
 
 

I. Title and Contact Information: 
Topic Title:  Digital Knowledge Project 
Topic Area(s):  Increasing information & digital fluency 
Faculty Point of Contact for your group (name and title):  Jeffrey McClurken, Associate Professor & Chair of History 
and American Studies, CAS 
Email and phone number:  jmcclurk@umw.edu, 540-654-1475 
Co-Developers’ names and title: Ernest Ackermann, Professor of Computer Science, CAS; Rosemary Arneson, 
University Librarian; Jack Bales, Reference and Humanities Librarian, Simpson Library; Martha Burtis, Special 
Projects Coordinator, DTLT; Paul Butler, Assistant Systems Librarian, Simpson Library; 
Clay Calvert, Student, COB; Teresa Coffman, Associate Professor of Education, COE; Cheryl Hawkinson-
Melkun, Writing Center Director, Stafford Campus, COB; Elizabeth Kilgallin, Student, CAS; Sonia Morris, 
Student, COE; Andy Rush, New Media Specialist, DTLT; Sharon Teabo, Associate Professor of Education, COE. 
 
II. Executive Summary: 
Through its funding of the Digital Knowledge Project (DKP), the University of Mary Washington has the opportunity to 
become a premier liberal arts institution known for preparing students to meet the challenges of an increasingly digital, 
web-based, global society. This project will integrate digital and information literacy into the University’s core curriculum 
in all three Colleges; provide extensive professional development opportunities to ensure that faculty are themselves 
capable and innovative users of digital technology and information; and provide guidance, support and consultation for 
UMW undergraduate and graduate students seeking assistance with digital resources. The goals of the DKP align closely 
with UMW’s Strategic Plan by positioning UMW to be a leader in academic technologies and information resources, 
preparing UMW students to compete for careers which increasingly require digital and information literacy skills, and 
laying a curricular framework within which all faculty and students can flourish as efficient and effective users of digital 
resources. 
 
As described in this proposal, a key component of the DKP is the Digital Knowledge Center. The Center would serve 
undergraduate students, graduate students, and faculty by: 1) working to identify and integrate approaches to digital and 
information literacy across the disciplines; 2) providing assistance to students through peer tutors and faculty mentors 
trained in digitally enhanced research, creation, publication, and interaction; and 3) creating a formal faculty development 
program integrating digital technologies across the UMW curriculum.   
 
While grassroots efforts on both campuses at UMW have resulted in increasing numbers of faculty and students engaging 
with digital technologies and information resources, other data demonstrates that many faculty are still reluctant to employ 
digital information and technology and students still need assistance finding and assessing digital information, learning 
and evaluating digital tools, and creating individual and collaborative digital media projects. 
 
Learning Outcomes for the Digital Knowledge Project are as follows: 
 

! Students will be able to consume digital information by successfully locating high quality digital information 
using the Internet and library databases; by safely and effectively exchanging information and ideas online; by 
using digital information in an ethical manner; and by understanding the social, legal, and cultural issues 
surrounding the use of digital information. 

! Students will be able to express ideas with digital information and media by creatively using digital text, media, 
and data; by working collaboratively with online digital tools to produce new information resources; by identifying 
and evaluating digital tools needed for the design and development of projects; and by applying digital 
technologies in meaningful ways across various disciplines of study. 

! Students will be able to analyze digital information and technologies by evaluating the quality of digital 
information; by identifying typical components of technology tools and anticipating how to use them; by 
developing a self-reliant approach to solving technology and information challenges; and by creating digital 
artifacts specific to content objectives and concepts. 

! Faculty will demonstrate a proficiency in teaching with digital and information resources by identifying relevant 
digital resources; understanding how digital resources can be used to create learning environments; using digital 
resources to improve existing; and developing assessment techniques and tools for student work that uses digital 
resources 



 
Assessment of this project will include qualitative as well as quantitative measures across all three Colleges including 
evaluation of digital portfolios, specific faculty and student research and creative activities, and counts of faculty, 
students, and courses engaging in the use of digital technologies and information.  
 
The Digital Knowledge Project will require hiring a Director for the Digital Knowledge Center, establishing and 
equipping the Center, and funding for ongoing program development.   The proposed budget for the project over five 
years is $844,231. Planning for the program would begin in Fall 2013, with a scheduled opening date for the Center of 
Fall 2014. 
 
III. Rationale Proposal and Analysis of Institutional Effectiveness and Other Data: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The University of Mary Washington has the opportunity to become a leader in preparing faculty and students to meet the 
demands of a global economy in which navigating a rapidly evolving information and technology landscape is key to 
educational and professional pursuits. Through the Digital Knowledge Project (DKP), UMW will develop an innovative 
curriculum and establish services that integrate the most advanced approaches to digital and information literacy into the 
University's courses of study. 
 
In recent years, many faculty at UMW have taken it upon themselves to explore cutting-edge learning environments for 
their classes and have pushed themselves to develop a deeper understanding for how digital information and technologies 
are transforming their own academic disciplines, providing students at UMW with some of the most progressive 
approaches to the use of digital technology and information in higher education. Faculty receive support for digital 
innovation through partnerships with UMW’s Division of Teaching and Learning Technologies (DTLT), a group 
committed to working with faculty interested in using technology to augment and transform the practices of teaching and 
learning.  Additional faculty support is provided by the University Librarians who provide instruction on the use of digital 
information resources. 
 
As with faculty, students are increasingly seeking support and guidance regarding digital technologies. However, neither 
the Library nor DTLT has the staff or resources to provide one-on-one assistance to all students by appointment and/or 
email. This makes it difficult for students to successfully participate in the innovative work that professors are assigning; 
it also makes it less likely that students will become innovative, adaptive thinkers about and users of digital information 
and resources.  Furthermore, since the development of technical innovation across the University has occurred in an ad 
hoc manner, students who do encounter digital innovation within their classes are given little or no opportunity to 
understand their work within a broader and deeper curricular context. Not only do they need support, they need a 
curricular framework within which they can exercise their knowledge and skills. 
 
In effect, we are creating a circle that cannot entirely close: faculty are pushing themselves to develop new, innovative 
approaches to teaching, thinking about, and understanding their own disciplines; staff in DTLT and the library are poised 
to partner with faculty as they tackle these innovative practices; students are on the receiving end of some of the most 
remarkable teaching experiences in the country. Some students, however, are unable to succeed in this new realm without 
more formal, institutional support; others are left with nowhere else to take their new-found skills and experiences. The 
DKP will provide the mechanism to close this circle by addressing information and technology literacy through the 
creation of a Digital Knowledge Center (DKC) offering guidance, expertise, and resources to undergraduate and graduate 
students as well as faculty seeking to use and adapt new technologies, and by creating a partnership with other teaching-
centered organizations at the University.   
 
Through the DKP, the University has the opportunity to formalize its understanding of and approach to the integration of 
digital technology and resources, making it a key component of the University’s mission and practices and closing the gap 
in the existing circle of innovation. The resulting circle will turn in a continuous cycle of empowerment and improvement 
as faculty, staff, and students push themselves and each other to use digital technologies and resources in ways that will 
transform the culture of teaching, learning, and knowing and that will position UMW as a high-quality liberal arts 
university of the 21st Century. 

 
 
 



INSTITUTIONAL DATA 
Currently available institutional data regarding the use and integration of digital and information technologies suggests 
that UMW is on the verge of making digital innovation a cornerstone student experience, but more work needs to be done. 
Institutional data demonstrates mixed and varied results in relation to digital technology providing evidence that while an 
ad hoc approach to technology initiatives can result in innovation and unique student experiences, an institutional 
approach and commitment is needed if UMW is to become a leader in digital and information literacy. 
 
A QEP survey of UMW department chairs and assessment coordinators suggests that programmatic approaches to 
information and digital literacy across the institution are varied and inconsistent. Responders were asked to answer six 
questions about their approach to teaching and assessing three groups of learning objectives: consuming digital 
information, expressing ideas with digital information and media, and analyzing digital information and technologies. 
While a majority of the programs reported that they teach some of each of the identified learning outcomes in each area, 
almost half of the departments reported that they assessed none of each group of learning objectives.1  
 
A QEP survey of current students’ perceptions of the integration of information and digital literacy also suggests a highly 
varied landscape.2 Forty-two percent of the respondents indicated that they use library databases for research assignments 
only once or less during a semester. Sixty-two percent indicated that they never use online publishing platforms like blogs 
or wikis for class assignments. Almost forty percent also stated that they never use digital tools to work collaboratively 
with classmates.  
 
In terms of student perception of faculty technology skills, almost forty percent of respondents indicated that no faculty or 
only some faculty have adequate technology skills for carrying out course instruction. Almost fifty percent of the survey 
takers responded that no faculty or only some faculty use technology effectively in courses. Nonetheless, forty percent of 
the respondents believed that technology in courses improved their learning and almost fifty percent believed that the 
technology they’ve used in their courses will prepare them for the workplace; however, when asked if they would be 
comfortable if an employer asked them to research and propose a way to use technology to solve a work-related problem, 
only twenty-two percent felt very comfortable with the challenge, and almost half admitted that they were not comfortable 
at all with identifying a digital tool to publish their academic work online. The final question of the survey queried 
students about what they expected to find if searching their own name online. Only thirteen percent of students believed 
that personally identifying information (address, phone numbers, etc.) would be available, even though this is some of the 
most common personal information found on the Web. 
 
Overall, the survey shows students are inconsistently engaged with technology and have an inconsistent understanding of 
its impact. It also shows that faculty may not be providing proper technology guidance and may not possess strong enough 
digital skills. Students, on the other hand, seemed to perceive their skills to be stronger than they are given their responses 
to survey questions regarding technical literacy and knowledge.  As part of the DKP, a more thorough survey aimed at a 
larger student group could provide a deeper understanding of gaps in information and digital fluency. 

 
Data from the University libraries and from DTLT tells a similar story.  Over the last four years library data indicates that 
while some departments and programs offer many classes that include a digital information gathering component 
addressing research, there are an equal number of departments that offer few classes with this emphasis.  Data about 
student appointments with librarians illustrates the same kind of disciplinary variation. Data demonstrates that students 
from departments and programs implementing such classes are more likely to seek assistance in order to make the best use 
of information resources in the libraries.3   
 
DTLT data illustrates that integration of emerging technologies into the curriculum is occurring, but in disciplinary 
pockets and among a core cohort of faculty. Attendance at DTLT’s annual conference, Faculty Academy on Teaching and 
Learning Technologies, has remained steady for the last few years, with approximately 50 faculty members attending 
(roughly 20% of the full-time faculty members).  Professional development opportunities hosted by DTLT throughout the 
year are lightly attended, possibly because of faculty course load, time commitments, and a lack of recompense for time 
spent on these activities. On the other hand, DTLT data from the last academic year shows that over 100 full-time faculty 
members partnered with the staff to work on course- and technology-related activities.4 
 
Data regarding the University’s open-source publishing platform, UMW Blogs, suggests that faculty engagement and 
innovation with online technologies is happening. Launched in the fall of 2007, UMW Blogs registrations and courses 
taught within the system have grown each year. In the first six months of this academic year, over 1500 new users have 



registered in the system, 300 more registrations than happened during the entire first year of UMW Blogs. The number of 
courses taught within the system has also grown each year, from 81 in 2008-2009 to 129 so far in 2010-2011.  
 
Finally, data from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) survey instrument, a survey that asks students to 
reflect on various aspects of their collegiate experiences and to indicate how frequently they engaged in specific activities, 
reveals that UMW students – in relation to digital technology and information literacy – are on a par with students at peer 
institutions.5  The DKP will afford UMW students and faculty greater opportunities in these areas, setting UMW apart 
from its competitors and bringing the University one step closer to President Hurley’s goal of becoming the best public 
liberal arts university in the nation.  
 
LITERATURE REVIEW, EXTERNAL DATA, and BEST PRACTICES 
Although a number of writers used the term “digital literacy” throughout the 1990s, one of the first to introduce it was 
Paul Gilster in his 1997 book of the same name.  He viewed digital literacy as not just the acquisition of technical skills, 
but “the ability to understand and use information in multiple formats from a wide range of sources when it is presented 
via computers” (p. 33).  In essence, it involved “mastering ideas, not keystrokes” (p. 15). 
 
Gilster’s insights, however, were not new.  As David Bawden points out in “Origins and Concepts of Digital Literacy” (a 
chapter from Digital Literacies: Concepts, Policies and Practices, 2008), “computer literacy” was commonly used 
throughout the 1980s (though encompassing “skill sets” rather than ideas), with “information literacy” becoming 
widespread in the 1990s.  Academic librarians in particular embraced this latter term, and in 1989 the American Library 
Association Presidential Committee on Information Literacy issued a report that emphasized that all American citizens 
needed to “deal with the realities of the Information Age.”  The committee added that “to be information literate, a person 
must be able to recognize when information is needed and have the ability to locate, evaluate, and use effectively the 
needed information.” <http://www.ala.org/ala/mgrps/divs/acrl/publications/whitepapers/presidential.cfm>. 
 
With the popularity of “information literacy” (which includes both print and non-print resources), little notice was paid 
“digital literacy” throughout the early years of first decade of the twenty-first century, especially as there was some 
confusion as to whether it emphasized technical skills or critical thinking.  As Yorem Eshet-Alkalai observes in his aptly 
named “Digital Literacy: A Conceptual Framework for Survival Skills in the Digital Era” (Journal of Educational 
Multimedia and Hypermedia (vol. 13, issue 1, 2004), “The indistinct use of the term causes ambiguity, and leads to 
misunderstandings, misconceptions, and poor communication among researchers and developers involved in the processes 
of designing and developing learning digital environments” (p. 94). Bawden, too, mentions this confusion, adding that “e-
literacy” (electronic literacy) “has been adopted in some quarters as virtually synonymous with digital literacy” (p. 25). 
 
There has been renewed focus in recent years, however, on Gilster’s original ideas of digital literacy; indeed, he 
contributed a chapter to Allan Martin and Dan Madigan’s Digital Literacies for Learning (2006). Barbara R. Jones-
Kavalier and Suzanne L. Flannigan succinctly summed up “literacy then and now” in their “Connecting the Digital Dots: 
 Literacy of the 21st Century” (Educause Quarterly, vol. 29, issue 2, 2006).  They maintain that “literacy today depends 
on understanding the multiple media that make up our high-tech reality and developing the skills to use them effectively.” 
 They add that “the greatest challenge is moving beyond the glitz and pizzazz of the flashy technology to teach true 
literacy in this new milieu. Using the same skills used for centuries—analysis, synthesis, and evaluation—we must look at 
digital literacy as another realm within which to apply elements of critical thinking.” 
 
Librarians, too, recognize that “information literacy” needs to be updated in today’s Web 2.0 participatory environment. 
 In “Reframing Information Literacy as a Metaliteracy” (College and Research Libraries, January 2011), Thomas P. 
Mackey and Trudi E. Jacobson argue that “while the type of information may change from one format to another (from 
print, to Web page, to multimedia file, to learning object, to collaborative document), the abilities to determine, access, 
evaluate, incorporate, use, understand, produce, collaborate, and share information are common considerations.” 
 
Many national organizations have described the need for digital/information literacy in their published standards. Digital 
or information literacy and training is identified as an objective for higher education by such organizations as: the 
Association of College and Research Libraries, the Association of American Colleges and Universities, the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools Principles of Accreditation, and the State Council for Higher Education in Virginia.  
 
Digital literacy falls within the “Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education” approved by the 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL, 2000).  These standards were also endorsed by the American 



Association for Higher Education (October 1999) and the Council of Independent Colleges (February 2004)6 “Information 
literacy” is one of the Association of American Colleges and Universities’ Essential Learning Outcomes that should be 
“practiced extensively, across the curriculum” as a key part of the liberal education experience.7 
 
The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools’ (SACS) Principles of Accreditation address information and 
technology literacy in several of their standards [Emphasis added]: 

• 2.9: arrangements or agreements, provides and supports student and faculty access and user privileges to adequate 
library collections and services and to other learning/information resources consistent with the degrees 
offered. Collections, resources, and services are sufficient to support all its educational, research, and 
public service programs. (Learning Resources and Services) 

• 3.4.12 The institution’s use of technology enhances student learning and is appropriate for meeting the objectives 
of its programs. Students have access to and training in the use of technology. (Technology use) 

• 3.8.1 The institution provides facilities and learning/information resources that are appropriate to support 
its teaching, research, and service mission. (Learning/information resources) 

• 3.8.2 The institution ensures that users have access to regular and timely instruction in the use of the 
library and other learning/information resources. (Instruction of library use) 
 

Finally, the State Council for Higher Education in Virginia’s (SCHEV) Public Higher Education Policy on the 
Assessment of Student Learning lists “Information Technology Literacy” as one of the six core areas to be assessed. 
 
Technology, digital media, and information literacy are evolving across the country as is evidenced by the following list of 
innovative programs and centers: 

• University of Maryland’s Digital Cultures and Creativity Program: http://dcc.umd.edu/   
• University of California’s Digital Media and Learning Center: http://dmlcentral.net/about/what-all-about.8 
• UVA’s Digital Media Lab: http://www2.lib.virginia.edu/dml/ 
• UNC’s Media Resources Center: http://www.lib.unc.edu/house/mrc/index.htm 
• Virginia Tech’s InnovationSpace: http://www.is.vt.edu/ 
• Penn State’s Knowledge Commons: http://www.libraries.psu.edu/psul/admin/knowledgecommons.html 9 

 
Similarly, QEP's addressing information and digital literacy are also flourishing as universities recognize the need for such 
programs:  

• North Carolina School for the Arts : http://faculty.uncsa.edu/kingb/mediawork/documents/NCSAQEPFINAL2.pdf   
• NC State University:  http://www2.acs.ncsu.edu/UPA/accreditation/compliance/Report%20on%20QEP.pdf 
• North Carolina Central University         : 

http://sacscoc.org/pdf/2009%20track%20b%20qeps/North%20Carolina%20Central%20University.pdf 
• Converse College: http://sacscoc.org/pdf/2007%20track%20b%20qeps/Converse%20College.pdf 
• Trinity University: http://php.trinity.edu/qep/info_lit/  
• University of Central Florida: http://sacs.ucf.edu/ccr/report/qep_summary.htm  

 
IV. Target Student Population: 
The target population for the DKP is the University, including undergraduate and graduate students as well as faculty. The 
DKP seeks to integrate and assess digital technology and information literacy throughout the curriculum and the colleges, 
recognizing the deeply embedded nature of technology and information resources within all academic disciplines. This 
project will provide support services and consultation to any student or faculty member seeking assistance with the 
investigation and use of technologies and information resources, enabling students and faculty to improve their digital and 
information literacy and providing mechanisms that help faculty create courses of study with the stated learning 
objectives. 
 
V. Fit with UMW’s Mission and UMW Strategic Plan: 
The Digital Knowledge Project (DKP) intersects with UMW’s newly adopted Strategic Plan at a number of stated 
objectives. The Plan states that UMW will “provide the technology, tools, training, and user support that allows all 
members of the institution to use technology effectively and efficiently.” Part of the follow-up strategy to meet this 
objective is that UMW will “develop an iterative two to five year comprehensive information technology plan.” The DKP 
will help the University to meet this stated goal by developing the foundation for a curricular approach to the integration 
of digital technologies and information. 
 



The DKP will also enable UMW to build and expand upon its foundation of excellence.  The Strategic Plan states “The 
University of Mary Washington will be a leader in the fields of academic technology, library services, and information 
resources by identifying, developing, investing in, and sustaining those practices and resources like the on-going work of 
the Division of Teaching and Learning Technologies, UMW Blogs, distributed learning pedagogy and technologies, and 
other programs that produce the highest quality of service, technology and support, while promoting, celebrating, and 
preserving innovations in teaching, learning, and scholarship.”  The DKP provides an institutional focus for these 
activities and a physical and virtual and presence, promoting the conversations and collaborative learning environment 
that will foster excellence among students and faculty in relation to academic technologies and information resources.  
Furthermore, by fostering collaborative practices and information exchange between technology specialists and teaching 
faculty, the DKP will help faculty identify and establish best practices for traditional, blended, and online classes. 
 
Finally, much of the DKP’s premise is predicated on recognizing that the University has a responsibility to prepare 
students for the careers and additional learning experiences which they will encounter beyond the walls of this campus. 
The Strategic Plan states that UMW will “establish programs and connections that clearly and explicitly link the UMW 
education to careers, graduate, and professional development.” There is no doubt that information technologies and 
resources are having a profound impact on careers and graduate studies. The DKP will help UMW students to develop an 
adaptive, behavior-oriented approach to the use of technology and information resources that is critical to meeting the 
needs of the knowledge-based job market they are likely to encounter upon graduation. 
 
VI. Learning Outcomes: 
 Students will be able to consume digital information by: 

•  successfully locating high quality digital information using the Internet and library databases 
•  safely and effectively exchanging information and ideas online 
•  using digital information in an ethical manner 
•  understanding the social, legal, and cultural issues surrounding the use of digital information 

 
Students will be able to express ideas with digital information and media by:  

• creatively using digital text, media, and data 
•  working collaboratively with online digital tools to produce new information resources 
•  identifying and evaluating digital tools needed for the design and development of projects 
•  applying digital technologies in meaningful ways across various disciplines of study 

 
Students will be able to analyze digital information and technologies by: 

• evaluating the quality of digital information 
• identifying typical components of technology tools and anticipating how to use them 
• developing a self-reliant approach to solving technology and information challenges 
• creating digital artifacts specific to  content objectives and concepts 

 
Faculty will demonstrate a proficiency in teaching with digital and information resources by: 

•  identifying specific digital resources which are relevant and important to the subjects they are teaching 
•  understanding how digital resources can be used to create effective and progressive learning environments 
•  improving and enhancing existing curriculum with the integration of digital tools and resources 
• developing assessment techniques and tools for student work that uses digital resources 

 
VII. Assessment Plan: 
Students will be able to consume digital information: 

• Performance indicator:  students acquire information from web-based databases that significantly contributes to 
research or the creation of course-related materials and knowledge. Utilization of web-based databases is expected 
of throughout their academic careers and beyond. 

• Performance indicator: students utilize computer-mediated communication to exchange information, ideas, and 
knowledge safely in order to enhance learning. Computer-mediated communication is expected to increase as 
comfort level grows. 

• Performance indicator: students abide by copyright, fair use, and Creative Commons standards and guidelines for 
all material associated in the creation and use of academic artifacts and associated material. By employing ethical 
standards when using digital information students will set high standards and be models for others. 



• Performance indicator: students regularly employ safe practices associated with social use of the Internet, respect 
cultural differences and are aware of legal guidelines applied to ethical use of the Internet. Students will model 
safe practice, cultural awareness and use of legal guidelines throughout their academic career thus laying a strong 
foundation for continued application in these areas. 

 
Students will be able to express ideas with digital information and media: 

• Performance indicator: students utilize digital text, media, and data to enhance course products and projects. 
Students may demonstrate creative attributes during class presentations or conferences. Students may also elect to 
maintain an electronic portfolio of exemplary works. 

• Performance indicator: students continuously utilize Web 2.0 and “cloud” resources for course assignments 
aligned with instructional strategies involving collaborative work. Students may share which digital resources 
were utilized during collaborative work and maintain an online repository where most-used resources are housed 
for ease of use. 

• Performance indicator: students select appropriate tools in order to design and develop course projects. Projects 
enhanced by digital tools would exhibit exemplary characteristics on project rubrics and grading scales. 

• Performance indicator:  students routinely elect to augment course assignments by applying digital technologies 
and knowledge gained through their use in projects in all courses and in all disciplines. 

 
Students will be able to analyze digital information and technologies: 

• Performance indicator: students are familiar with key indicators of quality information when researching web-
based information and tools. Only quality information is utilized to enhance course work as evidenced by progress 
and evaluations throughout courses. 

• Performance indicator: students will research various technology tools and theorize how best to incorporate tools 
to augment course work. Frequency of use and an increase in the quality of digital tools is expected to improve 
throughout the course of a student’s academic career as evidenced by inclusion of artifacts in a student’s e-
portfolio or course work. 

•  Performance indicator: students will develop a system of analyses and synthesis of digital information that 
contribute to self-assurance of skill acquisition and integration of appropriate digital technologies. Students will 
regularly apply components of digital information and technologies in course projects and products throughout 
the course of their academic careers. 

• Performance indicator: students will create products or significantly enhance course work with digital 
technologies and information by research and acquiring quality digital resources that specifically address course 
content goals/objectives across disciplines. Products may include a course, discipline, or academic focus 
evaluated by rubric, grade, or exit interview. 

 
Student projects will be assessed in individual classes. A select group of instructors may be asked to complete a survey in 
order to indicate how students utilized digital information and media in projects. Multiple surveys over time will indicate 
levels of digital information and media use.  Student course work will be evaluated by project rubric, grades, or discussion 
that will reflect the quality of digital information and technologies utilized for specific course or program work. Teachers 
and students may be surveyed at specified intervals in order to assess quality, use, or integration of digital information and 
technologies over time. 
 
Assessment of faculty learning outcomes for the project will be achieved through a variety of mechanisms, building on 
existing University structures whenever possible. Faculty annual activity reports can be used to determine the degree to 
which faculty are successfully making use of DKP resources. Faculty who use DKP resources may be required to share 
and publish to a portfolio of ideas and resources. Peer-review of and consultation on digital curriculum enhancements may 
be overseen by the University Teaching Center. Finally, the success of students in classes as digital resources are 
integrated into them can be tracked and assessed.  
 
VIII. Specific Actions Related to Learning Outcomes 
In order to address the broad and deep range of learning outcomes that we have identified (from consuming digital 
information and resources, to expressing ideas with digital media and information, to analyzing digital technologies and 
information) the Digital Knowledge Project must address these outcomes at a number of institutional levels. First, and 
foremost, the Project will bring together faculty to formally identify best practices for integrating digital approaches 
across the University’s curriculum. UMW has a strong track-record with the integration of writing and speaking learning 
outcomes through our Speaking and Writing Intensive undergraduate initiatives. The DKP would seek to emulate this 



model and would extend the integration into all three Colleges and across both graduate and undergraduate learning 
experiences. 
 
For this integration to be successful, the DKP will need to offer professional development opportunities to all faculty at 
the University, helping faculty (at all levels of expertise) to improve their own digital and information literacies while also 
developing a deeper understanding of how digital resources fit into their own disciplines and how they can incorporate the 
stated student learning objectives into their own courses. 
 
Student success, however, will not be achieved by merely incorporating these objectives into the University curriculum. In 
addition, the DKP must provide the necessary scaffolding and support to guarantee that students have the resources and 
assistance to succeed. Through peer support mechanisms and faculty mentorships, students will be able to seek assistance 
while they explore digitally enhanced research, creation, publication, and interaction.  
 
The mechanism for achieving curricular integration, faculty development, and student support will be a new Digital 
Knowledge Center which will parallel the successful approach that UMW’s Speaking and Writing Centers. In addition to 
leading efforts on these three fronts, the Center would also be responsible for assessing the Project’s ongoing success and 
adjusting Center programming in response to assessment results. 
 
Assessment of this project is essential and could include qualitative measures such as evaluation of student and faculty e-
portfolios to demonstrate information and technology literacy, evaluation of discipline-specific student research and 
creative activities, and evaluation of faculty activities through sharing of (and corresponding feedback on) digital and 
information-based pedagogies.   Assessment could also include a count of digitally enhanced projects (DEP's) across the 
curriculum or the number of DEP's included in presentations by students at conferences. 
 
Assessment would also include more quantitative, but no less effective measurements, such as counting the number of 
classes taught that incorporate these skills (an indicator of students submitting DEP's, lesson plans, conference 
presentations, etc. ), the number of faculty who attended DKP workshops (an indicator of faculty who willingly support 
the integration of digital information and technology in the curriculum), and the number of students the staff of the Center 
assisted in improving their digital fluency. 
 
IX. Proposed Project Leadership and Management: 
Description of New Digital Knowledge Center 
We believe one important way to achieve increased digital and information fluency among all UMW students would be to 
create a Digital Knowledge Center (DKC).  The Center will integrate approaches to digital and information fluency across 
the undergraduate and graduate programs; provide assistance to students in digitally enhanced research, creation, 
publication, and interaction; and create a formal faculty development program to explore the integration of digital 
technologies across the UMW curriculum.  While the logical initial physical location of such a Center would be 
somewhere on the Fredericksburg Campus because of the concentration of students and faculty there, any such center 
would have a clear mission to support fully students and faculty in all programs on all UMW campuses.  Such a center 
would likely have a robust virtual presence as well, employing web-based tools that could assist students and faculty 
wherever they are.  
 
New position: Director of the Digital Knowledge Center 
Arguably the most important new position created under our proposed QEP would be a Director of the Digital Knowledge 
Center who would have the following responsibilities: work with a DKC Advisory Committee of faculty, staff, and 
students to implement the Center’s goals stated above; coordinate faculty mentors, student tutors, and staff resources 
(including working with the libraries, DTLT, and UMWIT); developing and implementing assessment of 
digital/information fluency student learning outcomes.    
 
Other people, divisions, units involved and their responsibilities: 

• The mission of the Division of Teaching and Learning Technologies would expand beyond faculty 
development to include assisting students with learning and implementing digital tools in an academic context.    

• University Libraries Staff, especially reference librarians, would work closely with the DKC on issues of 
information and digital fluency, building on existing programs, workshops, classes, and individual interactions 
with students and faculty. 



• Student tutors would be available to work with students and faculty as consultants on particular projects and as 
workshop leaders. 

• Faculty mentors, those faculty members experienced in teaching with and using digital technologies, would be 
paired with other faculty interested in such activities. 

• DKC Advisory Committee would be created of students, faculty, and staff to work with the director to 
encourage and support curricular inclusion of information/digital fluency learning outcomes and to create the 
faculty development and student tutoring programs. 

• Assessment would be developed and implemented by the DKC Director, working with the Director of the 
Center for Teaching Excellence and Innovation, and the Assistant Provost for Institutional Analysis and 
Effectiveness. 

 
Organizational changes to the existing structure: 
Given the planned changes recently announced by the Provost, the logical administrative location for the DKC would be 
to parallel that of the Writing and Speaking Centers, with the DKC Director reporting to the Director of the Center for 
Teaching Excellence and Innovation.10 
 
Alternative scenarios, depending on resources and demand: 
As the initiative and Center evolve and grow, satellite physical centers at Stafford and/or Dahlgren may make sense; DKC 
could become part of the University Libraries that would have an expanded mission; DTLT and DKC could merge. 

 
X. Proposed Timeline: 
SACS Approval: Summer 2013 
Fall 2013 

• Form Digital Knowledge Advisory Committee to identify faculty to receive research grants/course releases. 
• Hire Director of the Digital Knowledge Center 
• Identify operational space for the Digital Knowledge Center 

Spring-Summer 2014 
• Hold faculty workshops on digital and information fluency, culminating in training institute open to all faculty to 

support technology integration across the curriculum. 
• Faculty mentors will be recruited from those who participate in the workshops and the Institute 
• Identify and train student peer tutors 
• Purchase equipment for the Digital Knowledge Center 

Fall 2014 
• Digital Knowledge Center opens 
• Baseline assessment of student proficiencies relating to digital and information fluency 

Spring 2015 
• Initial assessment of student learning outcomes 
• Second group of student peer tutors identified and trained 

Summer 2015 
• Offer additional faculty development opportunities, including training institute, based assessment results. 
• Analyze initial assessment of student learning outcomes to inform the development of next year’s activities. 

Academic year 2016 
• Continue to develop programs for students providing opportunities for them to use emerging technologies 
• Continue to develop formal and informal opportunities for faculty to engage with emerging technologies and to 

share their experiences with each other. 
• Continue assessment of student learning outcomes to inform the development of additional programming 

Academic year 2017 
• Conduct a needs assessment among faculty to determine areas where additional faculty development opportunities 

are needed. 



 
XI. Description of Institutional and External Resources: 
 

 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 

Administrative:      

Director Salary* 100,000 104,000 108,160 112,486 116,985 

Operating Expense 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Total 110,000 114,000 118,160 122,486 126,985 

Faculty Staff Development:      

Training Institute 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Course Releases 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Research Grants 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 

Total 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 

Student Involvement:      

Consultants (4 students)** 11,520 11,520 11,520 11,520 11,520 

Total 11,520 11,520 11,520 11,520 11,520 

Assessment:      

Tools 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 

Total 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 

Equipment: 35,000 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 

Total QEP Budget 186,520 158,020 162,180 166,506 171,005 
*Salary plus benefits and yearly 4% COLA 
**$8.00/hr, 10 hours/wk, 36 weeks/year (15wks/semester plus 6wks in summer) 
 
XII. Challenges: 
The main challenge for UMW is to create an engaging classroom environment that integrates a rich information and 
digital literacy model throughout the curriculum and throughout the three campuses (Fredericksburg, Stafford, and 
Dahlgren) in measurable ways. In order for the goals of the QEP to be successfully accomplished, faculty will need to be 
purposeful in challenging students to acquire the necessary skills. The ability for students to obtain, process, present, and 
share information in new and different ways in order to practice inquiry and to develop deeper cognitive domains of 
problem solving and knowledge acquisition is required. Pedagogical training and support for all faculty will be needed in 
order to help students achieve the goals of the QEP. 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

1See Appendix A 
2See Appendix B 
3See Library data in Appendix D.   
It should also be noted that current online, blended, and web-enhanced courses being offered throughout both campuses 
present elements of information fluency within the courses themselves.   
4See Appendix E 
5See Appendix C 
6For additional information about the ACRL standards see this source: 

 http://www.ala.org/ala/mgrps/divs/acrl/standards/informationliteracycompetency.cfm 
7For additional information about the AACU standard see this source: http://www.aacu.org/leap/vision.cfm 
8The latter is underwritten by the MacArthur Foundation’s Digital Media & Learning Fund.  
http://www.macfound.org/site/c.lkLXJ8MQKrH/b.5796441/k.D62D/ReImagining_Learning_in_the_21st_Century.htm 
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9Job ad for the director of the Knowledge Commons can be found here: 
http://www.libraries.psu.edu/psul/jobs/facjobs/hdkc.html  
10 See Provost’s announcement at http://bit.ly/gnMNVi 
For newly proposed org chart for the Teaching Center, see Appendix F. 
 
 

XIII. Appendices (optional): 
 

Appendix A 
Spring 2011 Chair/Assessment Coordinator Survey results 
 
The Digital Knowledge Initiative Committee sent the UMW Assessment Coordinators / Departments a brief survey listing 
the Project’s three student learning outcomes and asking which outcomes—if any—were being addressed and measured 
by that department. 
  
The first learning outcome: 
  
Students will be able to consume digital information by: 
!         successfully locating high-quality digital information using the Internet and library databases 
!         safely and effectively exchanging information and ideas online 
!         using digital information in an ethical manner 
!         understanding the social, legal, and cultural issues surrounding the use of digital information. 
  
The following is based on 32 responses from Assessment Coordinators / Department Chairs across all three colleges: 
  
(1a) Which of the following best describes your department’s / program’s approach to teaching students to consume 
digital information?  (32 respondents) 

 ! Respondents! Percentages!

We teach MOST of these learning outcomes! 10! 31%!

We teach SOME of these learning outcomes! 21! 66%!

We teach NONE of these learning outcomes! 1! 3%!

 !
(1b) Which of the following best describes your department’s / program’s approach to assessing students’ ability to 
consume digital information?  (32 respondents) 

 ! Respondents! Percentages!

We assess MOST of these learning outcomes! 6! 19%!

We assess SOME of these learning outcomes! 11! 34%!

We assess NONE of these learning outcomes! 15! 47%!

  !
The second learning outcome: 
 
 Students will be able to express ideas with digital information and media by: 
!         presenting and sharing digital information in effective ways 
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!         creatively using digital text, media, and data 
!         working collaboratively with online digital tools to produce new information resources 
!         identifying and evaluating digital tools needed for the design and development of projects 
!         planning and managing digital projects 
!         applying digital technologies in meaningful ways across various disciplines of study. 
  
(2a) Which of the following best describes your department’s / program’s approach to teaching students to express ideas 
with digital information and media?  (32 respondents) 

 ! Respondents! Percentages!

We teach MOST of these learning outcomes! 11! 34%!

We teach SOME of these learning outcomes! 18! 56%!

We teach NONE of these learning outcomes! 3! 9%!

  !
(2b) Which of the following best describes your department’s / program’s approach to assessing students’ ability to 
express ideas with digital information and media?  (32 respondents) 

 ! Respondents! Percentages!

We assess MOST of these learning outcomes! 5! 16%!

We assess SOME of these learning outcomes! 12! 37%!

We assess NONE of these learning outcomes! 15! 47%!

  !
The third learning outcome: 
  
Students will be able to analyze digital information and technologies by: 

• evaluating the quality of digital information 
• identifying typical components of technology tools and anticipating how to use them 
• developing a self-reliant approach to solving technology and information challenges 
• creating digital artifacts specific to  content objectives and concepts 

  
(3a) Which of the following best describes your department’s / program’s approach to teaching students to analyze digital 
information and technologies?  (32 respondents) 

 ! Respondents! Percentages!

We teach MOST of these learning outcomes! 10! 31%!

We teach SOME of these learning outcomes! 19! 59%!

We teach NONE of these learning outcomes! 3! 9%!

!

(3b) Which of the following best describes your department’s/ program’s approach to assessing students’ ability to 
analyze digital information and technologies?  (32 respondents) 

 ! Respondents! Percentages!
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We assess MOST of these learning outcomes! 4! 12%!

We assess SOME of these learning outcomes! 14! 44%!

We assess NONE of these learning outcomes! 14! 44%!

!
  
 

Appendix B 
Spring 2011 Student Survey results 
 
In the Spring 2011 the Digital Knowledge Initiative Committee created a 17-question survey that was sent to a random 
sampling of both graduate and undergraduate students. 500 surveys, representing  approximately 10% of the student body, 
were sent to students via their university email address. The committee received 45 responses, representing a 9% response 
rate.   
 
(1) Select one. (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!

I am currently an undergraduate student at UMW.! 40! 89%!

I am currently a graduate student at UMW.! 5! 11%!

!

(2). How often do you use a library database to find information for a research assignment? (e.g. LexisNexis, Academic 
Search Complete). (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!

Every Day! 0! 0%!

Several Times a Week! 5! 11%!

Several Times a Semester! 21! 47%!

Once a Semester! 14! 31%!

Never! 5! 11%!

!

(3) How often do you contribute to a class blog or wiki? (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!

Every Day! 0! 0%!

Several Times a Week! 6! 13%!

Several Times a Semester! 7! 16%!

Once a Semester! 4! 9%!
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Never! 28! 62%!

!

(4) How often do you work collaboratively with classmates to complete an assignment using a digital tool? (e.g. Google 
Docs, blogs, wikis, other collaboration software, etc.) (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!

Every Day! 2! 4%!

Several Times a Week! 3! 7%!

Several Times a Semester! 12! 27%!

Once a Semester! 12! 27%!

Never! 16! 35%!

!

(5) Have you ever NOT used a source after finding it was not available in digital format? (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!

Yes! 25! 56%!

No! 20! 44%!

!

(6) Have you ever NOT registered for a class because of its technology component (such as blogging, using social media, 
creating digital presentations, etc.)? (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!

Yes! 5! 11%!

No! 40! 89%!

!

(7) If you answered "YES" to Question 6 above, which of the following best describes your reason. (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!

Concern about receiving adequate support while learning 
the technology!

2! 40%!

General fear of using the technology! 2! 40%!

Other! 1! 20%!

!

(8) Have you ever registered for a class BECAUSE of its technology component (such as blogging, using social media, 
creating digital presentations, etc.)? (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!

Yes! 9! 20%!
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No! 36! 80%!

!

(9) Have you ever used electronic books (e.g. ebooks, eText, Kindle, NetLibrary)? (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!

Yes! 26! 58%!

No! 19! 42%!

!

(10) How many of your instructors. (45 respondents) 

! None or 
almost 
none!

Some! About 
half!

Most! All or 
almost all!

Don’t 
know!

Use digital technology 
effectively in courses!

4 (9%)! 18 (40%)! 9 (20%)! 8 (18%)! 5 (11%)! 1 (2%)!

Provide students with 
adequate training for the 
technology the instructors 
use in their course!

9 (20%)! 13 (29%)! 4 (9%)! 7 (16%)! 10 (22%)! 2 (4%)!

Have adequate technology 
skills for carrying out course 
instruction!

7 (16%)! 10 (22%)! 10  (22%)! 10 (22%)! 7 (16%)! 1 (2%)!

!

(11) What is your opinion about the following statements. (45 respondents) 

! Strongly 
disagree!

Disagree! Neutral! Agree! Strongly 
agree!

I get more actively involved in courses 
that use technology.!

3 (7%)! 10 (22%)! 19 (42%)! 8 (18%)! 5 (11%)!

The use of technology in my courses 
improves my learning.!

3 (7%)! 5 (11%)! 19 (42%)! 12 (27%)! 6 (13%)!

Technology makes doing my course 
activities more convenient.!

3 (7%)! 4 (9%)! 7 (15%)! 22 (49%)! 9 (20%)!

By the time I graduate, the technology I 
have used in my courses will adequately 
prepare me for the workplace.!

1 (2%)! 4 (9%)! 18 (40%)! 14 (31%)! 8 (18%)!

!

(12) Which of the following best describes you. (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!
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I am skeptical of new technologies and use them only 
when I have to.!

4! 9%!

I am usually one of the last people to use new 
technologies.!

5! 11%!

I usually use new technologies when most people I 
know do.!

24! 53%!

I like new technologies and use them before most 
people I know.!

10! 22%!

I love new technologies and am among the first to 
experiment with and use them.!

2! 5%!

!

(13) Which of the following best describes you. (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!

I tend to rely on others (friends, teachers, family) to 
show me how to use technology.!

8! 19%!

I enjoy experimenting with new technologies and 
figuring out how to use them on my own.!

29! 65%!

I not only learn how to use technology on my own, I 
enjoy teaching my classmates and others what I know 
about technology.!

7! 16%!

!

(14) When it comes to using technology as part of my activities as a student, I believe the following. (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!

My instructor should give me detailed instructions on 
how to use a particular technology to accomplish 
course objectives or complete an assignment.!

26! 58%!

My instructor should expect me to figure out how to 
use a particular technology to accomplish course 
objectives or complete an assignment.!

6! 13%!

My instructor should allow me to evaluate and choose 
my own technology to accomplish course objectives or 
complete an assignment.!

13! 29%!

!

(15) If an employer were to ask you to research and propose a way to use technology to solve a work-related problem, 
which of the following would best describe your comfort level. (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!
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Not very comfortable.! 5! 11%!

Somewhat comfortable.! 30! 67%!

Very comfortable.! 10! 22%!

!

(16) How comfortable do you feel successfully completing the following tasks. (45 respondents) 

! Not very 
comfortable!

Somewhat 
comfortable!

Very 
comfortable!

Identify the best digital tool for publishing 
my research online.!

22 (49%)! 18 (40%)! 5 (11%)!

Experiment with and learn a new digital tool 
to complete a class assignment.!

8 (18%)! 24 (53%)! 13 (29%)!

Use the Web to find and contact other 
students or scholars working on a topic in 
which I'm interested.!

4 (9%)! 20 (44%)! 21 (47%)!

Use the Web to participate in a conversation 
with other students or scholars working on a 
topic in which I'm interested.!

2 (4%)! 22 (49%)! 21 (47%)!

!

(17) If you were to search your name on the Web, which of the following would you expect to find (please check all that 
apply). (45 respondents) 

! Respondents! Percentages!

Examples of academic work that I've published on the 
Web.!

7! 16%!

Links to social media profiles that I maintain (i.e. 
Facebook, LinkedIn, etc.)!

33! 73%!

Non-academic, personal content that I have published 
on the Web (i.e. Photos, personal blogs/sites, etc.)!

17! 38%!

Information or content that other people have published 
and shared about me on the Web!

19! 42%!

Other personal identification information (i.e. address, 
phone numbers, family relationships, age, etc.)!

6! 13%!

Nothing! 9! 20%!

!
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Appendix C 
NSSE Questions Related to Digital/Information Literacy—Coming Soon 
 The University participated in the 2010 administration of the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE).   The 
NSSE instrument asks students to reflect on various aspects of their experiences and to indicate how frequently they 
engaged in specific activities.   We identified five questions that  addressed digital fluency in some manner.  The 
following tables display the results of these questions, for UMW students and two comparison groups. As digital fluency 
is emphasized over the upcoming years, it is expected that results of these questions will confirm the students’ growing 
knowledge in the area of digital information fluency. 
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Summary of Library Data 

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) 2008 Data for Academic Libraries 
Data (reflected in chart below) includes gate count (number of persons who enter libraries), library instruction 
presentations, and library reference transactions (questions asked at the reference desk). 

 
 Source: http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2010/2010348/tables/table_03.asp 

Comparison of NCES 2008 Data and UMW Libraries 2008 Data 
  
Gate count during a typical week in the fall of 2008: 

Average typical weekly gate count of all U.S. academic libraries: 5,298 
Average typical weekly gate count of all 4-year libraries (bachelor’s): 2,228 
Average typical weekly gate count of libraries with master’s programs: 4,704 
Average typical weekly gate count of libraries with a student size of 3,000-4,999:  5,456 
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Average typical weekly gate count of libraries with a student size of 5,000 to 9,999: 8,941 
Gate count of two typical weeks of Simpson Library: 5,502 and 5,855 

  
Library instruction presentations to groups during fiscal year 2008 (July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2008): 
Average number of presentations conducted by all U.S. academic libraries: 131 
Average number of presentations conducted by 4-year libraries (bachelor’s): 65 
Average number of presentations conducted by libraries with master’s programs: 97 
Average number of presentations conducted by libraries with a student size of 3,000-4,999:  139 
Average number of presentations conducted by libraries with a student size of 5,000 to 9,999: 229 
Number of presentations conducted by Simpson Library (which almost always feature technology): 215 

 
Departmental Details for Library Instruction (F06-F10)         

DEPARTMENTS! F06! S07! F07! S08! F08! S09! F09! S10! F10! Total!
SOAN! 6! 3! 9! 2! 5! 4! 2! 0! 7! 38!
ARTD! 4! 4! 4! 8! 8! 3! 4! 9! 6! 50!
BIOL! 3! ! 9! 19! 18! 9! 7! 12! 6! 83!
BLS! ! ! ! ! ! ! 6! ! ! 6!
BUAD (F)! 7! 7! 4! 12! 11! 12! ! ! 4! 57!
BUAD (S)! 4! 2! 2! 5! 1! 8! 4! 2! ! 28!
CHEM! 4! 1! 2! 3! 5! 1! 6! 4! 3! 29!
CLPR! ! ! 2! 3! ! 8! 4! 6! 3! 26!
CPSC! ! 2! ! ! ! 5! 7! 7! 10! 31!
ECON! 9! 3! 5! ! 3! 1! ! ! ! 21!
EDUC (F)! 3! ! 4! 4! 3! ! 7! 5! 2! 28!
EDUC (S)! 15! 7! ! 8! 13! ! 2! ! ! 45!
ENLC! 19! 17! 19! 22! 27! 10! 19! 8! 20! 161!
EESG! 0! 0! 0! 2! 1! 2! 13! 6! 3! 27!
GEOG! 4! 1! 8! 2! 4! 1! 1! 3! 5! 29!
AHPE! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 0!
HISP! 1! 0! 9! 3! 1! 0! 27! 21! 18! 80!
HISA! 25! 29! 23! 44! 31! 54! 31! 22! 21! 280!
IDIS! 2! ! ! ! ! ! ! 7! ! 9!
LIBS! ! ! ! 2! ! 2! ! ! ! 4!
MIS! ! ! 1! ! 1! 1! ! 6! ! 9!
MATH! 1! ! ! 3! 3! ! 4! ! 2! 13!
MDFL! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 8! 4! 12!
MUSC! 2! 1! ! ! 1! 4! 7! ! 7! 22!
PHYS! ! ! 1! ! 2! 1! ! 4! 3! 11!
PSCI! 4! 4! ! 4! 3! 3! ! ! 5! 23!
PROF! ! ! 1! 1! 2! 1! ! ! 1! 6!
PSYC! 3! 5! 5! 2! ! 4! 1! ! 1! 21!
THDA! 3! ! ! ! 4! ! ! ! 3! 10!
TOTAL classes ! 119! 86! 108! 149! 147! 134! 152! 130! 134! 1159!
!

Library Sessions by Department (F06-F10) 
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Research Appointments by Department (F06-F10) 

 
 
 
Reference transactions during a typical week in the fall of 2008: 
Average reference transactions in a typical week of all U.S. academic libraries: 282 
Average reference transactions in a typical week of all 4-year libraries (bachelor’s): 146 
Average reference transactions in a typical week of libraries with master’s programs: 186 
Average reference transactions in a typical week of libraries with a student size of 3,000-4,999: 271 
Average reference transactions in a typical week of libraries with a student size of 5,000 to 9,999: 425 
Reference transactions during two typical weeks of Simpson Library: 155 and 176 
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Between October 31, 2008 and January 17, 2011, Simpson Library’s staff members received 35,271 questions. Of these, 
the staff handled 4,107 (11.64%) questions involving technology (difficulties using flash drives, for example, or problems 
with a Microsoft Office product).  Printing questions were another 6.17% (2,175 questions).  General reference questions, 
which often involved library databases, Web resources, and other forms of technology, accounted for 9,450 questions 
(26.8%).  These 15,732 queries accounted for 44.6% of all questions.  The staff also addressed general Circulation 
inquiries (3,712 or 10.52%), interlibrary loans (2,455 or 7%), directional questions (2,238 or 6.35%), and a few other 
types. 
  
Simpson Library clearly not only receives a great deal of foot traffic, but students are utilizing the resources of the Library 
and the services of the reference librarians, both at the reference desk and in library classes.  Similarly, many faculty 
members, through the scheduling of instructional sessions, expect students to be familiar with the resources in their 
respective disciplines. 
  
  

 

Appendix E 

DTLT Data about Faculty Academy, Faculty Workshop Attendance, UMW Blogs, and 
Faculty Interaction 

Faculty Academy Attendance 
YEAR! Total # of Registered Attendees! Total UMW Faculty Registered Attendees!
2008!  109! 55!
2009! 99! 54!
2010! 100! 53!
!

Faculty Academy Presentations 
YEAR! Total # of Presentations! Total UMW Faculty Presentations!
2008!  30!  26!
2009!  33!  26!
2010!  35!  27!
!

DTLT Event Attendance (Spring 2009 - Spring 2010) 
Semester! Event! Total Registered Attendees!
Spring 2009! Inserting New Media Elements in Blackboard! 15!
Fall 2009! Technology Showcase: Zotero! 5!
Fall 2009! Technology Showcase: UMW Blogs! 2!
Fall 2009! Technology Showcase: Digital Storytelling with 

Voicethread!
4!

Fall 2009! Technology Showcase: Google Docs! 6!
Fall 2009! Technology Showcase: Digital Imaging! 6!
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Spring 2010! Stuff for Starving Students and Food for 

Famished Faculty!
3!

Spring 2010! UMW Blogs 2.0 Forum! 7!
Spring 2010! UMW Blogs 2.0 Workshops! 3!
!

2009-2010 Full-Time Faculty Interaction Data 
Full-Time UMW Faculty Working with DTLT! 103!
Full-Time Faculty Using UMW Blogs! 44!
!

UMW Blogs Data 
8/1/2007 - 7/31/2008!  !  !
 ! New Users! 1251!
 ! New Blogs! 1169!
 ! Courses Taught! n/a!
8/1/2008 - 7/31/2009! New Users! 1700!
 ! New Blogs! 1198!
 ! Courses Taught! 81!
8/1/2009 - 7/31/2010! New Users! 1902!
 ! New Blogs! 1475!
 ! Courses Taught! 110!
8/1/2010 - 1/31/2011*! New Users! 1589!
 ! New Blogs! 1238!
 ! Courses Taught! 129!
!

 Appendix F 

Organization Chart for the Center for Teaching Excellence and Innovation 
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 Appendix G 

Information/Digital Fluency Related Courses  
 
For the past decade, UMW has been exploring new ideas to integrate digital fluency and information literacy into the 
university curriculum. Within the past five years, courses that include strong digital/information literacy components have 
been integrated into various programs. This is just a sampling of courses taught since spring 2010 that incorporate 
information literacy and digital fluency terms in the course title, which presumably are translated into direct skills within 
the course. This trend suggests that these skills are important throughout the UMW curriculum. 
 
Spring 2010 
Digital Approaches to Fine Art (ARTS 104) 
Digital Storytelling (CPSC 106) 
Spat Anlys, Data Mod, Modeling (GISC 351) 
Digital History (HIST 471C3) 
Library and Internet Resources (LIBS 101A) 
Tech & Business Communication* (BPST 312) 
Instructional Technologies* (INDT 501) 
Visual Literacy & Design* (INDT 533) 
 
 
Summer 2010 
Digital Approaches to Fine Art (ARTS 104) 
Computer Application EESC & GEOL (EESC 
205/GEOL 205) 
Instructional Technologies* (INDT 501) 
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Emerging & Assistive Technologies* (INDT 531) 
Organization and Leadership in Educational 
Technology* (INDT 545) 
Computer Forensics* (MMIS 543) 
Legl & Reg Environm Tech Mgt* (MMIS 558) 
 
Fall 2010 
Digital Approaches to Fine Art (ARTS 104) 
Top: Multiple Imaging (ARTS 281R) 
Digital Storytelling (CPSC 106) 
Instructnl Tech Specialization (EDUC 524) 
Computer Application EESC & GEOL (EESC 205 / 
GEOL 205) 
Top: Electronic Literature (ENGL 251J) 
Spat Anlys, Data Mod, Modeling* (GISC 351) 
Instructional Technologies* (INDT 501) 
Info Tech Project Management* (MMIS 515) 
Netwrk Security & Cryptography* (MMIS 541) 
 
Spring 2011 
Digital Approaches to Fine Art (Arts 104) 
Approaches to Video Art (Arts 454) 
Critical Think, Rsrch & Presnt (BPST 311) 
Digital Storytelling (CPSC 106) 
Creative Problem Solving* (EDCI 544) 
Instructional Technologies* (INDT 501) 
Management Information Systems* (MMIS 500) 
 
* Graduate level 
 
!


