to enlarge
photographs of landmarks along the river which we use during the program. The costs for this
service cost us $270 more than the estimated amount. This is when we requested a modification
to re-allocate our budget to fund additional programming. Subsequent to approval of this
modification request we hegan to receive additional bills from transportation companies which
further extended our timeline.

During implementation of this project we also encountered time delays related to staff turnover.
During the course of this grant we had turnover in two educator positions. While we ended up
with a net gain in educators {one more than when we started) we were also without a full time
educator for a few months and all of our pending projects were on hold while we hired and
trained new staff during the course of seven months. The purchasing of program supplies was
heavily reliant on having trained and experienced educators who could take time to design new
program tools in an effort to make our programs more entertaining and interactive. Redesigning
our programs and purchasing new program supplies took us a little over two months.

Results of Evaluation

In order to evaluate the success of the project we utilized post-program evaluation surveys
(completed by the participating teachers) and monitored the students’ comprehension during
cach program. The latter provides us with a portion of our formative evaluation during the
programs so that we could adjust programs accordingly. Each of the programs we provided
requires a spiraling of knowledge to continue so that the educators do not proceed without
ascertaining that the participants are learning the information presented to them. Each program
also ends with the students recalling and summarizing the information they have learned. This
type of evaluation is important because it allows the educator to adjust the program according to
the pace of the students, as opposed to waiting until an evaluation comes back in the mail after a
program.



Evaluation forms were submitted by the majority of program participants (please see attached
copies of evaluation forms). Nine different schools participated in our programs and we received
6 completed forms representing 4 of these schools. The remaining participants who did not
submit evaluations expressed that they were pleased with the program during their visits. Of the
six forms that we received, 4 of the teachers responded that all of the participants were able to
reiterate the concepts presented to them and 2 expressed that “many” or the “majority” of their
students were able to reiterate the concepts. In our evaluation matrix all of our program
components were evaluated as either “excellent” or “good” (the highest two ranks).

We also received some very valuable comments in our evaluation forms. Two pieces of
constructive criticism helped us to redesign our programs. One suggestion was that our
programs should be even more hands-on than originally designed. We agreed wholeheartedly
and thanks in part to funding from this grant we were able to purchase new equipment to provide
activity kits for small groups of children during our Great Water Mix-up pro gram and new
program tools were purchased for our Estuary Model program which help reinforce concepts and
allow more children to participate in demonstrations. We also received comments from one
teacher that felt that our educator may have had trouble adapting the program to the students
existing knowledge. The issue raised by this comment was addressed by purchasing additional
tools to give the educator a greater varicty of topics to select from during the program and by
adding an “existing knowledge base”™ assessment (verbal question and answer) to the beginning
of the program.

Through our evaluation it also became apparent that providing the programs at the center was an
important factor in the success of the program. The most frequent response to ““...what was the
most positive aspect of this program?” was the program location, including the views of the river
and our exhibits which groups had time to explore during or after the program. This confirmed
our suspicion that providing our programs on site as opposed to at the schools can enhance the
learning experience and teachers’ overall satisfaction with the program.

We were impressed by the range of responses when the teachers were requested to, “list any
follow-up activities [they] are planning or have provided that will extend the learning”. The
responses listed New York State history and geography, a food chain play, terrain models and a
writing project, to name a few. These responses were encouraging to read since they clearly
demonstrated that the programs were successful in encouraging teachers to incorporate Hudson
River education into their curriculums.

While we would have liked to receive more evaluation forms we do feel that our evaluation was
adequate for the purposes of evaluating the success of our project as well as appropriate for this
type of education initiative.



NY-NJ HEP 2004
NEIWPCC Grant # 0355-002

School Name City Program Date  Number of
Students

1 Cedar Place Elem Yonkers 10/15/04 25
2 School 18 Yonkers 10/25/04 25
3 School 17 Yonkers 10/27/04 25
4 School 17 Yonkers 10/27/04 25
5 Brooklyn New School Brooklyn 1171/04 26
6 Brooklyn New School Brooklyn 11/3/04 25
7 Brooklyn New School Braoklyn 11/5/04 25
8 Schoal 13 Yonkers 11/8/04 25
9 Schoof 13 Yonkers 117804 25°
10 St. Peter's School Yonkers 11/9/04 21
11 School 13 Yonkers 11/10/04 3z
12 Family School 32 Yonkers 11/16/04 25
13 Family School 32 Yonkers 11/17/04 25
14 Family School 32 Yankers 11/17/04 25
15 Dodson Schoeol Yonkers 14/18/04 25
16 School 13 Yonkers 6/10/05 25
17 School 13 - Yonkers 6/10/05 25

429
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BECZAK ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION CENTER’S PROGRAM EVALUATION
School or Organization Name 56’5/4 4 /J/a ¢« &ém / \
Teacher(s) or Organizer(s) Z%M. ﬂﬂ de 77&4 /4 %W‘“t"-’

Grade or Age of Participants %@Z ilf deumber of Participants 075/
Program Date : 10 -15 - oY

1. Did you feel that the overall planning process was sufficient and effective?

7

2. Did you find the pre-trip information to be useful?

13/,0/

3. Were the concepts presented during the program appropriate to your age group? If
not, were they too easy or too difficult?

4. Were the p'articipants able to reiterate the concepts that were presented to them?

7

5. In your opinion, what was the most positive aspect of this program?

WMWQQJJW

8. Is there anything about the program that you would change? Please include suggestions
for improvement.

7. Please list any follow-up activities you are planning or have provided that will extend the
learning.

Z(/J/WW M /%; %Z /ZOAM Wéug,?uﬁ//a/

8. Is there anything about our facilities that you would change? Please include
suggestions for improvement.

{over)



PROGRAM EVALUATION
9. Please list any program‘t_opics or learning concepts/ skills that would be usefd]..t'o you if
incorporated into future programs. ' : '

Please check boxes to indicate your evaluation of the following program components.

Excellent Good Adeguate Poor

Apparent 'preparedness for program

Educator’s ability to interact appropriately with
participants

Educator’s ability to answer students' questions

Fulfillment of your objectives for the program

Appropriate selection of teaching materials/
equipment

Appropriate selection of teaching methods

Program’s success in generating and/or
maintaining enthusiasm about the Hudson River

Program's success in expanding participants'
knowledge of the Hudson River

AN S YANANRNAN

Please check boxes to indicate your evaluation of the length of time reserved for your program(s).

Too long Justright Too short  Not applicable

Indoor Activity
Outdoor Activity

Additional Comments: - W/
: - 4 . 2,
| (Grcamer FE fozo ot Lot

Thank you for your feedba;k!'



BECZAK ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION CENTER'S PROGRAM EVALUATION

School or Organization Name @VDOMM P /\/uQ de/kq)@‘q
Teacher(s) or Organizer(s) %@&Q/\L’W\Q g\’D F&
Grade or Age of Participants /j ull Nurmber of Parﬂmpants Zg“’ Ei

& fe?
Program Date M@' N %
1. Did you feel that the overall planning process was sufficient and effective?
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2. Did you fi e pre-trip information to be useful? T .
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3. Were the cepts presented during the program appropriate to your age group? If
not, were they too easy or too difficult?

ere the participants able to reiterate the concepts that were presented to them?

béu

. In your oplmoa what was the most positive aspect of this progr
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6. Is there anything about the program that you would change? Please include suggestions
for 1mprovement
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. Please list any follow-up actmtnes you are planning or have prowded that will extend the
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. Is there anything about our facilities that you would change? Please include
suggestions for improvement. [
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PROGRAM EVALUATION

9. Please list any program topics or learning concepts/ skills that wouid be useful to you if
incorporated into future programs.

Please check boxes to indicate your evaluation of the following program components.

_ Excellent Good Adeguate Poor
Apparent preparedness for program \/
Educator's ability to interact appropriately with .
participants :
Educator’s ability to answer students’ questions /

Fulfillment of your objectives for the program

Appropriate selection of teaching materials/
equipment

Appropriate selection of teaching methods

\/ /
Program's success in generating and/or \/ ‘

maintaining enthusiasm about the Hudson River

Program's success in expanding participants'
knowledge of the Hudson River

Please check boxes to indicate your evaluation of the length of time reserved for your program(s).

Too long Just right  Too short  Not applicable

Indoor Activity
Outdoor Activity
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BECZAK ENVIRONMENTA ||i DUCATION CENTER’S PROGRAM EVALUATION

School or Organization Name 7:}§ /&3W m% }?/Vef’f |
Teacher(s) or Organizer(s) (:TO dn CM (‘/HLO ( %F Mix. g aveSs @’fd

Grade or Age of Participants kT Number of Partlcapants 3O
Program Date _ //;/ O/‘j

1. Did you feel that the overall planning process was sufficient and effectlve’?

Jes
2. Did you find the pre-trip information to be useful?

Mes

3. Were the concepts presented during the program appropnate to your age group? If
not, were they too easy or too difficult?

\/&? Ajﬁ/ﬂmfﬁmﬂ&/

4. Were the participants able to reiterate the concepts that were presented to them'?

Yes

5. In your opinion, what was the most positive aspect of this program?
Al IﬂC’LVL.dS 07 QCJLIUHL/C’,S and” \Zi:k?y,c,a/z
‘ er 5
éef ne.otr M)‘-/ WYGH l/ “Q ‘fL—pg_g[\e,w

6. |s there anything about the program that you would change? Please include suggestions
for improvement.

7. Please iist any fol!ow-up activities you are planning or have provided that will extend the

learning. .
N

8. ls there anything about our facilities that you would change? Please include
suggestions for improvement.

T+ woglA ée/ /%e//wct/ /7£ C,ZC’//LFJQS ww/a( fe/
QW‘E +o eat /C(/’leL S5 i /7£ t?c'@ﬁaraff

{over)



PROGRAM_EVA’MTION

9. Please list any program topics or learning concepts/ skills that would be useful to you if
incorporated into future programs.

Conservadion v fe__car/r'ﬁ ,

Please check boxes to indicate your evaluation of the following program components.

_ Excellent Good Adequate . Poor
Apparent preparedness for program ) /
Educator's ability to interact appropriately wnth
partnc:pants /
Educator’s ability to answer students’ questions /
Fulfiliment of your objectives for the program ' /

Appropriate selection of teaching: matertals/
equment ,

Program's success in generating and/or
maintaining enthusiasm about the Hudson River

Appropriate selection of teaching methods /

Program's success in expanding participants' /
knowledge of the Hudson River

Please check boxes to indicate your evaluation of the Iength of time reserved for your program( s).

Too long Just right Too short  Not applicable

Indoor Activity
Outdoor Activity

W Lot “JWW/&&

Thank you for your feedback!
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BECZAK ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION CENTER’S PROGRAM EVALUATION

School or Organization Name _ Cawl d Scwl 2
Teacher(s) or Organizer(s) Sﬂ% KOJIJ%

Grade or Age of Participants (8’ _ Number of Participants & O
Program Date : [/"7/“{

1. Did you feel that the overall planning process was sufficient and effec

Yes.

2. Did you find the pre-trip information to be useful? " "

We. didnt receive much information prior o +he
Fripe T4 wowld be helpful fo have a brochure Mo g helpus

3. Were the concepts presented during the program approprlate to your age group? If W;;'h
not, were they too easy or too difficuit? P ‘ nninc

Yes, b i+ was Challen%m% for Fhem .
They oud well, however .

4. Were the participants able to reiterate the concepts that were presented to them?

- Yes, very uell

5. In your opinion, what was the most positive aspect of this program?

The hands - - food chan ‘ o
777e %{1 S aca’ua/ memanzed @venjamma/[o/an% in the

6. Is there anythmg about e programt tyou would change’P Please include suggestions
for improvement.

7. Please list any follow-up activities you are planning or have provided that will extend the
learning.

T Students Wiske abut what they leared. e iy
be rehuraing o food Chans 1ater 17 Me Currculum .

8. Is there anything about our facilities that you would change? Please include
suggestions for improvement.

Mo, i+ was very Convenient and ﬂ%/%fé’dé/f ,

{over)



PROGRAM EVALUATION

9. Please list any program topics or learning concepts/ skills that would be useful to you if
incorporated into future programs.

Please check boxes to indicate your evaluation of the following program components.

Excellent Good Adequate Poor

Apparent preparedness for program /

Educator's abirlity to interact appropriately with
participants \/

Educator's ability to answer students’ questions

Fuffillment of your objectives for the program

Appropriate selection of teaching materials/
equipment

Appropriate selection of teaching methods

Program's success in generating and/or
maintaining enthusiasm abeut the Hudson River

Program’s success in expanding participants'
knowiedge of the Hudson River

ANANN NN

Please check boxes to indicate your evaluation of the length of time reserved for your program(s).

Too long Justright Too short  Not applicable

indoor Activity : v
Qutdoor Activity [

Additional Comments:

Thank you for your feedbackl
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J.l NTAL EDUCATION CENTER’S PROGRAM EVALUATION

Eqm.w Sl B2

v 1‘“ —_”" / .
Grade'tfr'ﬁ\‘ge of Par‘ucnpante : Number of Participants ° /%a’a"
I P g

Program Date fO O‘*{ I & 2

. Did you feef that the overali planning process was sufficient and effective?

PR %@M% _

2. Did you find the pre- trip Inform tion to be seful?

Aekabs
%Mﬁw W/ﬁ% e

the concepts presented during the program appropriate to your age group’? tf
not, were they too easy or too difficult?

deﬂ&
4. Weret parti

|C|pants able to reiterate the conc pts that were presented to them? /”Z"*’W

WMW
e Al “ m;ywj

5. 0n your opinion, what was the most posrtr e aspect of thls

A Lbbed The ey sl

6. Isthere anythl g about the program that you would change? Please include suggestions

fm%i?:"t% Pl el g £ e e Aot iociin Zee

vé ,
7.%eli3%—up actﬁrm ﬁrnmded that will extendthe
learning. ;;5 oy - m%%,

8. Is there anything about our facilities that you would change? Please include
suggestrons for improvement.

U g ekt
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PROGRAM EVALUATION

- 9. Please list any program topics or learning concepts/ skills that would be useful to you if
incorporated into future programs.

C\@vc/c%am/ \Q/ffﬁ%/&%c’é/

Please check boxes to indicate your evaluation of the following program components.

Excellent  Good  Adequate Poor
Apparent preparedness for program :

Educator’'s ability to interact appropriately with
participants

Educator’s ability to answer students’ questions

Fulfillment of your objectives for the program

Appropriate selection of teaching materials/
equipment

Appropriate selection of teaching methods

Program's success in generating and/or
maintaining enthusiasm about the Hudson River

Program’s success in expanding partlmpants
knowiedge of the Hudson River

SN NS NS

Please check boxes to indicate your evaluation of the length of time reserved for your program(s).

Too long Justright Tooshort Not applicable

Indoor Activity /
Outdoor Activity N/ A A —
7

Addltlonal Comments:

Thank you for your feedback!
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BECZAK ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION CENTER’S PROGRAM EVALUATION

School or Organization Name “’/ounfl\ Qp Sc VUX?{ 32
Teacher(s) or Organizer(s) M lSS ( )O 24 h& (\\ wnsS
Grade or Age of Participants 5 (d ___ Number of Participants Q r\‘ r F

| pEC 03T

1. Did you feel that the overall planning process was sufficient and effective?} 1"
Nes, the more honds on 4he beer.  BIEE-

2. Did you find the pre-trip information to be useful?
T did rot gel ~+hod \ormad ion

3. Were the concepts presented during the program appropriate to your age group? If
not, were they too easy or too difficult?

Lome —mﬂ \/oCClb words weve a i le |
dfien s +or 29 grale. Gxample zsopbnrien, DhypeAK,

4, Were the partlmpants able to reltéite the concepts tf}\%:ere presented to fom’?
wroﬁff Eam ra s oNn W we gy

4k

e mebf?/@ Q| o wos PreT

5. In youro inion, what was the most positive aspect of this program?

The fposﬁ vé was +he st Qents U}\}Jffﬁ_
able 4o panjcipuie. , LPLTE.

6. Is there anything about the program that you would change? Please mctude suggestions

for improvement. ’Ta y % De aS aC\{ VQ
as ble whh +he stodends. daye a
5%3}2@?45 parycipating e alf

7. Please list any follow-up‘activities yoti are plannjng or have provided that will extend the

g 7 10\\/5) sWdent (reats diffepe /it
fod choin”or write s Py of o dchan

8. {s there anything about our facilities that you would change? Please include
suggestions for improvement.

@/mf Lxperlence / [/
 Thonds C

* Program Date i !i"f'l[()"f




PROGRAM EVALUATION

8. Please list any program topics or learning concepts/ Sk!llS that would be useful to you if
 incorporated into future programs.

~ Please check boxes to indicate your evaluation of the following program components.

Excellent Good Adequate Poor
Apparent preparedness for program _ /

Educator's ability to interact appropniately with - o }
participants /

Educator's ability to answer students’ guestions

L
Fulfillment of your objectives for the program
)~ .
Appropriate selection of teaching materials/
equipment //
Appropriate selection of teaching methods /

Program's success in generating and/or
maintaining enthusiasm about the Hudson River

Program's success in expanding participants' /

knowledge of the Hudson River

Please check boxes to indicate your evaluation of the length of time reserved for your program(s).

Too long - Justright Téosho_rt Not applicable
Indoor Activity v

Qutdoor Activity L

Additional Comments:

Thank you for your feedback!



