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2.0   Executive Summary 

 

The University of Mary Washington is a strong liberal arts university with a clear emphasis on teaching. 

Students are taught by faculty in small classes, engage in undergraduate and graduate research, and 

interact with the community. However, the evidence shows that these practices are not carried out in a 

way that ensures lasting student learning. 

 

The focus of this Quality Enhancement Plan is high-impact student learning. As a result of the 

implementation of the plan, students will experience learning activities that result in learning that lasts, 

learning that continues to affect their thinking in all areas of their lives – professional, social, and 

intellectual. The Association of American Colleges and Universities (AACU) has sponsored research in 

this area, concluding that “the college degree is meaningful, after all, only when it represents forms of 

learning that are both valued by society and empowering to the individual” (Kuh, 2008). 

 

An examination of existing data verified the need for this focus on student learning outcomes. Data 

sources included National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), alumni survey information, a faculty 

survey, program assessment data, syllabi examination, and College of Education outcome information. 

While there is clear evidence of excellent teaching at the University of Mary Washington, three areas 

stood out as weaknesses: 1) areas for potential improvement in student engagement, 2) a critical lack of 

alignment between learning outcomes, student assessment and learning experiences, and 3) a lack of 

faculty development to improve this alignment. 

 

An essential aspect of the implementation of this plan is the development of faculty. The plan uses the 

Understanding by Design (UbD) model to inform this training. Faculty will learn how to establish clear 

outcomes related to high-impact learning (HIL), align these outcomes with their assessments, and employ 

teaching approaches that accomplish their goals.  The plan will be implemented on the department and 

program level as well.  Faculty will be supported as they examine their department/program outcomes, 

aligning them with high-impact learning goals and establishing assessments to confirm that students are 

achieving these goals. 

 

Assessment is a core component of the plan at all levels. Training programs will be examined to ensure 

transfer of skills to faculty, implementation of the practices, and impact on student learning. Evidence in 

the form of performance assessment rubrics, structured observations, student and alumni feedback, and 

employer surveys will be collected at key points. The results will be used to inform changes in courses 

and programs to ensure that the desired student learning is actually taking place. It is essential that we 

maintain this cyclic process that leads to continual improvement in teaching and learning. 

 

Several methods will be used to bring about this change in the way faculty think about student learning. 

Representatives will receive training on high-impact learning and Understanding by Design. A consultant 

will be hired to shepherd us through the process of training faculty to refocus their teaching, aligning 

department outcomes with course goals and high-impact learning practices, and ensuring that focused 

assessment is carried out and applied toward the improvement of student learning.  

 

In keeping with the UMW mission statement, this plan is designed to ensure that our graduates are indeed 

“models of adaptive learning, personal achievement, responsible leadership, service to others, and 

engaged citizenship in a global and diverse society”. 
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3.0 Rationale 

 

A primary goal of the University of Mary Washington (UMW), as described in our strategic plan, is to 

become a premier university by developing the highest quality learning environment.  The Association of  

American Colleges & Universities (AAC&U, 2008) and Kuh (2008) call this highest quality learning 

“high impact learning (HIL)” also known as “deep learning” (Kember, 1997), and “integrative learning” 

(Huber et al., 2005). HIL essentially denotes learning that lasts, learning that continues to affect students’ 

thinking in all areas of their lives – professional, social, and intellectual.  We propose a process by which 

UMW faculty will better focus their teaching on HIL.  Using a model called Understanding by Design 

(UbD, Wiggins and McTighe, 2005) Faculty will focus their approaches to course and curriculum change 

on the delivery of HIL.  The UbD model suggests a three step process: 1) identify desired learning 

outcomes for courses and programs, 2) design assessments to measure course and program outcomes, and 

3) design learning activities to achieve course and curriculum learning outcomes.  Furthermore, we 

propose the UbD model will help UMW faculty and programs generally improve student learning as they 

focus on high impact learning.  UbD is a learner-centered model that guides course and curriculum 

designers by first understanding what students need to know, understand (i.e. bring meaning to 

knowledge) and be able to do.  Fig. 1 shows the connections between HIL, assessment, course and 

curriculum design, and faculty development (see Appendix A for more detail).  Knowledge, 

understanding, and abilities become the basis for student high impact learning outcomes which, in turn, 

require and guide learning assessment.  The results of learning assessment can then inform improvement 

in faculty development, course / curriculum organization and / or approaches to high impact learning 

experiences.   

 

Data from UMW suggest some of our students experience HIL and some of our faculty practice important 

elements of the UbD model.  But, our data also reflect the need for substantial changes that will improve 

student learning through changes in faculty approaches to teaching.  The UMW data show strengths in 

four areas of high quality learning and teaching: students are engaged in learning, courses and curricula 

are driven by learning outcomes, faculty assess student learning, and faculty development is available to 

improve teaching and learning.  But, at the same time, these data uncover 1) areas for potential 

improvement in student engagement, 2) gaps in the alignment between learning outcomes, student 

assessment, and learning experiences, and 3) inadequate faculty development to improve this alignment. 

 

We know UMW students are engaged in learning, an important component in HIL (Kuh, 2008).  Our 

most recent National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) from 2010 sampled 384 first year and 366 

senior students (see more detail in Appendix B). UMW freshman reported significantly higher scores on 9 

of 85 items than the average participating Council of Public Liberal Arts Colleges (COPLAC) while 

Student High Impact 

Learning 

 

Course and 

Curriculum Design 

 

Faculty Development 

Learning Assessment 

 

Fig. 1. Model showing processes to improve student learning.  Continuous improvement is 

sustained through learning assessment, which can inform changes in learning experiences, 

curriculum design, and faculty development. 
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seniors reported significantly higher scores on 18 out of the 85 items.  Also, UMW seniors report they are 

better prepared than their COPLAC cohort to write and speak clearly and effectively.  On the other hand, 

UMW freshman reported lower NSSE scores on 27 of 85 items than the average participating Council of 

Public Liberal Arts Colleges (COPLAC) while seniors reported lower NSSE scores on 24 of these 85 

items.  For example, UMW seniors report that they have learned something that changed the way they 

understood an issue or concept less often than their COPLAC cohort.  We also asked UMW faculty how 

they engage their students in and out of the classroom.  We conducted an on-line survey of UMW faculty 

to determine their knowledge and use of evidence-based instruction and assessment strategies (i.e., active 

learning, UbD, and performance-based assessment) (more details in Appendix C).  The majority of the 

questions in the faculty survey were taken from the Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE), 

which parallels the NSEE survey, but it is administered to faculty.  We contacted all faculty who taught a 

course at UMW in fall 2010.  One hundred fifteen of the 439 faculty responded.  The respondents were 

14.3% non-tenure track faculty, 18.7% assistant professors, 39.6% associate professors, and 27.5% full 

professors.  UMW faculty responding to our survey spent less time reflecting on their teaching than the 

national average.  The majority of faculty responding were familiar with active learning strategies.  But, 

UMW application of engaging strategies often fell below national average responses.  UMW faculty 

respondents rated below national faculty on 9 of 10 measures.  Thus, our data about faculty engaging 

students, like our data about student engagement, suggests room for improvement. 

 

We know UMW learning and teaching are guided by explicit learning outcomes, as reported in course 

syllabi.  A sample of Spring 2011 syllabi showed that each instructor stated learning outcomes (more 

details in Appendix D).  Eleven out of 12 syllabi stated high impact learning outcomes other than 

improving writing skills or speaking skills.  These same syllabi consistently described the assessment of 

writing and speaking, important components of HIL.  However, the form and content of UMW syllabi 

would make it difficult to understand the relationship between student learning outcomes and 

assessments.  For example, syllabi often mentioned improved critical thinking skills as a course goal.  

But, it was not clear how students might develop these skills or the assessments that would measure them.  

 

As our model suggests, faculty development will be an important part of focusing teaching on HIL 

outcomes, outcomes assessment, and course / curriculum improvement.  UMW clearly has a strong 

tradition providing opportunities for faculty development (more details in Appendix E).  At least 4 groups 

have consistently supported faculty development at UMW: the Writing Intensive program (WI), the 

Speaking Intensive program (SI), the Teaching Improvement Program (TIP), and the Division of 

Teaching and Learning Technologies (DTLT).  The WI and SI programs host annual faculty workshops 

with varied themes each year.  DTLT has hosted the Faculty Academy since 1996, and TIP hosted many 

events from 2004 – 2007. TIP specifically hosted on average 7 events / year that reached 18 faculty and 

10 departments / event.  But, this breadth of topics suggests a weakness in the context of our proposal.  

While there has been some faculty development activity on assessment of learning outcomes, these 

activities have not focused directly on HIL outcomes and their assessment.  

 

As HIL is learning that lasts and continues to influence student thinking past graduation, HIL outcomes 

are also relevant to programs.  Faculty in charge of programs (e.g. majors and certifications) must be clear 

about what program graduates should take with them for a lifetime.  Like individual course syllabi, 

programs report specific learning outcomes in TracDat® (Nuventive, 2009, more details in Appendix F) 

and through graduate and alumni surveys (more details in Appendix G).  Thirty-four of 47 UMW 

programs reported their learning outcomes in TracDat®.  But, this leaves 13 programs with unreported 

learning outcomes.  A small sample of alumni surveys, 4 department / program surveys, provided more 

data about our students and HIL.  The available surveys did not consistently ask questions about HIL, but 

many of the students’ responses referred to HIL.  For example, College of Education graduate surveys 

indicated that the experiences that best prepared students for student teaching were those related to high-

impact learning such as putting theory into practice, planning effective lessons, differentiating instruction, 
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applying strategies and having a practical classroom management plan.  Students also suggested program 

improvements that were related to high impact learning (e.g., more experience with technology and how 

to begin the first weeks of school). 

 

To be clear, the absence of particular statements in syllabi, the lack of learning outcomes in TracDat® or 

the breadth of faculty development programs does not necessarily mean UMW has fallen short of 

reaching student learning outcomes.  But, these data and the UbD model suggest, at least, an important 

area of improvement for UMW: alignment of outcomes, assessments, and learning experiences.  The 

alignment of outcome, assessment, and experience will help us focus “on developing and deepening 

understanding of important ideas (Wiggins and McTighe, 2005).” The purposefulness of faculty 

development, course and curriculum design, and program goals will suffer if any planning losses sight of 

the connections among learning outcomes, assessments, and learning experiences.   UMW data also 

suggest another significant area for improvement: we must use assessment data to inform and improve 

faculty development, course and curriculum development, and HIL.  Highly effective teaching employs a 

cyclic process in which we teach, assess, and consider changes in teaching based on assessment.  Among 

the UMW data we considered, we found little evidence of the use of assessment data in a consistent and 

cyclic manner.   

 

Kember and others have developed and tested a model that connects faculty development to student 

learning outcomes (Kember, 1997, Kember and Kwan, 2000, Light et al., 2009).  Kember and Kwan 

(2000) conclude “that fundamental change to the quality of teaching and learning are unlikely to happen 

without changes to” faculty approaches to teaching.  Our proposal integrates the UbD faculty 

development model and Kember’s conceptual model (Fig. 1, Appendix A).  Faculty will learn how better 

to align outcomes, assessments, and teaching approaches, a new conceptual focus for teaching.  In 

addition, faculty will learn and / or improve the use of student centered teaching approaches.  Student 

centered teaching approaches are evidence tested approaches to engaging students in HIL experiences.  

Student engagement can lead to HIL outcomes when students spend time and effort on purposeful tasks; 

student engagement can produce HIL when students must make decisions that are immediately applied to 

new situations (AAC&U, 2008; Kuh, 2008).  In short, the UbD model will guide faculty to focus on HIL 

outcomes and evidence based teaching practices.  As faculty change their approaches to teaching and 

assessing, students will be guided to new approaches to learning and construct knowledge that will last a 

lifetime. 

 

Our proposal, first and foremost, will improve our institutional focus on learning that takes students 

beyond our classrooms.  Understanding by Design will provide a consistent and systematic process by 

which UMW faculty reflect on teaching practices, with an eye toward continual improvement.  The cycle 

of improvement embedded in the UbD model is a proven process to increase the effectiveness of teaching 

and learning.  This consistent and systematic focus on high impact learning outcomes and experiences 

will provide a strong framework to improve students’ learning environment.  UbD may also be a useful 

tool for aligning desired outcome and actions in non-academic departments.  The use of this model in 

both academic and non-academic departments will help create a sense of institutional community and 

therefore help sustain our goal to create the highest quality learning environment.  

 

4.0 Target Student Population 

 

When fully implemented, this plan will impact all students at the University of Mary Washington. 

Undergraduate and graduate students will benefit from clearly articulated learning outcomes and curricula 

that explicitly align outcomes, outcomes assessment, and learning experiences. When they complete their 

degrees, all students will have participated in high-impact learning experiences which have a positive 

impact on their personal and professional lives in an increasingly complex world. 

 



 

4 

 

5.0 Fit with UMW’s Mission and Strategic Plan 

 

This project is closely aligned with the mission of the University of Mary Washington and the Strategic 

Plan. The integration of high impact learning experiences across academic programs supports the 

university mission to provide students the opportunity “to integrate and apply their knowledge within 

broad educational experiences, to develop their professional interests, and practice the habits of mind 

necessary for life-long learning.”  (UMW Mission Statement) 

 

This project supports Strategic Goal #1 to “enhance and promote academic excellence” and Strategic 

Goal #2 to “create and sustain an integrated a collaborative UMW student experience, blending 

curricular and co-curricular learning opportunities within a student-centered environment.”  (UMW 

Strategic Plan) Offering professional development for faculty will “promote high quality teaching” 

focused on student centered pedagogies that will “exemplify scholarship in action.” (Goal #1)  A focus on 

high impact learning will “build on the unique strengths of UMW’s learning environment to produce well-

rounded and engaged University students, graduates, and alumni. UMW will ensure that each student has 

a high quality, distinctive UMW experience that is integrated throughout the student’s UMW career and 

supports our students’ continuing involvement with UMW as alumni.” (Goal #2) 

 

6.0 Learning Outcomes 

 

As a result of this Quality Enhancement Plan, students at the University of Mary Washington will 

demonstrate that they have attained the integrated and applied learning associated with high-impact 

educational practices.  Such learning involves the transfer of knowledge across and from campus to 

community, the deepening of personal and social responsibility, and lasting understandings that continue 

to empower them beyond graduation.  An example of measurable behaviors that result from this learning 

is the synthesis of connections among experiences and the creation of wholes out of multiple parts as 

demonstrated in written papers, projects, or performances as seen in Appendix H. 

 

7.0 Project Evaluation 

 

The project evaluation is designed to monitor the effectiveness of the professional development program 

for faculty to provide students an integrated and applied learning experience associated with high-impact 

educational practices. Evaluation will be based on assessment of each component of the program - the 

faculty development project, the design of the course/program curriculum, the implementation of the 

curriculum and the impact on students’ learning. Multiple assessments will be utilized at multiple points 

during the project from internal and external sources. Data sources include faculty, students, alumni, and 

employers (See Appendix J). An analysis of the data will guide decisions about areas of the faculty 

development program that need improvement. Information about the degree to which the implementation 

of the curriculum achieved the project goal to engage students in learning activities that result in learning 

that lasts will guide decisions about course delivery and the design of learning experiences.  

 

Key indicators of success for the project include NSSE survey data showing UMW students scoring their 

experience at or above the national average on related benchmark categories; performance data (course 

and/or program level) evidencing student mastery of high-impact learning experiences; alumni survey 

data demonstrating high-impact learning experiences at UMW have lasting relevance to current 

professional roles; and faculty agreeing increased opportunities for high-impact learning experiences 

continue to impact their thinking beyond the course/program evidenced through surveys, self-reflections 

and focus groups. 

 

A graphic representation of the Evaluation Plan is provided in Appendix I. 
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The Assessment Data Points chart, as seen in Appendix J, specifies the critical assessments that will 

provide data to make decisions about the faculty development program and ultimately its impact on 

students. Data analysis will also assist the project team to monitor and modify program components as 

necessary. Data will be collected at each stage of implementation and from all constituent groups 

participating and impacted by the project.   

 

8.0 Specific Actions Related to Learning Outcomes 

 

There are four overarching actions related to improving the academic environment to support HIL 

outcomes among UMW students: (1) provide faculty development on the use of evidenced-based 

instructional strategies that promote high-impact learning; (2) provide faculty development on the 

creation and use of authentic assessments that promote high-impact learning; (3) provide faculty 

development that assists in the creation of measureable program outcomes; (4) provide faculty 

development on the creation and use of authentic assessments to measure program outcomes.  In order to 

accomplish these goals, we propose implementing the following major activities.  A more detailed list of 

actions can be found in the project timeline (section 10). 

 

Year one of the QEP will be a used to develop the foundation of the project comprised of three primary 

activities.  First, training materials must be developed to assist faculty and departments/programs in 

implementing UbD to promote HIL at both the course and program level.  Second, we need to identify or 

develop the measures needed to assess the effectiveness of the training programs in promoting HIL.  

Finally, the QEP team will need to educate faculty, staff, and students about the importance of aligning 

outcomes, assessment, and activities to get their support for the implementation phase.    

 

Years 2 through 4 are the implementation phase of the QEP.  The course level training is envisioned as a 

semester long course for new and early career faculty (for which they get a course release) as well as 

week-long summer institutes for existing faculty (for which they are paid a stipend) to allow sufficient 

time and incentive for faculty to reflect on their teaching and redesign a course using UbD.  At the 

academic and non-academic department level, the training is envisioned as working with outcomes 

assessment coordinators and department heads to identify high impact program outcomes, methods of 

assessing those outcomes, and strategies to achieve them.  In addition, the Office of Institutional Analysis 

and Effectiveness would be involved in collecting baseline and follow up data on the effectiveness of 

activities implemented in promoting HIL.  As part of the QEP, we would also provide opportunities to 

showcase student work that demonstrates high impact learning. 

 

Year 5 of the QEP focuses on the sustainability of the pilot projects over time.  First, we will work with 

the T&LC to integrate UbD trainings into their ongoing professional development opportunities, 

primarily for new faculty who did not receive training during the QEP implementation phase.  Second, we 

will work with the heads of academic and non-academic departments as well as the Office of Institutional 

Analysis and Effectiveness to set up monitoring systems that provide feedback on progress toward 

outcomes assessment plans developed during UbD training and information needed to modify those plans 

as necessary.  As a result, the systematic alignment of outcomes, assessment, and strategies to achieve 

those outcomes will become integrated into the university’s standard operating procedures providing a 

feedback loop of continuous improvement and enhancement of student learning. 

 

9.0 Proposed Project Leadership and Management 

 

The proposed leadership and management plan for this QEP as well as a description of the experience, 

qualifications, and responsibilities of the proposed project staff are discussed.  

 

9.1 Organization Chart 
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The full resources of the university must be involved in order to increase high impact student learning and 

sustain it beyond the five years of the QEP.  However, these are the key offices involved in implementing 

the pilot program.  The QEP development team will provide oversight for all activities.  The UMW 

Teaching and Learning Center will work with the QEP team to provide faculty development sessions.  

There will be a team of faculty involved in developing the curriculum and providing training to faculty on 

evidenced-based pedagogy and assessment strategies as well as a team of faculty and staff responsible for 

developing materials and providing training on outcomes assessment at the program level. There will also 

be a team developing materials to train non-academic department heads on the application of UbD to 

achieve their objectives. Finally, the Office of Institutional Analysis and Effectiveness is needed to 

systematically collect data on the learning outcomes of both faculty, staff, and students to examine the 

effectiveness of the QEP activities. Figure 2 shows the organization and reporting lines for project staff.  

 

Figure 2.  Staff Organization Chart for QEP Implementation 

 

9.2  Key Staff Responsibilities and Qualifications 

 

QEP Implementation Team, Chair.  The QEP implementation team chair will report to the appropriate 

UMW administrator (e.g., the Provost). This person will be responsible for managing the day-to-day 

operations of the QEP initiative.  S/he will initiate meetings of the team, set the agenda, run the meetings, 

and oversee all project activities to ensure the successful implementation of the QEP.  Project activities 

are specified in section 7 as well as the timeline (section 10) of this proposal. 

 

Teaching and Learning Center (T&LC), Director.  This person will work closely with the QEP 

implementation team during year one to develop the curriculum incorporating evidence-based 

instructional and assessment practices that will increase students’ high-impact learning outcomes. S/he 

will be integral to the implementation of faculty training during the remainder of the QEP. It is envisioned 

that the T&LC will subsume the activities of the QEP to sustain them beyond the initial five year period. 

 

UbD Curriculum Development, Team Leader.  During the first year of the project, this person will 

oversee a team of faculty from all three colleges to create a systematic faculty development program on 

how to use UbD to develop courses that incorporate evidence-based instructional and assessment 

strategies that are explicitly linked to course outcomes.  During years 2 through 4, this person will work 

QEP Implementation 
Team

TBD, Chair

Teaching and Learning 
Center

TBD, Director

UbD Curriculum 
Development

TBD, Team Leader

Outcomes Assessment 
Development & 

Training

TBD, Team Leader

Non-Academic 
Departments

TBD, Team Leader

Data Collection and 
Analysis

Institutional Analysis 
and Effectiveness
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with the T&LC to implement faculty training and transition QEP activities into their standard faculty 

development offerings.  

 

Outcomes Assessment Development, Team Leader.  During the first year of the QEP, this person will 

oversee a team of faculty from all three colleges to develop training on outcomes assessment based on the 

UbD model.  During years 2 through 4, this person will work with the Office of Institutional Assessment 

and Effectiveness to provide training to departments on how to develop measurable outcomes for a 

major/program and align them with the assessment strategies and activities (e.g., courses, internships, 

etc.) required to reach those outcomes.    

 

Non-Academic Departments, Team Leader.  During the fourth year of the project, this person will 

oversee a team of faculty and staff from all three colleges to modify UbD training materials for 

application at the organizational level. During the fifth year of the project, the heads of non-academic 

departments will be trained to identify clear outcomes for the department, develop methods for assessing 

progress toward and accomplishment of those outcomes, as well as identifying the strategies to achieve 

the outcomes.  

 

Data Collection and Analysis, Team Leader.  The Office of Institutional Analysis and Effectiveness 

will work closely with the QEP implementation team to oversee data collection, storage, and analysis.   

This is a crucial component of the project that will “close the loop” by assessing the effectiveness of 

conducting faculty development to increase student learning. 

 

10.0 Proposed Timeline 

 

Year 1 Focus: Lay the Foundation 

Fall 

 Selected QEP committee members to HIL conference summer prior to start 

 Revise QEP based on feedback from SACs visit  

 Develop orientation program for faculty and students to provide overview of QEP topic, actions 

and timelines 

 Develop UMW Teaching and Learning Center coordination of QEP and other initiatives 

 Form a search committee to hire a QEP-focused consultant 

Fall/Spring 

 Develop semester-long UbD course for select faculty (meets every other week with course 

release) 

1. Curricular and Course Outcomes and Assessments 

2. Curriculum  

1. Evidence-based instructional strategies (e.g., active learning) 

2. Evidence-based assessment strategies (e.g., performance based assessments) 

3. Current pedagogical literature 

4. Peer Observations and Feedback 

5. Application to a course taught the following semester 

3. Form search committee to hire course instructor  

4. Hire adjuncts as necessary due to course release 

5. Develop process for faculty selection 

6. Identify comparison group for non-participating faculty (wait-list control and faculty 

matched on key characteristics such as years of experience and type of course taught  

 Identify the methods of assessing teachers’ use of evidence-based pedagogy and evidence-based 

assessment methods  
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1. Measures given pre/post participation in UbD course and after implementing strategies in 

other courses (approximately one year later)  

2. Measures given to a comparison group of faculty who did not participate in course 

3. Potential measures include:   

1. Approaches to Teaching Inventory (Prosser & Trigwell, 2004) 

2. course syllabi to assess alignment of outcome/assessment/teaching approach 

3. participant interviews 

4. video-tapes of use of instructional strategies 

 Identify methods of assessing student engagement and enhanced learning   

1. Potential measures include:  

1. Approaches and Study Skills Inventory for students (ASSIST) 

2. Student artifacts of performance assessments  (e.g. papers, presentations, 

projects)  

3. faculty statements or interviews of learning outcomes 

4. potential employer assessment of student performance 

5. NSSE 

 Identify methods to provide university-wide faculty development opportunities and materials to 

help departments apply UbD framework (major level and/or program level as appropriate) 

1. Identify Coordinator 

2. Establish CAS, COB and COE committees and/or OAs to be trained 

3. Establish methods of content delivery 

1. Faculty meetings, program/department meetings 

2. Use of distance learning content-modules 

 Identify methods to provide university-wide faculty development on establishing and assessing 

measurable learning outcomes at the various levels (course, department and program) 

1. Identify Coordinator 

2. Establish CAS, COB and COE committees and/or OAs to be trained 

3. Establish methods of content delivery 

1. Faculty meetings, program/department meetings 

2. Use of distance learning content-modules 

Spring 

 Indentify and/or create opportunities for students to showcase learning experiences 

1. Admissions showcase 

2. Coordinate with University Relations and Communication, Student Leadership, DTLT  

 Initiate planning and assessment methods for week-long Summer Institutes for Years 2-5 as 

additional faculty development opportunities (stipend for participation) 

 Identify methods and opportunities for incorporating faculty development into P & T criteria 

Spring/Summer 

 Assess progress of QEP  

1. Report progress to all stakeholders 

2. Revise as necessary 

Year 2 Focus: Build the Framework 

Fall 

 QEP Update to faculty, staff and students 

1. Keynote speaker 

 Initial UbD course begins 

1. fall semester 

2. 10 participants 

3. Collect baseline data from participants and control groups on (1) faculty knowledge and 

use of evidence-based teaching and assessment strategies; (2) student learning outcomes 
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4. Analyze data 

Fall/Spring 

 Host consultant 3 times per year and begin implementing recommendations 

 Develop university-wide faculty development opportunities and materials to help departments 

apply UbD framework (major level and/or program level as appropriate) 

1. Train-the-trainer model implemented to reach more faculty 

 Develop university-wide faculty development on establishing and assessing measurable learning 

outcomes (course, department and program) 

1. Train-the-trainer model implemented to reach more faculty 

Spring 

 Pilot participants implement UbD principles in spring semester course 

1. Collect follow-up data from participants and control groups on (1) faculty knowledge and 

use of evidence-based teaching and assessment strategies; and (2) student learning 

outcomes 

2. Analyze data 

 Prepare report for QEP oversight committee on results of pilot project  

 Revise UbD course curriculum, materials and timeline as necessary  

 Incorporate faculty development into P & T criteria 

 Select faculty participants for second round of UbD course 

Spring/Summer 

 Continue developing forums for student showcases (in-person and virtual) 

 Assess progress of QEP  

1. Report progress to all stakeholders and revise as necessary 

Summer 

 Host week-long Summer Institute (stipend for participation) 

 

Year 3 Focus: Create the Momentum 

 Same as year 2 

 Host student showcases 

 Additional actions in response to assessment results                                                                                                                  

Year 4 Focus: Maintain the Momentum 

 Same as year 3 and modification of UbD framework for application to non-academic entities 

 

Year 5 Focus: Ensure Long-Term Sustainability 

Fall 

 Teaching and Learning Center coordinates: 

1. UbD course as ongoing professional development (with course release) 

2. UbD as part of faculty orientation 

3. Training to all faculty using the curriculum developed in the UbD course 

Fall/Spring/Summer  

 Data collection and analysis 

1. knowledge and use of evidence-based teaching and assessment strategies before and after 

professional development 

2. student engagement and learning before and after in targeted course sections 

 Develop process for integrating UbD framework into non-academic departments 

Spring 

 Each full-time faculty member selects one course section in which to implement UbD 

 Integrate the outcomes assessment training into the Office of Institutional Research monthly 

meetings for OA coordinators 
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 Assess QEP as fully integrated into P&T process 

Spring/Summer 

 Department chair/Dean reviews each faculty member’s progress toward implementation and 

makes recommendations for further training as necessary 

 Host, assess and revise (if necessary) student showcase methods 

 Assess progress of QEP and prepare 5-year Interim Report for SACs 

 

11.0 Description of Institutional and External Resources 

 

The resources necessary to support the QEP across five years are outlined in the chart located in the 

Appendix K. 

 

Campus resources critical to the success of the QEP are the Teaching and Learning Center (TLC) and the 

Office of Institutional Analysis and Effectiveness (IAE). The TLC will support the faculty charged with 

the preparation and delivery of the faculty development program and IAE will support the design, 

collection and analysis of data to assess the effectiveness of the program. In preparation for developing 

the curriculum for the faculty development program, QEP team members will attend conferences and 

institutes offered by the Association of American Colleges & Universities and the Association of 

Supervision and Curriculum Development on Understanding by Design (UbD) and High-impact Learning 

(HIL). As the faculty development program is developed, a consultant with expertise in UbD will be 

invited to campus to mentor the team.  

 

Faculty delivering the sessions as well as new faculty participating in the QEP project will be released 

from one 3-credit course each during the fall semester (Years 2-5).  During the first year, QEP Team 

members designing the faculty development program will be granted one 3-credit course release each fall 

and spring semester. It will be necessary to hire adjuncts to teach courses. Additional costs associated 

with the QEP include purchasing course materials for the faculty development program. As a result of the 

re-design of courses, it may also be necessary to secure additional instructional materials to support 

student success.  

 

12.0 Challenges 

 

We recognize that we present an approach to teaching and curriculum design that is quite different from 

how most faculty approach teaching and curriculum design.  We understand that any faculty 

development, as it requires faculty change, will challenge individuals, departments, programs, and the 

administration.  Broadly speaking, the challenge will be to maintain our personal and institutional focus 

on improving student learning through the use of evidence-based teaching and assessment strategies.  

More specifically these challenges will include: 

 Convincing faculty that personal and program changes in approaches to teaching will pay off in 

improvements to student learning. 

 Providing sufficient resources and incentives to increase the chances that faculty will adopt new 

teaching approaches. 

 Integrating this initiative into the existing structures of the university so that it is sustained 

beyond the five years of the QEP. 

 Designing and implementing data collection systems that support and ensure broad 

implementation of learning outcomes improvement strategies. 

 Designing and implementing data collection systems that support and ensure wide scale 

assessment of student learning. 

 Making a causal inference that any change in student learning is due to changes in faculty 

teaching methods. 
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Appendix A:  Project Model 

Expanded model of faculty development and connections to changes in teaching and 
learning at the course and program level.  UbD is “Understanding by Design”, our 
proposed faculty development model.  HIL is high impact learning or learning that 
affects students’ thinking beyond the immediate classroom. 

 Implement course / program 
curricula 

 Challenge students with how / 
what to learn 

 Students demonstrate 
knowledge and skills 
o Focus on learning 

outcomes 

o Engage in learning 

experiences 

o Demonstrate knowledge 

and skills through 

assessments 

Student High Impact 

Learning 

 Faculty / programs design  
curricula using UbD framework 

 Faculty / programs focus on 
High Impact Learning (HIL) 
o Write learning outcomes, 

including HIL outcomes 

o Create measures of 

learning outcomes / 

assessments, including 

performance assessments 

o Design learning 

experiences to reach 

learning outcomes, 

including HIL outcomes 

Curriculum Design 

 Challenge faculty ideas about 
how to approach teaching 

 Workshops train faculty in UbD 
curriculum design 

Faculty Development 

 Formative assessments 

 Summative assessments 

 Performance assessments 

Learning Assessment 
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Appendix B:  University of Mary Washington National Survey of Student Engagement 

(NSSE) Summary Data 

 

The following represents a summary of the patterns highlighted in the data from the 2010 

University of Mary Washington NSSE assessment.  The items below represent categories where 

UMW student responses differed significantly compared to three comparison data sets: Council 

of Public Liberal Arts Colleges (COPLAC), our Carnegie Classification, and the 2010 National 

NSSE Data set.  The items are organized according to whether UMW first years and seniors 

scored significantly higher or lower than all three comparison universities and are further 

organized based on the related benchmark category.   

 

Items consistently rated lower by UMW students than comparison institutions: 

 

First Year Responses: 

 

Active and collaborative learning benchmark: 

 Have made a class presentation   

 Have worked with other students on projects during class  

 Have tutored or taught other students  

 Have participated in a community-based project (e.g. service learning) as part of a course  

 

Student faculty interaction benchmark: 

 Have worked with faculty members on activities other than coursework (committees, 

etc.)  

 Have worked on a research project with a faculty member outside of course or program 

requirements  

 

Level of academic challenge benchmark: 

 Number of written papers or reports between 5 and 19 pages  

 Number of written papers or reports of fewer than 5 pages  

 

Enriching educational experience benchmark: 

 Have done or plan to study abroad  

 Have done or plan to independent study or self-designed major  

 Have done or plan to do senior experience (capstone course, etc.)  

 Participate in an established learning community 

 

Supportive campus environment benchmark: 

 Quality of relationships with administrative personnel and offices  

 Extent that institution emphasizes helping you cope with your non-academic 

responsibilities (work, family, etc.)  

 Extent that institution emphasizes providing the support you need to thrive socially  

Not related to a specific benchmark: 

 Have worked on a paper or project that required integrating ideas or information from 

various sources 
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 Extent felt that institution emphasizes using computers in academic work 

 Having prepared two or more drafts of an assignment before turning it in 

 Number of problem sets that take you more than an hour to complete 

 Time spent working for pay on campus 

 Time spent working for pay off campus 

 Time spent caring for dependents 

 Using computing and information technology 

 How much institution has contributed to understanding yourself 

 How much institution has contributed to understanding people of other racial and ethnic 

backgrounds 

 How much institution has contributed to skills of solving complex and real-world 

problems 

 How much institution has contributed to developing a deepened sense of spirituality 

 

Senior Responses: 

 

Active and collaborative learning benchmark: 

 Have worked with other students on projects during class  

 Have tutored or taught other students  

 Have participated in a community-based project (e.g. service learning) as part of a course  

 

Enriching educational experience benchmark: 

 Extent felt that institution emphasizes encouraging contact among students from different 

economic, social, and racial or ethnic background  

 Participate in an established learning community 

 

Supportive campus environment benchmark: 

 Quality of relationships with administrative personnel and offices  

 Extent that institution emphasizes helping you cope with your non-academic 

responsibilities (work, family, etc.)  

 Extent that institution emphasizes providing the support you need to thrive socially  

 

Not related to a specific benchmark: 

 How much course work emphasizes memorizing facts and ideas  

 Number of problem sets that take you less than an hour to complete  

 How much institution has contributed to learning effectively on your own 

 How much institution has contributed to developing a personal code of values and ethics 

 How much institution has contributed to skills related to contributing to the welfare of 

your community 

 Learned something that changed the way you understand an issue or concept 

 Having prepared two or more drafts of an assignment before turning it in 

 Number of problem sets that take you more than an hour to complete 

 Time spent working for pay on campus 

 Time spent working for pay off campus 

 Time spent caring for dependents 
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 Using computing and information technology 

 How much institution has contributed to understanding yourself 

 How much institution has contributed to understanding people of other racial and ethnic 

backgrounds 

 How much institution has contributed to skills of solving complex and real-world 

problems 

 How much institution has contributed to developing a deepened sense of spirituality 

 

Items consistently rated higher by UMW students than comparison institutions: 

 

First Year Responses: 

 

Active and collaborative learning benchmark: 

 Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignment  

 Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with others outside of class (students, 

family etc.)  

 

Level of academic challenge benchmark: 

 Number of assigned textbooks, books, or book-length packs of course readings  

 Time spent preparing for class  

 

Enriching educational experience benchmark: 

 Had serious conversations with students who are very different from you in terms of their 

religious beliefs, political opinions, or personal values  

 Foreign language coursework  

 

Not related to a specific benchmark: 

 Have examined the strengths and weaknesses of your own views on a topic or issue 

 Having exercised or participated in physical fitness activities 

 Time spent participating in co-curricular activities 

 

Senior Responses: 

 

Active and collaborative learning benchmark: 

 Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignment  

 Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with others outside of class (students, 

family etc.)  

 

Student faculty interaction benchmark: 

 Received prompt written or oral feedback from faculty on your academic performance  

 

Level of academic challenge benchmark: 

 Number of written papers or reports between 5 and 19 pages  

 Number of assigned textbooks, books, or book-length packs of course readings  

 Time spent preparing for class (level of academic challenge) 
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Enriching educational experience benchmark: 

 Practicum, internship, field experience, co-op experience, or clinical assignment  

 Have done or plan to study abroad  

 Have done or plan to independent study or self-designed major  

Have done or plan to do senior experience (capstone course, etc.)  

 Had serious conversations with students who are very different from you in terms of their 

religious beliefs, political opinions, or personal values  

 Foreign language coursework  

 

Not related to a specific benchmark: 

 Having worked on a paper or project that required integrating ideas or information from 

various sources 

 Having come to class without reading or completing the assignments  

 Time spent relaxing and socializing  

 How much institution has contributed to writing clearly and effectively 

 How much institution has contributed to speaking clearly and effectively  

 Having exercised or participated in physical fitness activities 

 Time spent participating in co-curricular activities 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2010 National Survey of Student Engagement Means 

 

* Significantly different from UMW p <0.05  ** p < 0.01  ***p < 0.001 
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Appendix C:   Summary of FSSE Comparison Data 

An on-line survey of UMW faculty was conducted to determine the knowledge and use of evidence-based 

instruction and assessment strategies (i.e., active learning, UbD, and performance-based assessment).  E-

mail invitations were sent to all faculty who had taught at least one course in the 2010-2011 academic 

year (n = 439).  Approximately one-third of those contacted read the e-mail invitation and about one-fifth 

participated (95 people completed the survey and 20 people had partial data).  Of the people who 

participation, about 14.3% were non-tenure track faculty, 18.7% were assistant professors, 39.6% were 

associate professors, and 27.5% were full professors.  On average, the participants had been teaching at 

UMW for 11.5 years (SD = 8.6) and in higher education for 15.6 years (SD = 9.4).  Almost all of the 

participants had participated in faculty development workshops provided by UMW (87%) as well as at 

professional conferences (80%).  Approximately a third of the respondents indicated that they would be 

interested in participating in a pilot project if they received a course release while only 5% said they 

would be interested without a course release.   

 

The majority of the questions in the faculty survey were taken from the Faculty Survey of Student 

Engagement (FSSE), which is the parallel version of the National Survey o f Student Engagement 

(NSEE) administered to faculty.  These items were selected so that we could compare how UMW faculty 

rated the importance of questions related to active learning and assessment to the national average of 

faculty at Baccalaureate colleges of arts and sciences.  Although the full results are included in this 

appendix, the most relevant findings are summarized below.  In terms of the amount of time that UMW 

faculty spend reflecting on their teaching, UMW faculty scored lower than the national average.  Only 

20% not UMW faculty indicated that they spent more than 4 hours a week reflecting on their teaching 

compared to 34% of faculty nationally, 

 

Active Learning 

 

The majority of UMW faculty (84.3%) indicated that they had heard of learning centered or active 

learning and that they had learned about it in a variety of ways.  However, only about one-third of faculty 

had learned about this concept in graduate school.  In terms of using techniques that promote active 

engagement, UMW scores lower in several areas than the national sample of faculty who have completed 

the FSSE.  One of the analyses conducted by the FSSE is on professors’ emphasis of deep learning 

activities (http://fsse.iub.edu/html/SelectedResults/2010/OtherResults_DeepApproaches.cfm).  Deep 

learning is measured by three sets of items that determine how much a faculty member endorses activities 

that promote higher order learning, integrative learning, and reflective learning.   

 

Higher  Order Learning. The responses of UMW faculty were lower than the national FSSE data on all 

four items related to higher order learning.  In terms of analyzing the basic elements of an idea, 31% of 

UMW faculty indicated that they emphasized it very much compared to 58% of faculty in the national 

sample.  Almost 43% if UMW faculty said they emphasize synthesis of ideas and information very much 

compared to 56% of the national sample.  UMW faculty (38.8%) were similar to the national sample 

(41%), but slightly lower on putting a lot of emphasis on having students make judgments about the value 

of information.  Finally, only 43% of UMW faculty indicated that they very much emphasized applying 

concepts to practical problems or new situations compared to 51% of the national FSSE sample. 

 

Integrative Learning. The second element of deep learning measured is the ability for students to integrate 

ideas from multiple sources .  There were three items on the survey to assess this concept.  UMW faculty 

(59.8%) rated the importance of working on a paper or project that integrates information from various 

sources higher than the national sample (56%).  However, they rated the importance of putting ideas from 

various courses together  on an assignment (22.8% versus 56%) and discussing ideas from a course 

outside of class (22.8% versus 28%) lower than the national comparison sample. 
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Reflective Learning. The third element of deep learning measured the importance faculty placed on 

assignments that had students reflect on their own learning.  UMW faculty were less likely to rate all 

three items assessing this concept as “very important” than the national sample.  Almost 42% of the 

UMW faculty indicated that examining the strengths and weaknesses of their views on a topic was very 

important compared to 45% of the national sample. Thirty-nine percent of UMW faculty rated trying to 

better understand someone else’s perspective as very important compared to 45% of the national sample.  

Finally, 61.4% of the UMW sample reported that learning something that changes the way a student 

thinks about a concept is very important compared to 73% of the national sample. 

 

Understanding By Design 

The items on the questionnaire intended to assess UbD were developed by the researchers based on 

concepts from Wiggins and McTighe (2005), which provides an introduction to UbD.  Only 23.3% of 

UMW faculty had learned about UbD or Backwards Design principles for curriculum development.  Of 

those who had heard of it about half (N = 11) had learned about it in graduate school.  The majority 

learned about them from attending off campus teaching workshops (54.17%), reading on their own 

(83.3%), and discussions with colleagues (62.5%).  Less than 5% learned about them at a UMW hosted 

workshop. 

 

The fundamental purpose of UbD is to design a course by first identifying the key outcomes to be 

promoted, then determining how to assess those outcomes and identifying they key activities to produce 

the intended outcomes.  However, only 17.4% of UMW faculty indicated that they “very much” align 

course outcomes with assessment and instruction explicitly.  In fact, only half of participants indicated 

that they “very much” had clear intended outcomes for a topic/course.  There were 31.7% who indicated 

that they “very much” design activities to reach a specific course outcome; however, less than half (46%) 

felt that the activities they designed “very much” increased student understanding of the material.  The 

majority of UMW faculty reported that they felt at least some pressure to “cover the material” (88%) and 

expressed at least some concern that students knew the material, but did not really understand it (80%).  

 

Assessment 

Approximately half of UMW faculty had learned about performance-based or authentic assessment 

strategies previously.  Among the 50 people who had learned about them before, only about one third 

learned about them in graduate school.  Many more people learned about them through off campus 

workshops (42%), read about them on their own (54%) or learned about them through discussions with 

colleagues (52%).  About one fifth reported having learned about these types of assessment at a teaching 

workshop held at UMW. 

 

There were a few questions on assessment included in the FSSE questionnaire that can be used to 

compare UMW faculty to a national comparison sample.  UMW faculty reported spending less time 

grading papers and exams than the FSSE comparison group.  Three-fourths of UMW faculty grade 8 or 

less hours per week, while about two-thirds of the national sample grade 8 or less hours per week.  In 

addition, 91% of UMW faculty spend less than 8 hours per week giving other oral or written feedback to 

students, compared to 81% of the faculty in the national FSSE data.  However, when asked how much 

assessment of student’s performance (e.g., exams) challenged students to do their best, UMW faculty 

indicated “very much” (35.64%) more than the comparison sample (25%). 

 

The remainder of items on assessment were from the Survey of Instructional and Assessment Strategies 

(SIAS) developed by Walczyk and Ramsey (2003).  Only 43.2% of UMW faculty reported that they 

always tied the design of their assessment instruments to their learning objectives.  About a third of 

faculty indicated that they always included short answer or essay questions on their exams, while almost 

40% said that their assessments always tested higher order thinking skills such as analysis and synthesis.  
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Finally, slightly more than half of faculty (53.2%) indicated that they used a variety of assessment  

formats (e.g., exams, presentations, and papers) to determine students’ grades in a course. 
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Assessment 

These items on assessment were from a scale developed by WALCZYK AND RAMSEY (2003) 

 Comparison of UMW responses to FSSE data                   

1. About how many hours in a typical week do you spend doing the following:   0 1 to 4 5 to 8 9 to 12 13 to 16 17 to 20 21 to 30 > 30 

a. Teaching students UMW 0.00% 6.36% 17.27% 45.45% 21.82% 6.36% 1.82% 0.91% 

  FSSE 0.00 9.00 23.00 51.00 12.00 3.00 1.00 1.00 

b. Grading papers and exams UMW 1.85% 35.19% 38.89% 12.04% 9.26% 0.00% 1.85% 0.93% 

  FSSE 1.00 28.00 36.00 18.00 9.00 4.00 1.00 1.00 

c. Giving other forms of written or oral feedback to students UMW 0.00% 63.89% 26.85% 4.63% 1.85% 0.00% 2.78% 0.00% 

  FSSE 1.00 44.00 36.00 12.00 4.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 

d. Preparing for class UMW 2.78% 25.00% 33.33% 21.30% 7.41% 4.63% 4.63% 0.93% 

  FSSE 0.00 12.00 31.00 28.00 14.00 9.00 2.00 3.00 

e. Reflecting on ways to improve my teaching UMW 1.85% 79.63% 12.96% 1.85% 0.93% 0.93% 0.93% 0.93% 

  FSSE 2.00 64.00 24.00 7.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

f. Research and scholarly activities UMW 6.48% 42.59% 32.41% 11.11% 3.70% 1.85% 0.00% 1.85% 

  FSSE 5.00 47.00 24.00 12.00 5.00 4.00 1.00 1.00 

g. Working with students on research UMW 22.22% 55.56% 18.52% 2.78% 0.00% 0.00% 0.93% 0.00% 

  FSSE 30.00 48.00 15.00 5.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 

h. Advising students UMW 8.33% 76.85% 10.19% 0.93% 0.93% 1.85% 0.00% 0.93% 

  FSSE 13.00 57.00 20.00 5.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 1.00 

i. Supervising internships or other field experiences UMW 48.15% 42.59% 2.78% 4.63% 0.93% 0.00% 0.93% 0.00% 

  FSSE 61.00 29.00 6.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 
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j. Working with students on activities other than coursework UMW 45.79% 46.73% 5.61% 0.93% 0.93% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

  FSSE 33.00 55.00 8.00 2.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

k. Other interactions with students outside of the classroom UMW 20.56% 66.36% 9.35% 0.93% 1.87% 0.00% 0.00% 0.93% 

  FSSE 10.00 63.00 18.00 5.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

l. Conducting service activities UMW 20.19% 47.12% 21.15% 6.73% 0.96% 0.96% 0.96% 1.92% 

  FSSE 42.00 41.00 11.00 3.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

                    

6.  How important is it that your students:   
Not 

Important 
Somewhat 
Important Important 

Very 
Important         

a. Prepare two or more drafts of a paper before turning it in. UMW 25.49% 28.43% 21.57% 24.51%         

  FSSE 26.00% 24.00% 23.00% 27.00%         

b. Work on a paper or project that requires integrating ideas or information 
from various sources UMW 6.86% 8.82% 24.51% 59.80%         

  FSSE 12.00% 11.00% 21.00% 56.00%         

c. Work with classmates outside of class to prepare assignments UMW 16.67% 27.45% 30.39% 25.49%         

  FSSE 19.00% 25.00% 28.00% 28.00%         

d. Put together ideas or concepts from a different course when completing 
assignments or during class discussions UMW 16.83% 35.64% 24.75% 22.77%         

  FSSE 12.00% 30.00% 30.00% 28.00%         

e.  Discuss ideas from your reading or classes with others outside of class UMW 22.55% 34.31% 23.53% 19.61%         

  FSSE 12.00% 32.00% 34.00% 22.00%         

f. Tutor or teach other students (paid or voluntary) UMW 56.31% 28.16% 12.62% 2.91%         

  FSSE 39.00% 31.00% 20.00% 11.00%         

g.  Examine the strengths and weaknesses of their views on a topic UMW 14.56% 17.48% 26.21% 41.75%         

  FSSE 12.00% 14.00% 29.00% 45.00%         

h. Try to better understand someone else's views by imagining how an issue 
looks from that person's perspective UMW 13.73% 22.55% 24.51% 39.22%         

  FSSE 17.00% 15.00% 23.00% 45.00%         

i.  Learn something that changes the way they understand an issue UMW 0.99% 9.90% 27.72% 61.39%         

  FSSE 2.00% 5.00% 19.00% 73.00%         
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7.  What percent of class time is spent on the following:   0 1 to 9 10 to 19 20 to 29 30 to 39 40 to 49 50 to 74 >75 

a. Lecture UMW 8.00% 11.00% 21.00% 6.00% 13.00% 12.00% 19.00% 10.00% 

  FSSE 3.00% 15.00% 13.00% 16.00% 13.00% 13.00% 16.00% 11.00% 

b. Teacher-led discussion UMW 3.13% 20.83% 21.88% 27.08% 9.38% 7.29% 5.21% 5.21% 

  FSSE 3.00% 16.00% 24.00% 20.00% 11.00% 12.00% 9.00% 6.00% 

c. Teacher-Student shared responsibility (e.g., seminar, discussion, etc.) UMW 23.66% 12.90% 23.66% 10.75% 10.75% 5.38% 7.53% 5.38% 

  FSSE 20.00% 19.00% 18.00% 15.00% 10.00% 6.00% 6.00% 6.00% 

d.  Student computer use UMW 63.00% 18.00% 9.00% 5.00% 2.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 

  FSSE 56.00% 20.00% 10.00% 5.00% 1.00% 1.00% 3.00% 4.00% 

e. Small group activities UMW 21.00% 21.00% 23.00% 18.00% 7.00% 4.00% 4.00% 2.00% 

  FSSE 13.00% 25.00% 19.00% 20.00% 9.00% 6.00% 4.00% 3.00% 

f. Student presentations UMW 32.04% 29.13% 20.39% 7.77% 4.85% 1.94% 0.97% 2.91% 
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    20.00% 9.00% 5.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 

g. In-class writing  UMW 50.00% 41.00% 8.00% 1.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

  FSSE 47.00% 33.00% 13.00% 4.00% 1.00% 0.00% 1.00% 0.00% 

h. Testing and evaluation UMW 11.88% 55.45% 20.79% 6.93% 0.99% 0.00% 0.99% 2.97% 

  FSSE 17.00% 45.00% 24.00% 7.00% 4.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 

i. Performance in applied and fine arts (e.g., dance, drama, music) UMW 92.71% 3.13% 2.08% 0.00% 1.04% 1.04% 0.00% 0.00% 

  FSSE 88.00% 5.00% 2.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 0.00% 1.00% 

j. Experiential (e.g., labs, fieldwork, art exhibits, etc.) UMW 60.20% 9.18% 9.18% 7.14% 4.08% 3.06% 5.10% 2.04% 

  FSSE 56.00% 12.00% 8.00% 6.00% 6.00% 4.00% 5.00% 3.00% 

                    

8.  Extent to which your evaluations of students work challenge them to their 
best work   

Very 
Little  (1) 2 3 4 5 6 

Very 
Much 

(7)   

  UMW 0.00% 0.00% 2.97% 10.89% 28.71% 21.78% 35.64%   

  FSSE 0.00% 0.00% 1.00% 6.00% 25.00% 43.00% 25.00%   

                    

9.  How much emphasis do you place on engaging students in   
Very 
Little Some Quite a Bit 

Very 
Much         

a. Memorizing facts, ideas, or methods from course readings UMW 41.75% 45.63% 11.65% 0.97%         

  FSSE 40.00% 38.00% 17.00% 6.00%         

b. Analyzing the basic elements of an idea, experience, or theory UMW 2.91% 15.53% 50.49% 31.07%         

  FSSE 0.00% 7.00% 34.00% 58.00%         

c. Synthesizing and organizing ideas, information, or experiences into new, 
more complex interpretations and relationships. UMW 4.85% 15.53% 36.89% 42.72%         

  FSSE 2.00% 10.00% 32.00% 56.00%         

d. Making judgments about the value of information, arguments, or methods UMW 10.68% 24.27% 26.21% 38.83%         

  FSSE 9.00% 20.00% 31.00% 41.00%         

e.  Applying theories or concepts to practical problems or new situations UMW 7.84% 19.61% 29.41% 43.14%         

  FSSE 3.00% 14.00% 32.00% 51.00%         
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10.  To what extent do you structure your course so that students learn and 
develop in the following areas?   

Very 
Little Some Quite a Bit 

Very 
Much         

a.     Writing clearly and effectively UMW 9.71% 24.27% 30.10% 35.92%         
  FSSE 8.00% 23.00% 27.00% 43.00%         
b.     Speaking clearly and effectively UMW 15.53% 40.78% 23.30% 20.39%         
  FSSE 14.00% 31.00% 28.00% 28.00%         
c.     Thinking critically and analytically UMW 0.98% 7.84% 37.25% 53.92%         
  FSSE 1.00% 3.00% 25.00% 70.00%         
d.     Analyzing quantitative problems UMW 50.49% 18.45% 14.56% 16.50%         
  FSSE 41.00% 20.00% 12.00% 27.00%         
e.     Using computing and information technology UMW 29.70% 40.59% 16.83% 12.87%         
  FSSE 26.00% 36.00% 21.00% 17.00%         
f.      Working effectively with others UMW 10.68% 31.07% 25.24% 33.01%         
  FSSE 8.00% 31.00% 30.00% 31.00%         
g.     Learning effectively on his or her own UMW 0.00% 22.33% 55.34% 22.33%         
  FSSE 1.00% 16.00% 42.00% 41.00%         
h.     Understanding himself or herself UMW 38.24% 22.55% 22.55% 16.67%         
  FSSE 20.00% 27.00% 24.00% 29.00%         
i.      Understanding people of other racial and ethnic backgrounds UMW 36.89% 14.56% 21.36% 27.18%         
  FSSE 32.00% 23.00% 19.00% 26.00%         
j.      Solving complex real-world problems UMW 13.73% 34.31% 21.57% 30.39%         
  FSSE 11.00% 26.00% 33.00% 29.00%         
k.     Developing a personal code of values and ethics UMW 24.75% 36.63% 22.77% 15.84%         
  FSSE 22.00% 32.00% 24.00% 22.00%         
l.      Acquiring a broad general education UMW 12.87% 33.66% 32.67% 20.79%         
  FSSE 10.00% 25.00% 33.00% 31.00%         
m.    Acquiring job or work-related knowledge and skills UMW 12.62% 33.98% 29.13% 24.27%         

  FSSE 14.00% 31.00% 30.00% 26.00%         
n.     Contributing to the welfare of his or her community UMW 39.00% 35.00% 15.00% 11.00%         
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Appendix D : Analysis of Course Syllabai 

 

 

 

We obtained a small random sample of fall 2010 syllabi from the Dean of the College of Arts 

and Sciences.  We analyzed these syllabi for statements about course outcomes, measures of 

outcomes, and alignments between outcomes and measures.  The results are in the table below. 

 

Faculty consistently stated course outcomes.  They were called either goals or objectives.  Every 

course sampled stated at least 1 outcome that might be considered a high impact learning 

outcome.  Assessments or lists of assignments were also consistently provided on all syllabi.  

Syllabi were not designed to show connections among outcomes and assessments.  But, it was 

most clear when assessments were meant to measure speaking and / or writing skills. 

 
Course Outcomes 

name 

# of 

outcomes 

# high 

impact 

outcomes 

Outcomes # measures stated # measures 

clearly 

matching 

outcomes 

ARTH 303 Goals 6 1  - understanding  

significance by the 

reading  

- understanding of 

the theoretical 

premises of 

methods  

- understand 

development of 

discipline 

- writing and 

speaking skills 

proper to scholarly 

manner 

- understanding of 

research 

methodologies  

- understanding of 

art history as 

professional 

endeavor. 

Class Participation 

30%  

Written Assignments 

60%  

Class Presentation 

10% 

2  

Speaking 

skills 

Writing 

skills 
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Course Outcomes 

name 

# of 

outcomes 

# high 

impact 

outcomes 

Outcomes # measures stated # measures 

clearly 

matching 

outcomes 

BIOL 122 Learning 

objectives 

5 2 -knowledge of 

biology 

meaningful 

intellectual 

engagement 

- describe theories 

and principles  

- use the scientific 

method to answer 

questions 

- aware progress 

has created new 

social, 

political, etc 

dilemmas 

- demonstrate 

techniques and 

scientific 

equipment 

Tests : 400 

Blackboard quizzes: 

100 

Lab Tests : 60 

Pre labs 40 

Post-labs 40 

Effects of Chemical 

Stimulation lab 

Presentations 30 pts 

Final paper 20 pts = 

50 

2  

Scientific 

method 

Knowledge 

 

BIOL 391 Goals 4 2 - Learn concepts  

- Understand the 

role 

- Read, analyze, 

and integrate, 

primary sources 

- Learn techniques 

and application 

Lecture exams 300 

Quizzes 60 

Lab reports 60 

Paper 40 

Final exam 140 

2  

Read and 

analyze 

Learn concepts 

GEOG 

221 

Course 

objectives 

4 2  -understanding 

environmental 

problems  

- solving 

environmental 

problems 

- understand 

processes of 

hazards 

- understand 

hazards and 

human activity 

Exams 80%  

Tests & Quizzes 

20% 

No 

descriptions 

HIST 299 Goals and 

Objectives 

6 5 - understanding 

methods and 

processes  

- ability to 

synthesize 

research findings  

- write with clarity  

- define a project 

for  investigation 

- write proposal, 

review, and paper  

- communicate in a 

group setting  

 Participation 10%  

Writing 

Assignments 35% -- 

NOTE: grades 

affected by first 

draft, peer reviews, 

meetings  

Oral Presentations 

30%  

Final Research 

Paper 25%  

4  

Communicate 

Write clearly 

Define project 

Write proposal 
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Course Outcomes 

name 

# of 

outcomes 

# high 

impact 

outcomes 

Outcomes # measures stated # measures 

clearly 

matching 

outcomes 

HIST 395 Objectives 5 3 - explore 

relationship 

between media 

and cultural 

interaction and 

exchange in 

history 

- hone ability to 

write critically 

- understand the 

discipline’s 

methods and 

processes 

-analyze primary 

and secondary 

sources 

-conduct 

independent 

research 

Class Participation 

– 20%  

Reader Responses – 

10%  

Research Project – 

40 % 

Midterm and Final – 

30%  

3 

Write project 

Analyze 

literature 

Conduct 

research 
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Appendix E: Faculty Development at UMW 

There are a wide variety of opportunities for faculty development at UMW provided by multiple groups 

including:   

 

Teaching Center.  The Teaching Improvement Program (TIP) hosted many events from 2004 – 2007.  On 

average, they hosted 7 events per year during this time that were attended by an average of 18 faculty 

members representing 10 different departments.   Details for TIP events can be found in the table at the 

end of this Appendix.  The director of the current Teaching Center was unable to provide us with 

comparable information on more recent programming within the timeframe of this proposal submission. 

 

Instructional Technology.  Director of Teaching and Learning Technologies (DTLT) has hosted a Faculty 

Academy annually since 1996 to allow faculty to share how they have incorporated technology in 

instruction. The special projects coordinator of DTLT was unable to provide information on the number 

and type of trainings offered within the timeframe of this proposal submission.  However, the Director of 

Distance and Blended Learning, John St. Clair, has conducted approximately 25 trainings on 8 topics 

related to using technology in the classroom over the past two years that have reached an average of 4 

people per training. 

 

Writing Intensive Program.  The Writing Center provided data on the faculty development workshop they 

have sponsored every May from 2005-2010. On average, 26 faculty representing 15 departments attend 

each workshops.  The writing center also hosted two departmental specific workshops (math and 

computer science) upon request during this period.   

 

Speaking Intensive Program.  The Speaking Intensive (SI) program has offered an annual summer 

workshop from 2006 through 2010.  On average, 32 faculty members attend each summer workshop.  In 

addition, the SI program offers brief, in-services of topics of interest.  However, data on these programs 

were not provided. 

 

Freshman Seminar. The FSEM committee provided three years of data (2008 – 2010) on their annual 

workshops in May.  On average, 45 faculty members attended each workshop.  

A few key points can be taken away from these data: 

 Although there are many faculty development opportunities available at UMW, they occur in a 

sporadic and disjointed manner without coordination among the groups offering it and without a 

common goal that they are trying to help the faculty reach. 

 There is no systematic data being collected on the effectiveness of the faculty development being 

offered.  Gathering these data required contacting the directors of each program (more than one 

person if the director has changed) who each had to go through a laborious process of going 

through their own records to piece together what programs have been offered. 

 Because there is not systematic data collected on the effectiveness of faculty development 

programs, we do not know if faculty have changed how they teach as a result, or if student 

learning has been impacted as a result. 
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TIP Director’s Annual Activities Reports 

Source: Suzanne Sumners 

Support of teaching improvements grants are not listed here. 

Activity Date, Number participants, Number departments represented 

2004 Summer Institute for Service-Learning 

2005 Summer Institute for Creating an Interdisciplinary Learning 

Environment 

2004, 17 faculty, 4 faculty in ongoing workshops, 3 times  

2005. 42 faculty main session, 30 faculty at break-out 

TIP Teaching Lunch Buffet:   
Disabilities 

Undergraduate Research 

What students do outside of class 

Common Reading Experience 

Preparing for Tenure and Promotion  

Special Majors  

Working with Grants:  How and Why? 

Winning Grants with a Mentor 

Spin the Bottle:  Sex, Lies, and Alcohol  

Tips from UMW Grant-Winning Faculty 

Preparing for Promotion & Tenure 

Recognizing Psychological Problems in our Students 

Evaluating Student Speeches 

How to Keep your Love (for Teaching) Alive 

Service-Learning:  What is Working and What Needs 

Improvement” 

Preparing for Promotion & Tenure at Mary Washington   

Preparing the FAAR     

Distressed or Distressing Students 
Confessions of a Converted Lecturer, Eric Mazur 
Preparing for Promotion & Tenure at Mary Washington 

 

 

2004, 14 faculty in 10 departments 

2005, 21 faculty from 10 departments 

2005,25 faculty, 14 departments 

2005, 29 faculty, 17 departments  

2005, 42 faculty, 18 departments 

2005, 17 faculty, 9 departments 

2005 

2006, 3 administrators, 15 faculty, 11 departments/disciplines 

2006, 9 faculty, 5 disciplines/departments 

2006, 13 faculty,  departments/disciplines 

2006, 40 faculty, 18 departments 

2006, 21 faculty, 13 departments 

2007, 21 faculty, 13 departments 

2007, 17 faculty, 12 departments 

2007, 12 faculty, 8 departments 

 

2007, 43 faculty, 23  

2007, 14 faculty, 12 

2007, 23 faculty, 15 departments 

2008, 16 faculty, 11 departments 

2008, 20 faculty, 13 departments 

Knotty Problem Roundtable 

  

2004, 9 faculty from 6 departments 

2005, 10 faculty, 7 departments 

2006, 9 faculty, 6 departments 

2007, 8 faculty, 7 departments 

2007, 12 faculty,  9 departments 
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2008, 4 faculty, 3 departments 

TIP Workshop  

 Plagiarism 

 Creating an Interdisciplinary Learning Environment  

 Personal Response Pads 

 What DOESN’T Work Workshop”  

 The Effective Use of Lecturing as a Teaching Method   

 Service-Learning Workshop     

 Aikido in Classroom:  Metaphors for Teaching 

 Joint DOIT “Creating Gradebooks in Excel®” 

 Preparing the FAAR 

 Nuts & Bolts Session for Imminent P&T Candidates” 

 

2004,10 Faculty, 5 Departments 

2005, 6 Faculty, 6 Departments 

2005, 14 Faculty, 10 Departments 

2006, 19 faculty, 12 departments 

2007, 19 faculty, 13 departments 

2007, 28 faculty, 16 departments 

2008, 6 faculty, 5 departments 

2008, 7 faculty, 4 departments 

2008, 37 faculty, 25 departments 

2008, 39 faculty, 26 departments 

TIP Workshop Grants 2004,22 faculty, 15 Departments 

Craft Workshop 2004, 11 faculty, 8 departments 

2005, 13 faculty, 7 departments 

2006, 13faculty, 6 departments 

2007, 15 faculty, 12 departments 

Writing Workshop, Reflection in Writing Classroom 2005, 13 faculty, 5 departments 

TIP Teaching Dinner Buffet:  

Student Reflections on Diversity 

Teaching to Multiple Intelligences:  The Rhetoric and Reality 

2005, 28 faculty, 21 disciplines 

2006, 19 faculty, 11 departments 

TIP Video Presentation:   

 Fear and Learning at Hoover Elementary 

 Have You Heard From Johannesburg  

  

 

2005, 5 faculty, 4 departments 

2008 

TIP Seminar Report on “Postmodernism and New Pedagogical Paths” 2006, 15 faculty, 9 disciplines/departments 

 

TIP Speaker Maryellen Weimer, Editor-in-Chief of The Teaching 

Professor Newsletter 

“Scholarly Work on Teaching and Learning”  

“Learner-Centered Teaching”  

 

TIP Speaker Kate Ronald, Howe Professor of English at Miami University 

of Ohio 

Lecture “Students’ Rhetorical Desires, Writing Assignments and Writing 

Performance” 

 

 

2006, 17 faculty,  8 disciplines/departments 

2006, 24 faculty, 13 departments 

 

 

 

 

2006, 12 faculty, 5 disciplines/departments 
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Workshops 

TIP Keynote Speakers Dinner, Learner-Centered Theory into Practice:  

Supporting the Scholarship of Teaching”  

TIP Keynote Speaker Joe Ben Hoyle “Programming Student Learning” 

2006, 9 faculty, disciplines/departments 

 

2007, 16 faculty, 11 departments 

2008, 14 faculty, 10 departments 
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Appendix F:  Missions, Outcome and Assessment Data Summary of Sampling 

 

We received a report of TracDat data from the Office of Institutional Analysis and Effectiveness.  Here is 

a brief summary of missions, learning outcomes, and assessments.  The summary is followed by a few 

pages of the complete report. 

47 UMW programs were listed in the TracDat report 

 22 programs reported both mission and outcomes statements 

 13 programs reported no mission and no outcomes statements 

 12 programs reported outcomes statements but no mission statement 

 

13 of the 47 programs were sampled for the content of their missions and outcomes 

 2 Programs specifically identified critical thinking, analysis or problem solving in mission 

 3 Programs discussed outcomes in mission in terms of preparation 

 76 measurable outcomes were listed.  More than one outcome measured by same assessment) 

o 2 outcomes reference life-long learning 

o PBA: 29 

o Non-PBA: 46 

o KUD Descriptors in Outcomes [need to be defined] 

 K-25  

 U-28 

 D-97 

 Other-21 
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Appendix G: Graduate and Alumni Surveys 

 

 

Alumni Survey Summary: 

Each year on a rotating four-year cycle, particular UMW programs and departments survey their 

alumni. Data from the most recent surveys were gathered for analyses. Only four 

program/department surveys were readily accessible representing 34 total respondents. 

Currently, no systematic method for obtaining survey data exists. Additionally, as there is no 

uniformity in content or format of surveys, summarizing the data to draw conclusions within and 

make generalizations across programs/departments proves difficult.   

However, results related to high impact learning experiences were represented in many of the 

responses. For example, alumni rated opportunities for learning outside of the classroom such as 

service learning and internships as valuable. Real-world problem solving, critical thinking 

/logical analysis, collaborative group work and open-ended projects were stated as having lasting 

impact on graduates’ feelings of career preparedness. 

 

COE Program Data Summary 

The COE maintains permanent records for all students who complete EDCI 550: Field 

Mentorship, commonly known as student teaching.  Upon completion of EDCI 550, students are 

asked to complete the Field Mentorship Exit Survey (FMES) and the Self-Assessment of 

Professional Studies, Technology and Endorsement Competencies (SAPS).  FMES asks for 

feedback regarding the field mentorship experience and program preparation, whereas SAPS 

asks students to make critical connections between theory and practice by selecting and 

defending evidence of mastery in specific areas of professional growth.  

Of the 57 students who completed EDCI 550 within the past six semesters (Spring/Fall 2008, 

Spring/Fall 2009, Spring/Fall 2010), only 25 permanent records were located and searched for 

FMES and SAPS. Within those, 12 completed FMES and 10 completed SAPS were found.  

FMES consists of eight open-ended questions regarding the program and one soliciting 

additional comments/suggestions. Five of the eight questions offer insight into issues 

surrounding high impact learning. Results indicated that the experiences that best prepared 

students for student teaching were those related to high-impact learning such as putting theory 

into practice, planning effective lessons, differentiating instruction, applying strategies and 

having a practical classroom management plan.  

Areas where students noted that improvements were necessary also related to high impact 

learning, e.g., more experience with technology, more real world experiences and how to 

actually begin the first weeks of school. 

SAPS contains 12 different categories in which students need to supply authentic evidence that 

supports their mastery of each particular competencies. Students may choose from any 

experience or artifact produced throughout the education program. An average of 8.8 (73%) of 

the evidence supplied by students represents various types of performance based assessments and 

high-impact learning experiences. Examples include assessment portfolios, content area units of 

study, Web-based inquiry lessons, group research projects, motivational presentations, literacy 

toolkits and impact studies. 

In addition to FMES and SAPS, the COE solicits feedback from public schools which employ 

COE graduates. Results from the 2009 survey indicate that students have strong content 
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knowledge, good collaboration or team building skills, and good lesson plan development skills. 

These results correlate to those provided by the students in FMES and SAPS. 
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Appendix H: Learning Outcomes Rubric 
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No author. 2010. Integrative learning Value Rubric. In Rhodes, T., Ed. Assessing Outcomes and Improving Achievement: Tips and 

Tools for Using Rubrics. Association of American Colleges and Universities, Washington, DC. 
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Appendix I:  Project Evaluation Plan 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Intended Learning Outcomes 

Faculty Development and  

Curriculum Design 

Inform 

Course/program Curriculum 

Review/modification for high-impact 

learning experiences 

 

Demonstrated by 

Data/Evidence 

collected/evaluated at 

Key Assessment Points 

Flow into 

Data Management System 

(aggregated/disaggregated) 

Inform 

Decisions related to improvements in 

faculty professional development course 

quality and program operation 

Decisions about course/program delivery 

and learning experiences  

Modify Influence 
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Appendix J:  Assessment Data Points 

 

The Assessment Data Points chart specifies the critical assessments that will provide data to make decisions about the faculty 

development program and ultimately its impact on students. Data analysis will also assist the project team to monitor and modify 

program components as necessary. Data will be collected at each stage of implementation and from all constituent groups participating 

and impacted by the project.   
 

 Faculty Development Curriculum Design Course Implementation High-Impact 

 Evaluate professional 

development course 

Evaluate course/program  

curriculum 

 

Evaluate course 

 

Evaluate high-impact learning 

experiences  

 

S
tu

d
en

ts
   Survey - End of Course Student 

Evaluation of Instruction  

 UMW Instrument 

 

 

Survey – students at end of course 

 Describe the most significant 

learning experiences in this 

course/program. 

Institutional Data Sources  

 NSSE  

 ASSIST 

F
a

cu
lt

y
 

Pre-Post Course Approaches to 

Teaching 

 Checklist 

Survey 

 Did participants acquire the 

intended knowledge and 

skills to re-design 

course/program?  

Participant Interviews 

  

 

Course Syllabi/Course Outline 

Review participants' use of new 

knowledge and skills to: 

 Employ UbD in the design of 

the course/program 

Design high impact learning 

experiences for students 

Evaluation of high impact learning 

experiences in courses/programs 

(student performance data, course 

artifacts): 

 field experiences and internships 

 research projects, labs 

 presentations 

 papers 

Faculty Self Reflection/Focus Groups 

 How successful were you? 

 Compare observed outcomes to 

intended outcomes: how well did 

you meet your objectives in 

general, and your student learning 

objectives in particular? 

What would you do differently? 
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A
lu

m
n

i 
    Survey – alumni  

 What learning experiences at 

UMW have the most beneficial to 

you in the work place?  

 How have your learning 

experiences helped you achieve 

your career and life goals? 

 

E
m

p
lo

y
er

s    Employer Survey 

 For majors/programs that have 

access to the employment 

information for recent graduates, a 

survey will be constructed focusing 

the quality of student preparation. 
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Appendix K:  Description of Institutional and External Resources 

 

 Implement course / program 
curricula 

 Challenge students with how / 
what to learn 

 Students demonstrate knowledge 
and skills 
o Focus on learning outcomes 

o Engage in learning 

experiences 

o Demonstrate knowledge 

and skills through 

assessments 

Student High Impact 

Learning 

 Faculty / programs design  
curricula using UbD framework 

 Faculty / programs focus on High 
Impact Learning (HIL) 
o Write learning outcomes, 

including HIL outcomes 

o Create measures of learning 

outcomes / assessments, 

including performance 

assessments 

o Design learning experiences 

to reach learning outcomes, 

including HIL outcomes 

Curriculum Design 

 Challenge faculty ideas about how 
to approach teaching 

 Workshops train faculty in UbD 
curriculum design 

Faculty Development 

 Formative assessments 

 Summative assessments 

 Performance assessments 

Learning Assessment 

 

Office of Institutional Analysis and Effectiveness Office of Administration 
and Finance 

Professional Development 
for the Faculty 
Development (AAC&U 
and ASCD Institutes) 
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Year 1 Year 2 Year 3  Year 4 Year 5 

Course release for 2 

faculty to develop the 

materials needed for the 

professional development 

course  

Course releases for: 

 Faculty member leading the 

faculty development course 

  Faculty member to collect 

data, analyze data, and write 

report. 

Course releases for: 

 Faculty member leading the 

faculty development course 

  Faculty member to collect 

data, analyze data, and write 

report. 

Course releases for: 

 Faculty member leading the 

faculty development course 

  Faculty member to collect 

data, analyze data, and write 

report. 

Integrate the UbD faculty 

development course into the 

Teaching and Learning Center 

 

Adjunct hires to cover 

courses for released 

faculty  

Adjunct hires to cover courses 

for released faculty 

Adjunct hires to cover courses 

for released faculty 

Adjunct hires to cover courses 

for released faculty 

 

Funding to send QEP 

Team to: 

 AAC&U Institute, 

ASCD Institute  

    

UbD Consultant (Jay 

McTighe, Grant Wiggins) 

    

 Faculty development course  

(fall) 

 Classroom space for course 

 Course materials  

Faculty development course  

(fall) 

 Classroom space for course 

 Course materials  

Faculty development course  

(fall) 

 Classroom space for course 

 Course materials 

Faculty development course  

(fall) 

 Classroom space for course 

 Course materials 

 Implementation of new 

curriculum at course and/or 

program level (spring) 

 Support to purchase course 

resources 

Implementation of new 

curriculum at course and/or 

program level (spring) 

 Support to purchase course 

resources 

Implementation of new 

curriculum at course and/or 

program level (spring) 

 Support to purchase course 

resources 

Implementation of new 

curriculum at course and/or 

program level (spring) 

 Support to purchase course 

resources 

Teaching and Learning 

Center 

 Consulting and PD 

support 

Teaching and Learning Center 

 Consulting and PD support 

Teaching and Learning Center 

 Consulting and PD support 

Teaching and Learning Center 

 Consulting and PD support 

Integrate the UbD faculty 

development course into the 

Teaching and Learning Center 

  

Office of Institutional 

Analysis and 

Effectiveness 

 Support the 

development of 

assessment 

instruments 

Office of Institutional Analysis 

and Effectiveness will support 

assessment of: 

 Faculty development course 

and revise for year 3 

 Course curriculum  

 Course delivery 

 Learning experiences (HIL) 

1. Support for data 

collection, data 

storage, and data 

Office of Institutional Analysis 

and Effectiveness will support 

assessment of: 

 Faculty development course 

and revise for year 3 

 Course curriculum  

 Course delivery 

 Learning experiences (HIL) 

1. Support for data 

collection, data 

storage, and data 

Office of Institutional Analysis 

and Effectiveness will support 

assessment of: 

 Faculty development course 

and revise for year 3 

 Course curriculum  

 Course delivery 

 Learning experiences (HIL) 

1. Support for data 

collection, data 

storage, and data 

Office of Institutional Analysis 

and Effectiveness will support 

assessment of: 

 Faculty development course 

and revise for year 3 

 Course curriculum  

 Course delivery 

 Learning experiences (HIL) 

1. Support for data 

collection, data 

storage, and data 
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analysis 

 

analysis 

 

analysis 

 

analysis 

 

 Stipend for continuing faculty to 

participate in summer workshops  

to design curriculum using the 

UbD framework with a focus on 

HIL  

Stipend for continuing faculty to 

participate in summer workshops  

to design curriculum using the 

UbD framework with a focus on 

HIL  

Stipend for continuing faculty to 

participate in summer workshops  

to design curriculum using the 

UbD framework with a focus on 

HIL  
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