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The University of Colorado PresidentÕs Teaching and Learning Collaborative 
(PTLC) participates in the System-wide Collaboration cluster of the Carnegie 
Academy for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (CASTL).  Accordingly, 
we introduce this report on our first year of operation with a discussion of what 
we have learned about collaboration across our three campuses.  
 
Context.  The University of Colorado consists of three universities, the University 
of Colorado at Boulder, the University of Colorado at Colorado Springs, and the 
University of Colorado at Denver and Health Sciences Center. The latter was 
formed recently by merging previously separate campus in downtown Denver 
with the Health Sciences center. PTLC is a system-wide program, fostered by the 
PresidentÕs Teaching Scholars Program, itself a system-wide program reporting 
to the System Vice President for Academic Affairs and Research. The Steering 
Committee for PTLC includes faculty from all three universities. Funding for the 
program comes in part from the system presidentÕs office and in part from 
administrators at the three universities. 
 
System -wide operations . PTLC recruited faculty investigators for scholarship of 
teaching and learning (SOTL) projects at each university. Investigators were 
supported by coaches (faculty knowledgeable about SOTL) and mentors (faculty 
knowledgeable about the investigatorÕs discipline.)   Investigators, coaches, 
mentors, and steering committee members met four times between December, 
2006, and May, 2007, to discuss progress and share information.  
 
In addition, the director and coordinator presented the PTLC plans and progress 
to a system-wide meeting of academic affairs administrators, and briefed 
provost-level administrators at two of the three campuses. 
 
Impact of system -wide operations . The main impact of PTLC operating at the 
system, rather than campus, level has been that faculty at all three universities 
had the opportunity to carry out SOTL projects with collegial support.  While 
faculty from all three universities participated in a pilot program that led to the 
launch of PTLC, and helped to establish the program, it is very doubtful that the 
leadership available at any one of the universities would have created a SOTL 
program. 
 



On the other hand, some administrators have urged that the program present 
itself more as an activity of the separate universities, rather than a system-level 
program. They feel that some faculty are more likely to respond to what they see 
as a ÒhomeÓ initiative. They may also be responding to a current thrust in system 
administration to de-emphasize system level programs. 
 
System-level operations also allowed some sharing of information resources.  
Notably, librarians from two of the universities collaborated to identify library 
resources on SOTL for the participants.  There were also presentations to the 
group by experienced SOTL researchers, and a researcher on educational 
theory, from the university at Boulder. It is unlikely that participants from the other 
universities would have had access to these presentations outside the PTLC 
framework. 
 
Collaborations across university boundaries have not developed. There have 
been a few cross-university contacts outside the group meetings, but no 
sustained interactions have developed. 
 
Interviews and surveys document the impact of the small-group discussions 
among investigators, coaches, and mentors at the PTLC meetings on 
investigatorÕs projects.  There is no specific evidence, however, that the fact that 
attendees come from different universities is uniquely valuable. In theory, a 
SOTL activity at any one university could possibly draw the same, or almost the 
same, range of discipinary participation.  But, as already mentioned, this is only a 
theoretical possibility. The fact is that interest in and knowledge of SOTL is thinly 
spread, and a system-wide collaboration is necessary to draw together a critical 
mass of participants. 
 
The details of PTLCÕs organization and process, as well as evaluation results, 
are included in the evaluatorÕs report, following.  The investigatorsÕ proposals are 
also included. 
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Program Description:  
 
The PresidentÕs Teaching and Learning Collaborative (PTLC) is a University of 
Colorado system-wide program serving faculty, instructors, and staff at four 
campuses. The goal of the PTLC is to promote the Scholarship of Teaching and 
Learning (SoTL) in an effort to improve undergraduate education. The 
scholarship of teaching and learning is the Òcreation and dissemination of original 
work that makes a useful contribution to knowledge and practice of other 
teachers." www.carnegiefoundation.org  The program director (Dr. Mary Ann 
Shea) and coordinator (Dr. Clayton Lewis) announced a request for proposals in 
the fall of 2006. Participant-researchers accepted to the program were matched 
with coaches (faculty and staff with knowledge of educational research) and 
mentors (faculty and staff with expertise in the same discipline being examined). 
Participant-researchers also received modest funding for undergraduate student 
support in their data collection and analysis. This report chronicles the first half of 
the PTLC introductory year, which will end in December 2007. 
 
Participant-researchers met with their coaches and mentors as per mutual 
agreement, and attended whole group meetings on four occasions. The 
purposes of the meetings were: 

¥ to attend to administrative tasks  
¥ to share literature resources 
¥ to report on educational research progress 
¥ to problem solve regarding research difficulties and  
¥ to discuss topics of teaching and learning.  

While the meetings and personal connections were the foremost resources 
provided by the PTLC, additional resources included:  

¥ Google discussion board with electronic postings for discussion  
¥ articles sent via mail and provided in meetings, and  
¥ a library resource web page with links to SoTL journals, online 

communities, and investigations of pedagogy initiatives at other 
campuses. 

 
  
Meeting Descriptions 
 
The December meeting was the first time all of the coaches, mentors, and 
participant investigators met together. Investigators presented their proposals to 
the group, and received feedback from the community at large. Investigators also 
had the opportunity to meet with their coaches and mentors. 
 



In February, Alison Graber from the University of Colorado at Boulder presented 
the website she had created for the PTLC, which included a host of resources for 
literature review searches. Researchers, coaches, and mentors were provided a 
list of educational research journal articles, and indicated if they would like to 
receive any resources on the list, which were sent in the next week via mail. 
Based on PTLC member suggestions in the first PTLC survey, the rest of the 
meeting was devoted to small group discussion of projects. Participant 
researchers prepared summaries of the work, as well as specific questions they 
had for the group, and spent one and a half hours discussing their educational 
research ideas in groups of three to four researchers. Coaches and mentors 
joined their protŽgŽÕs small discussion group.  
 
In the March meeting, investigators heard from two professors serving as 
coaches. They described their current status in regards to the educational 
research they began in the pilot year of the PTLC. One coach described an 
article accepted to a scholarly journal, and the other coach recounted her many 
conference presentations, the school policy developed around her research 
findings, and the ways in which she has been able to tie her research to her 
administrative duties on campus. Two reference librarians attended the March 
meeting, Alison Graber from Boulder and Orlando Archiquebe from the Denver 
campus. The two described their roles as reference librarians, and the services 
they offered faculty. Investigators once again broke into small groups to discuss 
their research progress and pitfalls. PTLC members received two seminal works 
in the scholarship of teaching and learning at the meeting. 
 
Sarah Hug, Noah Finkelstein, and Stephen Pollock led discussion during the May 
meeting of the PTLC to discuss learning theory and the link between attitudes 
and student learning outcomes. Sarah Hug began the meeting with a description 
of three prominent learning theories, behaviorist, cognitive, and socio-cultural. 
This discussion led directly into a discussion of Noah FinkelsteinÕs and Stephen 
PollockÕs work on attitudes regarding learning physics. Coaches, mentors, and 
researchers decided to forego small group work in order to continue their 
discussions throughout the meeting.  Summer meetings were negotiated, to 
occur on each campus, facilitated by Mary Ann Shea, Clayton Lewis, and Sarah 
Hug. 
 
Theory of Change  
 
The intent of the PTLC, and that of the Carnegie Foundation sustaining this 
effort, was to support and promote research into collegiate teaching and learning. 
Note that the research questions are focused primarily on teaching and learning, 
not on the development of research skills. The theory of change, developed and 
nurtured in the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, is that 
through research, professors develop insight into their teaching and their 
studentsÕ learning. Research in pedagogy would inform teaching practice, and 



based on results, professors would refine their teaching and/or their assessment 
of student learning.  
 
Formative /Summative  Evaluation Questions  
 
Evaluation research questions included the following: 
 

1. How do professors best increase their understanding of pedagogy and 
how students learn via participation in the PTLC program?   

a. How does PTLC program help professors understand their function 
and role as a teacher? 

i. How does the PTLC program help professors define their 
role as a teacher? 

ii. How does the PTLC program help professors view and 
understand learning and their students as learners? 

b. How does the PTLC program help professors understand the 
art/science of teaching?  How does the PTLC program help 
professors understand different instructional methods? 

i. How does the PTLC program help professor participants 
improve their own instructional methods?  

2. How do professors best increase their understanding of the concept of 
learning via participation in the PTLC program?   

a. How does the PTLC program help professor participants 
understand their studentsÕ learning needs? 

b. How does the PTLC program help professor participants 
understand different types of learning? 

c. How does the PTLC program help professor participants 
understand how people learn? 

3. How do professors best improve the learning of their students via 
participation in the PTLC program?   

a. How does the PTLC program support professors to help improve 
the academic achievement of their students? 

 
This report is organized around themes that emerged in the qualitative data, with 
quotes drawn directly from the surveys and interviews in an effort to express the 
PTLC participantsÕ ideas in their own words. The conclusion offers more directed 
answers to the above research questions. 
 
Evaluation Methods:  
Data from this formative evaluation originated in four surveys, and two rounds of 
interviews, and observations of participants in four PTLC meetings. Survey and 
interview response was based on self-selection by participants, but the repeated 
measures ensured greater opportunity to hear from participants. Survey and 
interview data was collected from participant-researchers, coaches, and mentors, 
with an emphasis on participant-researcher data. The coach and mentor data 
was used primarily as a means to confirm participant-researcher progress in 



developing educational research, and to collect recommendations for further 
work. Data was coded iteratively, allowing for themes to emerge from the data. 
An effort was made to allow participant voices to tell the story of the 
collaborative. 
 
 
 
 
Research questions over time Ð moving forwar d, and stepping back  
 
The participant-researchersÕ projects are the driving force behind the PresidentÕs 
Teaching and Learning Collaborative. The PTLC is centered on carrying out the 
scholarship of teaching and learning. In this section, a series of research 
questions in development are shown, to characterize the ways participant 
researchers progressed in their research efforts in the PTLC, described as 
moving forward and stepping back. In order to support the theory of change, that 
developing scholarship of teaching and learning allows professors to change 
their views on teaching and learning, it is necessary to show the ways in which 
this research develops within the PTLC. All participant-researchers responding to 
the surveys described a change to their research that resulted from their 
participation in the PTLC. Coaches and mentors responding to the surveys 
confirmed this, and added that their participant-researcher developed new ideas 
in PTLC meetings that furthered their projects. 
 
 In the next section, three research questions are described as they changed 
over time. The left column is the way in which the participant-researchers 
described their educational research question in the research proposals due in 
December of 2006. The three participants listed below were participants who 
responded to the latest survey for the PTLC in May of 2007.  
 
Participant One- Moving Forward 
A comparison of Participant OneÕs December and May research questions show 
a marked shift from a teaching concept that interests the researcher to a 
formulated research question that can be measured using student data. 
Participant One will compare student assessment scores from different foreign 
language courses- some courses that ask students to classify their written errors 
and some that do not require this writing reflection. Participant One will be able to 
determine if the students who exercise error classification score higher on 
subsequent writing assignments. Participant One began with an interest, a 
pedagogical question regarding student learning.  
 
By May, Participant One had devised an intervention, the error classification form 
which she was able to implement in half of the classes under her purview as 
course coordinator. Her data will be able to tell her if the intervention was 
effective in improving student writing. In an interview, Participant One said that 
she had been filling out the error classification forms for students, and had more 



advanced students use the error classification form. Passing the responsibility on 
to the students earlier in their foreign language study, she reasoned, might help 
them develop more precise writing skills. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Research question in proposal (12/06) Research question in survey response (05/07) 
PARTICIPANT 1 : “I would like to learn more 
about how instructors of foreign language classes 
can help students at different levels of their study 
to write with more syntactical and lexical 
precision, but also fluently and with ever-
increasing complexity and sophistication.” 

 

PARTICIPANT 1: “Does error classification 
in short compositions help students avoid 
common errors on subsequent papers?” 

PARTICIPANT 2: “To what extent can 
various methods of mid-project 
assessment, alone or in combination, 
improve students' multimedia texts and 
their understanding of those texts as 
rhetorical constructions?” 
 

PARTICIPANT 2: “To what extent can 
various methods of formative assessment, 
alone or in combination, improve students’ 
multimedia texts and their understanding of 
those texts as rhetorical constructions?” 

PARTICIPANT 3: "How does access to course 
video and lecture archive impact students' 
learning and performance in the course, and what 
are its effects on enrollment and retention rates?" 

 

PARTICIPANT 3: “We seek information 
about student attitudes and performance 
indicators regarding the use of online-
available class lectures in various 
mathematics courses.” 

 
Participant Two-a developed question finds a data collection strategy 
 
Participant two came to the program with a very specific research question in 
mind. The qualitative research question did not change over the first six months 
of the PTLC program, but the data collection strategies that the participant-
researcher employed expanded. In an interview, the participant-researcher 
described a cross-assessment strategy that would allow him to track changes to 
student projects over time. Participant two also mentioned a survey he was 
developing to help answer his research question. The conversations held in 
PTLC meetings allowed participant two to envision a multi-faceted data collection 
strategy that would help him address his proposed research question. 
 
Participant Three- stepping back 
 



Participant Three began with a research question that included a vague phrase 
Òimpact student learning and performanceÓ. The researchers sought to discover 
how the course video and lecture archive affected learning in the class. The 
measurement of both learning and performance were unclear from the question, 
and not well detailed in the report. After participating in the PTLC small group 
discussion, the researchers took a step back in their work, describing an intention 
to measure student attitudes and performance indicators, as yet undefined. The 
Òstep backÓ allows the researchers to redefine their study, and pinpoint more 
manageable measures of ÒimpactÓ for their work. Participant three credited small 
group work in the PTLC meeting for encouraging this step back. 
 
Educational research as a vehicle for pedagogical change 
 
The preceding section supports the notion that participant-researchers moved 
forward in their investigations of pedagogy during the first six months of the 
PTLC program. The next sections describe ways in which the PTLC served the 
participants in their efforts to effect change in undergraduate and graduate 
education. 
 
 
An SoTL community of diverse thought:  
 
Establishing a Community 
In interviews and surveys participant-researchers, coaches and mentors 
commented on the ways in which the PTLC served as a community of diverse 
thought. PTLC participant-researchers, coaches, and mentors indicated that they 
viewed the collective members as a community engaged in important research 
into undergraduate teaching and learning. This community supported participant-
researchers by sharing resources, such as relevant research literature and 
survey instruments, problem-solving project pitfalls, and by providing models 
within the community of successful endeavors in educational research. 
 
 A few participants mentioned that conversations of teaching and learning, like 
those that take place at the PTLC, are not otherwise available to them, and so 
the PTLC is the only professional community in which they can openly engage in 
pedagogical discussions. The group served to hold participant-researchers 
accountable for research development and project progress, which participant-
researchers viewed as valuable. See illustrative quotes from participant-
researchers, coaches and mentors that speak to the element of community within 
the PTLC. 
 
ÒWhat this program really has the potential to do is by building this ever-
expanding cohort of people who have been through this process then they can 
take what theyÕve learned, and they become mentors to others or at least role 
models to others.Ó 

--participant-researcher interview response 



A participant-researcher reflected, Òit is good to come hereÓ for PTLC meetings, 
because they Òact as positive peer pressureÓ to complete research goals. 

--participant-researcher comment during a PTLC meeting 
One participant stated that he Òenjoyed coming to meetings to talk about teaching 
and learning, particularly because in departments, it is taboo to discuss such 
subjects.Ó 

--participant-researcher comment during a PTLC meeting 
ÒI learned a lot from other PTLC team member comments and suggestions, as 
well as our mentor and coach, to improve this project. Our PTLC meetings are 
great opportunities to share ideas across campuses.Ó  

--participant-researcher survey response 
ÒThe small groups were a wonderful way to learn about other projects and to help 
me rethink my own. I realized, for example, that it may be more valuable for me 
to have students use the same assessment rubric in various workshop forms. 
Also, simply hearing other researchers' difficulties made me feel less insecure 
about my project. The sense of community was excellent.Ó 

--participant-researcher survey response 
ÒGetting a group together having everybody kind of work toward the same goal 
and saying that Òthis is importantÓ, in recognizing that this is important, because I 
think generally our university doesnÕt recognize that the teaching side of research 
on teaching and looking at teaching is as important as other areas of research.Ó 
 

--participant-researcher interview response 
 
The PTLC serves as a community of scholars. The scholars support one another 
at PTLC meetings by providing critical feedback and encouragement. Small 
group work in the PTLC meetings allow participants to talk through their own 
research dilemmas, learn from othersÕ research and expertise, and give an 
added incentive or push to complete research projects.  
 
A community is often defined as a group of individuals with similar goals, 
practices, and values (Rogoff, 1993). The PTLC offers professors who value 
examinations of classroom teaching and learning an opportunity to develop their 
research in a supportive environment. For some, the PTLC is the only venue to 
engage in these discussions of pedagogy. The participant-researchers see the 
PTLC as a community with a potential to reach out to other professors and 
encourage pedagogical examination campus- and system-wide, through its 
growth model of supporting cohorts, then encouraging participant-researchers to 
serve as coaches or mentors for the next group of scholars. 
 
Capitalizing on Diversity of Thought 
 
Responses indicated that participants benefited from the diversity in the group. 
PTLC members span the disciplines, coming from computer science, physics, 
pharmacy, math, writing and rhetoric, business, psychology, and education. This 
variety in discipline expertise broadened the conversations at PTLC meetings. 



The impact of discipline diversity was most evident in discussions of data 
collection and analysis, as distinct disciplines brought new perspectives on how 
one conducts research into teaching and learning. Several illustrative quotes are 
included below. 
 
ÒI would never have thought to work with a mentor not in my field, but itÕs been 
very useful...he has a much more publication-oriented, quantitative approach 
than I do/did.Ó 

--participant survey response 
ÒWell, we are really more used to a quantitative approach. And this (project) is 
really measuring more of a qual-or- more of a personal thing and so a qualitative 
approach becomes necessary and so one of the things that our coach is helping 
us do is developing that qualitative approachÑ kind of reframing what we are 
looking at.Ó 

--participant-researcher interview response 
ÒI know one part that really came out of the (PTLC participant) piece was that 
(participant-researcher) began talking about cross-assessment during the 
development of the project, and I think that may be a new thing for this whole 
study.Ó 

--coach interview response 
ÒI've enjoyed meeting faculty from the system whose projects relate to different 
topics, but whose research essentially meets with the same problems, 
techniques, etc. as mine...we've had interesting discussions, sharing of 
information, etc.Ó 

--participant-researcher survey response 
ÒI have collaborated with two faculty (members) in different departments because 
of the PTLC.Ó 

--participant-researcher survey response 
 
Participant-researchers were surprised at the ways their peers from different 
disciplines were able to assist them in their content-specific research. They also 
appreciated that they all faced similar research dilemmas, such as obtaining 
Human Research Council approval, survey development, and developing a 
definition of learning. Many participant-researchers were delving into unfamiliar 
analytic territory- social science research. The support of a network with differing 
strengths and skills enhanced the experience for the majority of participants. 
 
A community of practice allows for different ways of participating, with different 
community trajectories, or pathways into the community (Lave & Wenger, 1991). 
Some participants may remain peripherally involved in the community, while 
others develop into more central participants. Three participant-researchers did 
not, at times, subscribe to the benefits of a diverse community as described 
above. They reflected in interviews that the time they took in getting to and 
participating in the meetings might be better used working on their research 
projects individually. Two of the same individuals also stated in meetings and in 
surveys that they did benefit from meetings, and received valuable feedback from 



their peers in small group discussion. These two reported little assistance from 
mentors and coaches, and asked or sought out additional assistance from others 
in the PTLC and on their campuses. This lack of assistance might explain the 
participant researchersÕ less positive views of collaboration. The other individual 
stated that he thought the program was best suited for researchers at beginning 
stages of the research process, and that his study was in fact too far along to 
adapt at this time. 
 
 
Research as  Reflection Éon teaching  
 
In the first surveys (answered in January and February of 2007) participant-
researchers answered ÒdonÕt knowÓ, or ÒnoÓ or ÒNAÓ to the questions regarding 
the ways in which the PTLC might effect their teaching. In the May surveys, all of 
the participant-researchers mentioned that by researching different aspects of 
their teaching and their studentsÕ learning they were constantly reflecting on the 
two processes. In other words, their efforts to examine teaching and learning 
critically forced them to reflect on their practices in the classroom, and on the 
ways they measured student learning. The following quotes speak to this aspect 
of the PTLC effort as a means for encouraging pedagogical reflection.  
 
ÒIn my case, the PTLC program has prompted me to attempt an objective look at 
teaching and learning, my own as well as that of others. Reflecting on the 
educational process is a necessary step to improving it.Ó 
 

--participant-researcher survey response 
ÒShaping a research project makes one more cognizant of and deliberate about 
oneÕs teachingÉthis reflection is required to design the research study.Ó 
 

--participant-researcher survey response 
ÒWe are investigating how effective our teaching is, not just looking at it from our 
own perspective or our FCQs (summative assessments of our teaching of a 
course)Ó 
 

--participant-researcher survey response 
ÒThe PTLC, at least my project and my mentor, force me to consider my 
underlying pedagogy theories, my approaches to students, and my 
techniques/methods...all of which are beneficial in exposing what works well and 
what doesn't.Ó 
 

--participant-researcher survey response 
ÒAt best, it makes professors more reflective about what they do, and the 
components of what they do that are measurable and not measurable.Ó 
 

--coach survey response 
ÒI find that (the PTLC) promotes inquiry into teaching because to carry out a 



research agenda you must study your teaching.Ó 
 

--participant-researcher response 
 
According to one coach (and former participant-researcher) in the PTLC, 
examining oneÕs teaching critically through research is a significant shift in 
thinking that is the most difficult aspect of PTLC participation. While the majority 
of PTLC participant-researchers increasingly perceived themselves as reflective 
of their pedagogy, not all participant-researchers consistently mentioned this shift 
in thinking. For some participants, the theory of change under which the PTLC 
operates was unclear. One participant-researcher said, ÒWhat is the purpose of 
this? Are we supposed to be doing research and publishing, or are we supposed 
to do this to improve our teaching?Ó In fact, the PTLC aims to facilitate one 
through the other. The participants who were unclear on this facet of the PTLC 
were carrying out social science research that focused on student attitudes 
outside of the classroom, which might explain this disconnect. 
 
Research as Reflection Éon student learning and student perspectives  
 
Just as investigators began to reflect on their teaching, they also began to 
examine critically the ways in which they measured and recognized student 
learning. The majority of the PTLC projects focused on a Òstudent perspectiveÓ, 
regarding learning styles, preferences for instruction, attitudes towards 
coursework, and student needs for achievement. Participant researchers express 
a desire to understand their students better in order to structure their classes to 
meet student needs. See quotes below. 
 
ÒThe call for proposals explicitly requests research into student learning. In 
designing the research and preparing the proposal, one enhances oneÕs thinking 
about student learning.Ó 
 

--participant-researcher response 
ÒI see that I need to provide more structure so that learning is more obvious and 
tangible to me. For example, providing reading questions rather than just 
assigning a reading.Ó 
 

--participant-researcher response 
ÒI think students have been on the receiving end of library instruction for many, 
many years but I donÕt think theyÕve had many opportunities to say what they 
want, when they want it, and what they needÉand I think thatÕs what this project 
does.Ó 
 

--coach interview response 
ÒI look forward to getting to know my students more (through PTLC research 
project).Ó 
 



--participant-researcher survey response 
ÒI hope to learn what works and what doesnÕt from a studentÕs perspective. I hope 
then to reflect and gain insight into best practices for teaching and learning with 
computer mediation.Ó 
 

--participant-researcher survey response  
 
 Investigators see the benefit of educational research for providing answers 
to pedagogical questions, answers grounded in the student perspective. They 
describe the potential of their research for increasing student achievement in 
their courses, in their departments, and more broadly through the campus and 
school. As researchers begin to collect research results, they will be more able to 
address how their work might affect student achievement within the CU-system. 
 
Leadership development within and through PTLC  
 
Another benefit of PTLC participation described by PTLC members was the 
opportunity to redefine leadership in academia. The PTLC approved works from 
staff, instructors, and tenured faculty members within the same cohort of PTLC 
participation. This cohort benefits from participants from the pilot year of the 
PTLC, a group of like individuals.  
 
Ò(PTLC fosters) leadership as a means of becoming a better teacher by looking 
carefully at how you teach and how to best reach desired learning outcomes.Ó 
 

--participant-researcher survey response 
Ò(The PTLC) opens up leaderly, if you will, leadership opportunities or venues for 
people who may not otherwise be, by position, by seniority, by discipline, 
considered to be leaders.Ó 
 

--coach interview response 
ÒWe have non-tenure track faculty in our pool, so when they get done with this 
experience and they move their project forward they can turn around and lead 
within their group of faculty at their campus.Ó 
 

--coach interview response 
 
Through the collaborative, instructors and staff enjoy equal footing with more 
senior, sometimes more educated peers. This shuffling of standard hierarchies 
also allows full professors to learn and expand research efforts with assistance. 
PTLC members described this as ways in which leadership is redefined, and 
offered to a varied set of peers. The joint enterprise of teaching and learning 
research binds the group in vertical and horizontal relationships, and the cohort 
model of the PTLC expansion secures the opportunity for leadership for all in 
coming years. 
 



 
A Model Collaboration Ñ instructional cooperation in the PTLC  
 
John*, a writing instructor, developed a project proposal, and was accepted into 
the 2007 PTLC cohort. In the proposal he suggested his own coach, Paul*, a 
staff member on the same campus with whom he had collaborated in the past. 
Part of the mentorÕs role was to facilitate student use of digital media software 
and hardware, and in past efforts the participant-researcher and mentor 
collaborated on coursework. The mentor would be Òbuilt into the syllabusÓ, joining 
the participant-researcherÕs class to give lessons on hardware and software use. 
John* was also paired with Linda*, a staff member working in technology. Linda 
introduced John to a graduate student, Mike*, with expertise in survey design. 
John was able to pay Mike as a consultant from his PTLC funds, while Mike 
assisted John in designing a survey of student attitudes. 
 
This summer, John will teach a unique essay course. After writing a personal 
essay, students will convert their written work into a video essay or photo essay 
using imovie software.  Before they begin, Linda will discuss copyright laws as 
they pertain to the internet. Paul will also join the class to lead the students in a 
storyboard activity, in which students ÒdeconstructÓ a 30 second commercial. 
StudentsÕ storyboards will serve as artifacts for examination in JohnÕs cross-
assessment of class material, a method for analyzing the development of new 
skills. Mike suggested the cross-assessment as a possible research method. 
When students have storyboarded their material, they will again see Paul, who 
will give instructions on using the imovie software. Students will critique one 
anotherÕs work in the storyboard form and in the video form, in an effort to 
improve the quality of the video essays. John mentioned that without the PTLC, 
this level of collaboration would not be possible. John mentioned as well that the 
organization of this work into a publishable project would also be challenging 
without PTLC input. 
 
The preceding story is an example of the ways in which the PTLC can leverage 
the expertise and enthusiasm for teaching to change undergraduate education at 
CU. The instructional collaboration, an unexpected addition to the Carnegie 
model and the traditional use of coaches and mentors as predominantly sideline 
participants, suggests that collaboration around teaching and learning may take 
many forms. Instructional collaboration allows the coach and mentor deeper 
access into the research project. Linda and Paul might better understand the 
project after teaching a lesson in JohnÕs class, and might be better-equipped to 
assist him in publishing his work. While it is unclear at this time to understand 
how this instructional collaboration will affect JohnÕs project, it is an unexpected 
expansion of the Carnegie model worth examining further. 

 
 

Conclusions:  
 



 This section begins to answer the evaluation questions posed in the 
beginning of the report. The PTLC projects are ongoing, and so definitive 
answers to these questions are not yet available. The following articulates trends 
and patterns in participant-researcher survey and interview responses. 
 
How do professors best increase their understanding of pedagogy and how 
students learn via participation in the PTLC program? 
 
 In order to conduct SoTL research, participant-researchers must reflect on 
their pedagogical decisions, and devise multiple ways of measuring student 
learning. Most of the participant-researchers in the PTLC mentioned that small-
group discussions at the PTLC meetings were the best mechanisms for 
communicating their pedagogical decisions, in concert with their research 
decisions. Through discussions in small groups, participant-researchers were 
forced to communicate these pedagogical ideas, and to articulate the ways in 
which they would measure learning. In the small-group discussions, participant-
researchers benefited from vertical and horizontal professional development, 
meaning they had access to other participant-researchers (horizontal) and to 
other coaches and mentors (vertical). Participant-researchers stated that these 
meetings were the most influential in increasing their understanding of pedagogy 
and how students learn, because in these conversations participant-researchers 
are forced to confront their tacit assumptions of learning and teaching, and what 
these two processes look like in the classroom. 
 
 Further, participant-researchers increased their understanding of 
pedagogy and student learning via their relationships with coaches and mentors. 
Those with close relationships with coaches and mentors describe these one-on-
one conversations as influential in their research design, but also in the ways in 
which participant-researchers think about teaching and learning. Further 
research will focus on the ways in which tacit conceptions of learning and 
teaching alignment affect mentor-participant relations and coach-participant 
relations. 
 
How do professors best increase their understanding of the concept of learning 
via participation in the PTLC program?   
 
 The mere act of researching teaching and learning served for some as a 
means to reflect on teaching and learning, and to specify learning goals for 
students as well as to define and reform methods of measuring this learning. By 
May, survey respondents uniformly respond that their research caused them to 
rethink their views of learning. While change in this understanding is hard to 
measure, as participantsÕ research is not complete, the PTLC has brought the 
concept of learning to the attention of participant researchers.  
 
 The May meeting was described by all participants who attended as 
extremely influential in increasing their understanding of learning. The description 



of learning theory and the discussion of relevant theory as well as student 
attitudes towards learning were described as the most beneficial aspects of the 
meeting.  
 
How do professors best improve the learning of their students via participation in 
the PTLC program?   
 
 At this point in the program, it is impossible to know how investigatorsÕ 
research will influence the learning of future students. All participants mention 
that this is something they will be able to answer after their research is 
completed. Participant-researchers state they hope to improve their teaching 
based on their rigorous research results. 
 
 
Recommendations from the data collected thus far suggest that the PTLC 
should: 
 

¥ Continue to meet in small discussion groups at each PTLC meeting to 
support the vertical and horizontal community formation. 

 
¥ Include conversations and presentations of learning research and theory, 

and move them to the beginning of the PTLC meeting calendar. 
 

¥ Emphasize PTLC as a path to leadership within the developing field of 
research of post-secondary education and within the department 

 
¥ In the call for proposals, focus on collaboration, share ideas with peers, 

get guidance as the biggest advantage of the program 
 

¥ Encourage cohorts as a way to enter the PTLC Ð evidence suggests that 
cohorts of peers engage more fully in PTLC meetings 

 
¥ Support more meetings at a campus level to boost PTLC activity, and 

increase the number of deadlines for reporting progress 
 

¥ Encourage proposals from investigators in the early stages of research 
inquiry. Coaches and mentors mention that these projects are more 
readily guided into strong educational research programs. 

 
¥ Promote novel coach and mentor relations, like the use of instructional 

collaboration evident in the model above, through descriptions of 
collaborations online.  

 
¥ Spell out the theory of change in the call to make the PTLC purpose 

transparent for all who might propose a project. 
 



A barrier to participation and to making sufficient progress in research aims has 
been the feeling that their PTLC participation is an Òadd-onÓ, another project that 
is less tied to their specific work requirements, and in fact detracts from 
discipline-specific research participant-researchers might accomplish. This 
barrier affected assistant professors in particular, who are striving for tenure at 
CU campuses. Some participant-proffered recommendations for alleviating this 
strain are: 

¥ System and campus-wide initiatives that elevate pedagogical research to 
a higher status would most benefit researchers interested in SoTL. The 
effort must create an academic research culture that values research on 
student learning at the same level as discipline-specific research. Dr. 
HuberÕs efforts to elevate research of undergraduate education at UCCS 
campus was mentioned as a model for improving campus undergraduate 
and graduate teaching through rigorous pedagogical investigations. 

¥ Nearly every participant interviewed in the PTLC mentioned that offering a 
course release would be the best way that the CU system could support 
efforts to increase professorsÕ continual efforts in educational research. 
They state that the course release, while taking the professor away from 
teaching in the short run, could allow participant-researchers the sustained 
attention and effort necessary to make greater progress in their 
investigations. Participant-researchers, coaches and mentors see that 
long-term value of such research projects could have a great impact on 
students throughout the CU-system. Many of them point to Carl WeimanÕs 
efforts at the University of Colorado at Boulder in physics education as a 
model of the potential impact of the scholarship of teaching and learning. 

¥ Staff and instructors were more likely to mention cost-effective ways the 
PTLC could reward participants that included departmental recognition 
and opportunities to share research findings. Specific rewards such as 
holding departmental professional development workshops for their peers, 
press in CU publications, and PTLC-sponsored letters written to 
department chairs were listed as rewards that could boost productivity on 
PTLC research. 



 
Appendix A  

PTLC Call for Proposals 
 
 

CALL FOR PROPOSALS  

President's Teaching and Learning Collaborative  
University of Colorado.  

The President's Teaching and Learning Collaborative (PTLC) of the 
University of Colorado is publishing a call for proposed projects that 
investigate the scholarship of teaching and learning as it contributes to 
a greater depth of student learning in higher education. PTLC is 
interested in projects from a variety disciplines and perspectives as 
well as system Schools of Education disciplines and not just 
educational research. The deadline for proposals has been extended to 
Tuesday, October 31, 2006.  

(We thank the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 
CASTL program for permission to adapt their application materials.)  

Applying to the Program  

What will be the focus? 

For 2008 the President's Teaching and Learning Collaborative (PTLC) 
will focus on projects emphasizing student learning at any educational 
level, undergraduate and above. Projects should be such that 
meaningful results c an be obtained during the 2008 academic year.  

Who is eligible to apply? 

Any faculty member on any campus of the University of Colorado can 
apply.  

What kinds of work does the program support? 

Central work of PTLC is to create and disseminate examples of the  
scholarship of teaching and learning that contribute to thought and 
practice in and across fields. To this end, each scholar designs and 
undertakes an investigation aimed at deepening understanding of and 
practice related to an important issue in innovati ve learning. Several 
features for projects should be kept in mind:  

1.  Proposed work should center on the definitions, experiences, 
problems, and values, and the investigations of one's own 
students and classroom practices.  

2.  The focus of this work should be te aching and learning for 
understanding, exploring primarily the character and depth of 
student learning that results (or does not) from teacher 
practice.  

3.  We look for attention to enduring, widely recognized issues and 
questions that have broad relevance or implications for student 
learning; scholarship that advances understanding of such 
questions is more likely to find audiences and outlets thereby 
contributing to far - reaching thinking and practice.  



2.  The focus of this work should be te aching and learning for 
understanding, exploring primarily the character and depth of 
student learning that results (or does not) from teacher 
practice.  

3.  We look for attention to enduring, widely recognized issues and 
questions that have broad relevance or implications for student 
learning; scholarship that advances understanding of such 
questions is more likely to find audiences and outlets thereby 
contributing to far - reaching thinking and practice.  

4.  We are interested in work that demonstrates a commitment t o 
the personal and social development of students.  

5.  Also of interest is work with explicit links to prior and ongoing 
areas of investigation, and established lines of research; like 
other forms of scholarship, the scholarship of teaching and 
learning builds  on and is situated in reference to work done by 
others. Please conduct a literature review of the research 
related to the problem to be investigated and include it in the 
project proposal.  

6.  Those engaged in this work will be committed to documenting 
and co mmunicating in a variety of formats the processes and 
results (scholarship is by definition public, available for review 
and critique); this might even entail the development of new 
forms, genres, vehicles, technologies, and media for preserving 
or present ing what is learned.  

7.  These projects will be available on the PTSP url 
http:ww.colorado.edu/ptsp under Gallery of Teaching Scholars' 
Projects for all in the CU community of teaching scholars to 
learn from. The Gallery along with all information about PTLC 
will be hosted by the President's Teaching Scholars website and 
linked to the CU - System website. The projects will also become 
a part of the conversation about engaged learning and good 
teaching practices at annual day - long symposia offered by 
campus PTLC p rospers and campus organizers.  

8.  We intend in PTLC for each of you to have a coach and a 
mentor. Let us distinguish one from another:  
 
A Coach  is one who has the capacity to execute education 
research and is one that can assist you in reflecting on you line  
of inquiry, asking questions for understanding, discerning the 
impact of the research with you and in particular clarifying the 
research question in hopes that it is small enough to execute 
the research and submit to peer reviewed journals, etc, in one 
years time. In our case, December 2007. That is the principal 
goal of the year long activities of PTLC research by our PTLC 
faculty cohort. Some at the Carnegie Foundation modeled their 
coach process for 5 of us two years ago. In fact, we can train 
anyone in  this process beyond the basic experience in 
researching teaching and learning required for a good coach.  
 
A Mentor  is one who is in the discipline of research, i.e., 
physics, engineering, spanish and portugese, anthropology, etc. 
and therefore a faculty member who knows the epistemology, 



the knowledge structure, theory of the cognate and more.  

What expertise and experience are applicants expected to bring 
to the program? 

We will look for faculty with a record of innovation in teaching and/or 
the assessme nt of learning. Experience in educational research is NOT 
a requirement; the aim of the program is to broaden participation of 
faculty in effective inquiry in learning and teaching. Familiarity with the 
literature on learning and teaching in one's discipli ne is an on -going 
necessity.  

What commitments are expected? 

PTLC participants are expected to attend and contribute to meetings, 
to be held at Fitzsimmons campus Ben Nighthorse Campbell Building. 
Persons who cannot attend these meetings should NOT apply.  

I n addition, participants should plan to meet regularly with their 
coaches, and to meet with other participants and their coaches on their 
own campus on a basis to be decided by each campus group.  

Participants are expected to make a concerted effort, with t he help of 
their coaches, to carry out a project of inquiry that results in work 
submitted for publication during the year's work, or soon thereafter.  

How does the selection process work?  

The PTLC Steering Committee will review all applications and notify  the 
selected applicants by November 16th, 2007. The selection process is 
designed to assemble a collaborative group of individuals whose 
interests and expertise enhance the likelihood of significant impact for 
the program. Applications will be chosen base d on the following 
criteria, and on the availability of suitable mentors and coaches on the 
applicant's campus. (As mentioned earlier, applicants can suggest 
mentors in their applications.)  

Criteria and Requirements 

1.  Does the proposed work ask an interestin g and important 
question about student learning, and build on existing 
scholarship in the field?  

2.  Is the proposed work an example of the scholarship of teaching 
and learning focusing on the applicant's classroom, their own 
teaching, and their own students' learning?  

3.  Is the proposed work feasible within the year, with appropriate 
input from a coach; are objectives realistic and achievable with 
the resources available?  

4.  Does the applicant have an appropriate commitment to 



documenting and sharing this work with relevant audiences on 
campus and beyond?  

5.  Is the applicant likely to become a leader in the movement to 
foster a scholarship of teaching and learning on campus, within 
their discipline, for a wider audience?  

President's Teaching and Learning Collaborative Timeline 

TBA  

Evaluations: Final Report  

1.  Please describe the teaching and learning problem you 
addressed and the course revision you undertook. What 
question(s) did you address? What research procedures did you 
follow in gathering evidence, etc?  

2.  What result s did you obtain?  
3.  What do you believe these results add to your discipline's 

understanding of teaching and learning?  
4.  What do you believe your work adds to our understanding of 

the scholarship of teaching and learning as a perspective on 
student learning an d measuring student learning?  

5.  Describe the next phase of your work on this project. What 
steps will you take on campus (and elsewhere) to continue the 
work you started this year?  

6.  Describe the presentations, publications, course materials and 
other forms of  scholarship that have occurred or are planned as 
a result of your project.  

7.  What kinds of grants if any have you received for your project?  
8.  Please detail how you spent the $ for the grants you received.  
9.  In a final page, please reflect on your experience as  a CU 

teaching scholar. What were the most beneficial aspects of the 
program? What would you like us to know as we work with 
subsequent classes of scholars?  

10.  Anything else?  

Application Requirements [in electronic form only, Word 
Only]  

Please send the follo wing all in one Word Formatted Document  

1.  Cover sheet with the following information:  
o Name:  
o Job Title and/or Academic Rank:  
o Discipline and/or Professional Field  
o Institution:  
o Campus Address:  
o City, State, Zip Code  
o Phone:  
o E-mail:  



2.  Curriculum Vitae  
3.  Lett er of proposal (no more than three pages double -spaced 

and numbered, with your name in the header of each page) 
answering these questions:  

o What is the central question, issue, or problem you plan 
to explore in your proposed work?  

o Why is your central ques tion, issue, or problem 
important, to you and to others who might benefit from 
or build on your findings? Recall that the goal of the 
scholarship of teaching and learning is not simply to 
improve your own teaching but to contribute to the 
practice and prof ession of teaching more broadly.  

o How do you plan to conduct your investigation? What 
sources of evidence do you plan to examine? What 
methods might you employ to gather and make sense of 
this evidence? How might make your work available to 
others in ways that facilitate scholarly critique and 
review, and that contribute to thought and practice 
beyond the local? (Keep in mind that coaching will be 
available to help you develop these aspects of your 
proposal.)  

o Include a literature review of the theory and p ractice of 
the subject of your inquiry in order to locate your 
research in the literature preceding it. (The Website 
offers expert information and advice on how to conduct 
a modest literature review.)  

o What aspects of the design and character of this work 
are you not yet fully prepared to describe?  

o What questions do you have and what do you still need 
to know?  

o What is your record of innovation in teaching and/or the 
assessment of learning? Can you suggest an appropriate 
coach for your project? (This is NO T a requirement but 
may increase your likelihood of acceptance.)  

o Are you able to attend the required meetings as 
specified above?  

o If your project is selected, are you willing to serve as a 
coach in PTLC in a future year?  

All application materials must b e submitted electronically as attached 
Word documents, pdf, or plain text files to 
maryann.shea@colorado.edu no later than November 2nd, 2007.  

In the President's Teaching and Learning Collaborative, we have forms 
of support: one we call a Coach and the oth er a mentor. We learned 
while we were at the Carnegie Foundation how best to assist a faculty 
member researcher, how to facilitate, to think through, to clarify, to 
define and to make as crystal clear as possible the line of inquiry. This 
"talking through with feedback opportunity" is what we now call the 
coaching process. We also have employed this process in part to be 
sure that the research in al it parts can be accomplished in one year so 
that peer reviewed publication is accomplished by the end of the 12 



month cycle of work. To this end, I have assigned and she has 
accepted Professor Carol Kamin.  
 
Secondly we ask the faculty researcher to suggest a person who can 
serve in the role of mentor. In comparison to a coach this person is 
more the content cons ultant expert, skilled and talented in somewhat 
different ways and possibly an substantive expert.  

Questions about the application process should be directed to 
clayton.lewis@colorado.edu , maryann.shea@colorado.edu , 
ellen.stevens@cudenver.edu  

 
© 2004 -  The President's Scholars Teaching Program  
Mary Ann Shea, Ph.D., Director.  
MaryAnn.Shea@Colorado.edu    

  
 



Appendix B  
PTLC InvestigatorsÕ Proposals 

 

   

Gene Abrams, Professor and  

Radu Cascaval, Assistant Professor  

Department of Mathematics  

University of Colorado at Colorado S prings  

Evaluating the benefits of providing online video lectures  

to in - class students enrolled in Math courses at UCCS  

Background  

During the past nine years the MathOnline program at UCCS has been successfully 
offering online  

recordings of several UC CS courses. The primary focus has been delivering this 
content to remote  

students who could not attend regular classes at UCCS, such as qualified high 
school students,  

military students, etc. In this process, the regular (in - class) UCCS students sitting 
in these classes  

have received free access to the same online material. Preliminary data collected 
in the past for  

gauging the impact of the availability of such material to the in - class students has 
been  

encouragingly positive.  

Starting with Spring 20 06, the Math Department began offering live streaming and 
archiving of  

video lectures for several non -MathOnline courses (mostly upper level 
undergraduate and graduate  

courses), as well as well as in selected MathOnline courses. During Fall 2006, a 
total  of five courses  

are being archived on the web at http://www.uccs.edu/~math/video/. So far, the 
feedback from the  

students enrolled in these classes has been overwhelmingly positive.  

Main Question  

The proposed study is to pursue a systematic analysis o f the benefits of providing 



are being archived on the web at http://www.uccs.edu/~math/video/. So far, the 
feedback from the  

students enrolled in these classes has been overwhelmingly positive.  

Main Question  

The proposed study is to pursue a systematic analysis o f the benefits of providing 
online archives of  

Math courses freely available to UCCS students via the web. The main questions to 
be addressed  

are: "How does access to course video and lecture archive impact students' 
learning and  

performance in the cour se, and what are its effects on enrollment and retention 
rates?"  

Investigation Methods  

Our study will focus on the impact of the video and lecture archives on the in - class 
student  

population only. Therefore, it will not make a distinction between MathOnl ine and 
non -MathOnline  

courses that offer such online archive.  

The specific areas where a detailed analysis is expected will be the impact on 
retention rates and  

enrollment numbers in courses that offer online archives versus analogous data 
from semeste rs  

when no such archiving has been done. A special treatment will be given to 
advanced  

undergraduate and graduate courses where the availability of online lectures are 
less likely to  

impact attendance. Other side issues, such as impact on attendance in lower level 
courses, possible  

enhancement on the teaching style, and efficiency of the instructors, will also be 
addressed.  

We plan to collect data relevant to our study throughout the Spring 2007 semester 



and compare it  

with available data from previou s semesters when these courses have been 
offered, or from  

concurrent sections of the course where archived lectures are not made available. 
We also plan to  

collect feedback from viewers of current and past lectures via online and in -class 
surveys. The ma in  

focus of our study will be to design optimized survey questions which are both 
objective and  

comprehensive.  

At the end of Fall 2006 we plan to survey students in all those courses which 
utilize online archives,  

by including the following four questi ons in their FCQ's: 1. Rate the usefulness of 
having the  

lectures available on the web; 2. Rate the video/audio quality of the web lectures; 
3. Rate the  

likelihood that you might choose to skip a class, simply because the lecture is 
being made available  

on the web; 4. Rate the overall academic impact of the Internet archive on your 
successful  

completion of the class. The current plan for the Spring 2007 semester is, in 
addition to providing  

online lectures for regularly offered MathOnline courses, to c ontinue video 
archiving at least 3 non -   

MathOnline courses, which otherwise would not have any online component to 
them.  

Improvements in our Assessment Strategy  

The investigators are keen to improve their data collection tools and statistical 
analysis i n order to  

obtain an unbiased and reliable outcome. A major part of the proposed study will 
be to discover and  

deploy such tools. We anticipate collaborations with other offices that specialize in 



analyzing such  

data, such as the Office of Student Succe ss, the Student Achievement Assessment 
Committee  

(SAAC), and the like.  

Potential Benefits to Others  

We anticipate that this study will potentially be relevant to our entire campus and 
other University  

communities interested in openly sharing their know ledge via the web. In 
particular: Gene D.  

The specific areas where a detailed analysis is expected will be the impact on 
retention rates and  

enrollment numbers in courses that offer online archives versus analogous data 
from semesters  

when no such archi ving has been done. A special treatment will be given to 
advanced  

undergraduate and graduate courses where the availability of online lectures are 
less likely to  

impact attendance. Other side issues, such as impact on attendance in lower level 
courses, p ossible  

enhancement on the teaching style, and efficiency of the instructors, will also be 
addressed.  

We plan to collect data relevant to our study throughout the Spring 2007 semester 
and compare it  

with available data from previous semesters when these  courses have been 
offered, or from  

concurrent sections of the course where archived lectures are not made available. 
We also plan to  

collect feedback from viewers of current and past lectures via online and in -class 
surveys. The main  

focus of our study  will be to design optimized survey questions which are both 
objective and  



comprehensive.  

At the end of Fall 2006 we plan to survey students in all those courses which 
utilize online archives,  

by including the following four questions in their FCQ's: 1.  Rate the usefulness of 
having the  

lectures available on the web; 2. Rate the video/audio quality of the web lectures; 
3. Rate the  

likelihood that you might choose to skip a class, simply because the lecture is 
being made available  

on the web; 4. Rate t he overall academic impact of the Internet archive on your 
successful  

completion of the class. The current plan for the Spring 2007 semester is, in 
addition to providing  

online lectures for regularly offered MathOnline courses, to continue video 
archivin g at least 3 non -   

MathOnline courses, which otherwise would not have any online component to 
them.  

Improvements in our Assessment Strategy  

The investigators are keen to improve their data collection tools and statistical 
analysis in order to  

obtain an unbiased and reliable outcome. A major part of the proposed study will 
be to discover and  

deploy such tools. We anticipate collaborations with other offices that specialize in 
analyzing such  

data, such as the Office of Student Success, the Student Achiev ement Assessment 
Committee  

(SAAC), and the like.  

Potential Benefits to Others  

We anticipate that this study will potentially be relevant to our entire campus and 
other University  

communities interested in openly sharing their knowledge via the web. In 



particular:  

Gene D. Abrams & Radu C. Cascaval, Department of Mathematics, UCCS  

¥  The results of this study, if positive, may encourage other Math Departments in 
the CU system and beyond to adopt this technology and share their courses 
online.  
¥  Because of the low cost nature of the video technology involved, we hope other 
UCCS dep artments will find it perfectly suitable for other regular courses at UCCS 
(such as in  

humanities, science and engineering fields). This in turn will likely create the 
demand for  

the infrastructure needed to support individual departments within a larger  scale 
deployment  

of this technology throughout the campus.  

The investigators are striving to optimize the efficacy of the archived lectures. We 
are aware of  

several other universities who offer similar free course archives: UC Berkeley  

(http://webcast .berkeley.edu), OpenCourseWare Consortium 
(http://ocwconsortium.org/), which  

includes MIT, Notre Dame, Tufts University and Utah State University among 100 
Universities  

worldwide. Noteworthy is the fact that the online video offering is still in its 
infa ncy, especially in  

technical fields such as Mathematics, but that it is an emerging learning tool which 
is proving to be  

essential in the diverse student community universities such as UCCS serve. We 
envision that this  

will soon be a tool that universit ies will be expected to provide to prospective 
students. A study  

such as ours will help our University stay at the forefront of research in teaching 
and learning.  

Record of Innovation  

Gene D. Abrams is the co - founder of the MathOnline program at UCCS, a nd has 



directed it for the  

past nine years, since its inception. He is the recipient of several prestigious 
teaching awards at the  

campus, system, and regional levels, including the 1996 President's Teaching 
Scholar award and  

the 2002 Annual Award for D istinguished Teaching by the Rocky Mountain Section 
of the  

Mathematical Association of America. Radu C. Cascaval joined UCCS in 2003, and 
developed the  

video capabilities presently used in mathematics courses, in addition to helping 
improve the  

MathOnli ne delivery system. He earned the 2006 UCCS College of Engineering and 
Applied  

Science Service and Technology Development Award.  

Participation  

The investigators are able to attend the required meetings as specified in the Call 
for Proposals.  
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Richard M. Allen, Ph.D.  

Assistant Professor of Psychology  

University of Colorado at Denver and Health Sciences Center  

CB 173, PO Box 173364, Denver, CO 80217  

(303) 556 - 6740  

richard.allen@cudenver.edu  



Effects of Prerequisite Courses on Student Engageme nt and Academic Performance  

The Psychology Department at UCDHSC recently revised its undergraduate B.A. 
curriculum. The changes went into effect the fall 2006 semester. The American 
Psychological Association has sponsored several meetings and task forces t hat 
have attempted to articulate standards for undergraduate education in Psychology. 
We revised our psychology curriculum in line with these standards by creating a 
tiered learning structure in which the following types of psychology courses are 
taken seq uentially: introductory courses; methodology courses; content courses; 
integrative courses and experiences. Although we offered all of these types of 
courses in our old curriculum, the only firm requirement was that students 
complete the introductory cours es first (i.e., Introduction to Psychology I and/or 
II). Our intent in instituting the new structure was to require that students get a 
fundamental knowledge base in core areas (Statistics and Research Methods; 
Biological Basis of Behavior) early in their training in an effort to support student 
engagement and academic success with the material in our upper division courses.  

The purpose of this project is to collect data that will systematically assess the 
impact of our recent curricular changes on student learning and engagement. Our 
central question is, "Do students completing the new curriculum -  completing 
courses in sequence -  have better academic outcomes and course engagement 
than students completing the old curriculum?"  

Because these curricular chang es only recently went into effect, we have a unique 
situation of naturally occurring comparison groups -  an opportunity simultaneously 
to track the progress of students completing their degrees under the old and new 
requirements. This is a first step in ev aluating the effectiveness of our curriculum, 
and the results from this analysis have the potential to direct our future curriculum 
development and impact all psychology faculty members. The dissemination of the 
results can contribute more broadly to the p ractice and profession of teaching, 
both in and out of psychology.  

I plan to collect data using both student surveys and academic records that will 
include the sequence in which student take courses and their course performance. 
Some obvious questions to a sk are: (a) Are students in the new curriculum 
following the organizational structure of that curriculum? (b) Do students taking 
upper division biologically based psychology courses perform better if they have 
first taken our Biological Basis of Behavior c ourse? (c) Do students taking upper 
division courses perform better if they first take our Statistics and Research 
Methods course? (d) Are students in upper division courses more engaged if they 
have taken one or both prerequisite courses? I am interested in a range of 
potential outcomes, including student engagement, student satisfaction, grades, 
and the capacity for students to think critically when presented with current 
research findings in psychology.  

Ideally, in consultation with a coach in PTLC, I wo uld develop an effective study 
design to address these questions. This systematic study has several useful 
outcomes. First, I expect the results of this study to inform decisions regarding 
curricular changes in the Psychology Department. Although we have m ade 
changes to our lower division course structure, currently our upper division 
offerings remain the same. If we do not notice any differences in student outcome 



based on courses completed, we may think about integrating those courses better 
with our uppe r division offerings. Second, a well designed study would have broad 
interest; I would plan to submit the results for publication in scholarly journals 
such as Teaching of Psychology and the Journal of Educational Research. Third, 
this study could serve as  the basis for further study of the impact of curriculum on 
faculty engagement, satisfaction, and methods.  

This is a project in its infancy. I am not yet fully prepared to describe precisely 
how I would measure many of these dependent variables. This is wh ere a coach 
will be very helpful. An appropriate coach for this project is Professor Mitchell 
Handelsman of UCDHSC Psychology (who has already agreed to be my coach if 
this project is funded). His research in student engagement and familiarity with 
the dis cipline of psychology and psychology curricula make him an ideal coach and 
potential collaborator. For example, he and his collaborators here at UCDHSC have 
published a measure of student course engagement that is perfect for this study.  

I am responding to  this call for proposals because I have a long standing interest 
in undergraduate education, critical thinking, and pedagogy aimed at nurturing 
scientific thinking in psychology. I am the chair of our department's curriculum 
committee and served in that ca pacity during the curriculum revision. I have also 
served on the CLAS curriculum committee and most recently involved myself with 
the CLAS strategic planning committee to develop strategies to meet our campus 
goal of offering "unique programs that define U CDHSC as a campus of choice." I 
have a strong record of supporting undergraduate student research experiences as 
an honors thesis advisor and mentor for undergraduate student research grants. 
In my own classroom teaching, I am constantly evaluating and re -evaluating my 
lectures, exercises, and other teaching methods -  and thinking about ways to 
assess their effectiveness. However, I am new to the academic investigation of 
curricular design and assessment. I believe this program offered through the 
President 's Teaching and Learning Collaborative can provide the support I need to 
augment my personal reflection with the rigorous assessment of undergraduate 
psychology curricula that will benefit others as well. I am able to attend the 
required meetings specified  in the call for proposals. If my proposal is selected, I 
would also be happy to serve as a coach in PTLC in a future year.  
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Positive attitudes toward science and science classes are well recognized as 
desired learning outcomes (1). Attitudes toward science are positively correlated 
with science achievement and help re cruit students into science (2). Lab 
instruction is a key way to improve attitudes towards science (3). Unfortunately, 
most recent research has not adequately dealt with attitudes. Hofstein and Lunetta 
(2002) wrote the following regarding lack of research on attitudes in science labs 
over the last two decades (4).  

"Science education literature continues to articulate that laboratory work is an 
important medium for enhancing attitudes, stimulating interest and enjoyment, 
and motivating students to learn sci ence. The failure to examine effects of various 
school science experiences on students' attitudes is unfortunate since experiences 
that promote positive attitudes could have very beneficial effects on interest and 
learning." In this study, I wish to examin e factors that determine lab designs and 
evaluate their impacts on students' attitudes toward science labs.  

Literature indicates several styles of labs: expository (observational and 
experimental), discovery, problem based and research based. It also allu des to 
several factors other than lab style that impact students' attitudes -  guidance, 
experimentation, lecture help, level of difficulty, time efficiency and excitement. I 
propose to examine the question -  Can lab style consistently predict student 
attit udes toward science labs when other independent variables are not controlled, 
and if it cannot, what are relative impacts of other independent variables on 
students' attitudes toward labs? I plan to evaluate these questions in relation to 
student sex and r ace, and compare science majors to non -majors. Methods. I will 
use a lab curriculum with mixed lab styles: 6 expository observational, 6 
expository experimental, 2 discovery, 6 problem based, and 2 research based. I 
previously developed and administered a preliminary survey to examine these 
questions. The survey proved to be a reliable method of evaluation (from a test -
re - test evaluation and calculation of Cronbach's alpha) and one with great 
potential. In this project, I would like to work with a coach to fine - tune the survey 
and explore other methods of assessment. I would like to administer the 
assessment at the end of the spring, summer (a and b) and fall 2007 semesters in 
the General Biology Labs (EBIO 1050, 1230 and 1240).  

Extensions. This research co uld directly impact my lab designs and the lab designs 
of others. After examining attitudes, I intend to examine impacts of lab style and 
design on other learning goals, such as memorization, comprehension and science 
reasoning.  



When completed, I intend to  submit my findings to one or more journals (e.g. The 
Journal of Research in Science Teaching, The Journal of Biological Education, or 
The International Journal of Science Education). I also plan to speak at national 
meetings (e.g. The Alliance of Biology Lab Educators), and at other universities 
(similar to the invited seminar I did in 2004 for the biological education program at 
UNC).  

I have chaired the senior outcomes assessment committee in The Department of 
EEB for the last 2 years. I do not have anyo ne in mind right now as a coach. If I 
am selected, I plan to attend required meetings. I am willing to serve as a coach 
in a future year.  

Literature Cited: (1) Domin DS (1999) Journal of Chemical Education, 76, 543 -  
547. (2) Steinkamp MW and Maehr ML (19 83) Review of Educational Research, 53, 
369 -  396. Oliver JS and Simpson RD (1988) Science Education, 72, 143 -  155. 
(3) Johnson RT, Ryan F L and Schroeder H (1974) Science Education, 58, 51 -  56. 
(4) Hofstein A and Lunetta V N (2002) Science Education, 88 , 28 -  54.  
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I would like to continue a nd deepen an informal research project that I have been 
working on since June 2006, on feedback to students about their writing that is 
both effective and time - efficient for the instructor. Specifically, I would like to 
learn more about how instructors of foreign language classes can help students at 
different levels of their study to write with more syntactical and lexical precision, 
but also fluently and with ever - increasing complexity and sophistication.  



This topic is important to me in my work as an in structor of writing (I regularly 
teach Advanced Composition and Rhetoric, SPAN 4010), as the coordinator of our 
Department's Language Program, and as the person in our Department who trains 
new TAs and future secondary Spanish teachers. I design the curric ulum for the 
15 -20 sections of Spanish 1010 offered each semester (enrolling a total of 
between 300 - 450 students), and I want to make sure that the writing projects, 
feedback, and assessment that I am designing are as productive as possible for 
the student s, yet do not make unreasonable demands of the TAs who serve as 
instructors. I want to pass this knowledge on to the future secondary Spanish 
teachers that I train as well. And I also want to make my own SPAN 4010 writing 
class, generally taken by Spanish majors in their final year, to be as productive as 
possible.  

I initiated a review of the literature on reacting to second - language writing this 
past June, and I've read nine papers so far. There are many more that I would like 
to review, but I have not yet  had time to do so. Most studies I have read so far 
show inconclusive results. For example Truscott (1996) claims that instructors 
should provide as many opportunities to write as possible, but that marking errors 
and forcing students to correct them is co unter productive. Another researcher 
(Lalande, 1982) designed an experiment whereby students would classify all of the 
errors marked by their instructors, keep track of them on a detailed chart, and 
would watch the evolution of the types of errors they mad e during the course of a 
semester - long course. He felt that students who were forced to be so detail -
conscious ended up writing better. That the small sample I've read so far contain 
contradictory findings and recommendations indicates to me that there is much 
more research to be done in the area. I would commit to reviewing many more 
articles in second - language teaching journals if I am given support by the PTLC.  

What have I done with what I've learned so far? Up until this semester, I have 
generally allow ed SPAN 1010 instructors a lot of freedom in designing composition 
assignments and processes for their own classes. And I have experimented to a 
certain degree with SPAN 4010, sometimes having students turn in rough drafts 
for me to mark up and then a fina l draft, and at the end of my 4010 class last 
spring even implementing the error recording system of Lalande. Although 
students seemed to appreciate this attention to detail, I could not tell if there was 
a clear benefit from it.  

For the SPAN 1010 classes this semester I have implemented a recommendation 
by Chandler (2003), who says that students only benefit when they correct errors 
marked (but not labeled by type) by the instructor, and rewrite their papers. So all 
of my SPAN 1010 TAs are assigning compos itions with peer revisions, feedback 
from the instructor on a rough draft in the form of underlined errors and 
corrections when the student could not possibly know how to make the correction 
him/herself, and then a final draft. I will be collecting anecdot al evidence from the 
TAs about whether they feel that this process is useful to the students, how much 
time they are spending on each draft, etc.  

Why I am applying for support for this project. I think that my job as Coordinator 
of a 15 - 20 section course with 300 -450 students puts me in an ideal situation to 
experiment with different research -supported techniques for helping students 
improve in their writing, but I definitely need support and coaching as I have not 



done this type of research in the past. I t seems quite feasible to me to design 
different composition processes and feedback systems for different sections of 
SPAN 1010 for spring 2007 and then look at the data over the summer. I would 
also like to receive support and coaching in the design of my  4010 course, which I 
am teaching again in spring of 2007.  

My findings for the 1010 level could have repercussions both within our 
Department in the other beginning - , intermediate - , and advanced - level language 
courses, and could possibly interest other De partments as well. And I would be 
eager to share any techniques that work for 4010 with other colleagues who teach 
advanced - level Spanish majors.  

In terms of my record of innovation in teaching and assessment of learning, I can 
offer the fact that I have a ttended the FTEP 2006 Summer Institute and a few 
other seminars as well, and also my own perception of myself that I am someone 
who constantly seeks to build and improve whatever base I am given to start with. 
Honestly, I have not yet made the time to peru se the lists of past recipients of 
PTLC support who might be able to coach me, but I am eager once I hear back 
about whether this project is accepted.  

I will be able to attend the meetings at the Fitzsimmons campus, assuming that 
they do not conflict with my teaching schedule (which next semester is MWF 9 
a.m. and 11 a.m.). I would also be delighted to serve as a coach in the future, 
should I be asked to do so.  

Works Cited:  

Chandler, Jean. "The efficacy of various kinds of error feedback for improvement 
in the accuracy and fluency of L2 student writing." Journal of Second Language 
Writing 12 (2003), 267 -296.  

Lalande II, John F. "Reducing Composition Errors: An Experiment." Modern 
Language Journal 66 (Summer 1982), 140 -49.  

Truscott, John. "The Case Against Gr ammar Correction in L2 Writing Classes." 
Language Learning 46, 327 - 369  
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Assessing the Impact of Freshman Seminar Participation  

on New Student Engagement, Retention and Academic Success  

Background: The Origins of the Freshman Seminar  

One of the proposals developed by the First Year Experience subcommittee of 
UCDHSC‰!ªs Quality Undergraduate Experience (QUE) initiative was to offer a 
special seminar for first semester students. The seminar was to:  

* p rovide first year students with an introduction to the university community  

* convey and establish high expectations for rigorous academic engagement,  

* serve as a first step to the student‰!ªs academic career, and  

* allow academic departments the opportun ity to engage students during their 
first semester on campus.  

The goals established for the freshman seminar were for students to:  

* establish a sense of community on campus and Downtown Denver,  

* establish a connection to academic units and the disciplin es they represent,  

* gain an appreciation for the diverse resources available on campus and in the 
community,  

* become engaged in campus life,  

* identify more with the Downtown Denver Campus of UCDHSC,  

* gain an enthusiasm for and commitment to UCDHSC, and  



* return to their communities armed with the tools of their academic training.  

A steering committee comprised of faculty interested in teaching the seminar and 
leading this initiative was organized in Spring 2006. A common vision for the 
seminar was creat ed and elements that would be common to all seminars was 
established. Seven sections of the new freshmen seminars were offered for the 
first time this Fall. There are two sections from the Business School, one from the 
College of Arts and Media, and four f rom the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences 
(focusing on psychology, biology, anthropology and ethnic studies). The steering 
committee continues to meet as a support group for faculty teaching the seminar. 
We plan to offer 20 sections of the Freshman Semi nar in Fall07, which will engage 
approximately 30% of freshmen entering UCDHSC.  

I am currently on sabbatical and not teaching a freshman seminar. However, I was 
a member of the FYE committee that proposed offering freshman seminars and 
chaired the steerin g committee last spring. I continue to support the efforts of the 
steering committee and agreed to design a study to assess the effectiveness of the 
initiative.  

Purpose of the proposed research:  

The proposed research is designed to assess the effectivene ss of the freshman 
seminar. Specifically, the research will examine whether participation in freshman 
seminars increases student engagement, retention rates and academic success.  

The literature on student engagement and first year experience suggests that  
students who become engaged in their classes and campus are more satisfied with 
their college experience, perform better (as measured by GPA) and have a higher 
retention/completion rate. Freshman seminars are used on many campuses to 
guide new students as  they transition to and navigate the pitfalls of college life. In 
Fall 06 freshman seminars are being offered at UCDHSC on a very limited, 
voluntary basis. We hope to expand the seminar experience next year, offering 20 
sections (which should allow approxi mately 30% of new students to enroll). 
Because freshman seminars are limited to 20 students and require students to 
utilize a variety of student services, e.g., the Career Center, Writing Center, 
Library, etc, expanding the initiative is a potentially expe nsive proposition. While 
the expenses associated with offering the freshman seminar are easily measured, 
the benefits derived from the seminars is not. The proposed research will provide 
data to inform the decision to expand or require participation in fre shman 
seminars at UCDHSC.  

Research Design:  

The study consists of surveying 200 first semester freshmen, 100 who enrolled in 
freshman seminars during fall 2006 and 100 who did not. Surveys will be 
completed during class time in December and again electroni cally in May. Students 
will be asked to report the extent they did each of 22 behaviors, taken from the 
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), that have been linked to student 
success. They will report their level of engagement (also using questions  from the 
NSSE), their satisfaction with UCDHSC, and their intent to complete their degrees 



at UCDHSC. In addition to standardized questions, students will report in their own 
words the most difficult then they experienced as a new student at UCDHSC, what 
they found most helpful, and how they would describe their experience at UCDHSC 
to their friends who did not enroll at UCDHSC. As control variables, student also 
report their high school GPA, ACT/SAT scores, prior extra -curricular engagement 
and the extent  they are concerned about their ability to pay for college. Students 
will be asked to provide their ID numbers if they agree to allow us to access their 
student records for follow up analyses. This will allow us to assess the accuracy of 
the self - reported demographic and admissions information and to determine the 
impact that participation in freshman seminars and other engagement activities 
have on their academic success as measured by continued enrollment and GPA.  

A follow up study in May will determine if participation in the freshman seminars 
results in delayed or ongoing impact on student engagement and academic 
success.  

UCDHSC participates in the NSSE biannually. Using questions from the NSSE 
survey allows us to compare the responses obtained in this  research to past and 
future responses by UCDHSC students and to national norms and published work 
using the NSSE. It also increases the likelihood that measures are valid and 
reliable and that results obtained from this study will be accepted by journal 
editors and reviewers.  

My record of innovation in teaching and/or the assessment of learning.  

My classroom teaching has evolved from lecture -discussion to a more 
experientially based approach. Students write their own cases and propose theory 
driven soluti ons to the problems addressed. Managerial skills are honed through 
role plays and debriefing sessions. Course -based learning is taken outside the 
classroom through journals and problem -based papers.  

In addition to the continuing development of my own teach ing, I have helped 
improve teaching across the academy through my work with the Organization 
Theory Division of the Academy of Management. As an elected officer of this group 
I introduced to the annual meeting program a teaching - focused professional 
develo pment workshop.  

Attendance at required meetings.  

If this project is selected, I will attend all required meetings and would be happy 
to serve as coach in the PTLC in the future.  
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Dear Mary Ann and Proposal Committee:  

This letter explain s the purpose and research issues related to my proposed 
research project for PTSP, 2006 -7: Student Learning in Computer Assisted and 
Virtual Environments. I would very much like to study student learning in fully 
online as well as hybrid classes and their  relationship to my teaching and 
curriculum. The central issue in this study concerns whether, how and why 
students achieve and learn in these computer mediated courses. It is my intent to 
discover best practices for teaching and learning in these computer -assisted 
learning environments.  

This issue is important to me, as I am the first teacher on the Boulder campus to 
design, develop and implement a fully Web -based core curriculum composition 
course through Continuing Education, approximately ten years ago.  Now, I often 
mentor new online instructors as well as instructors who want to implement online 
assignments into their curriculum. On the broader scale, and of increasing 
importance to higher education and faculty, it is important to recognize that 
althoug h research has been done in the area of computer assisted teaching, most 
studies tend to focus or describe discrete factors, e.g., student performance on a 
test, or on certain types of assignments ((Roberts 2006; Libutti 2004; others). 
Very little research  has focused on the broader, and I believe more important 
issues related to how and why students do or do not have successful learning 
strategies or reception to online coursework. In other words, we know very little 
about students' actual learning in comp uter assisted classes. These are difficult 
issues to study, but I believe it is important to begin, and I would like to do so by 
studying my four computer assisted core  

curriculum composition courses: one fully online business writing course taught 
throug h Continuing Education, one hybrid course that satisfies credits for the 
Technology, Arts and Media (TAM) certificate program, and two hybrid course 
sections for students who speak English as their second or subsequent language 
(ESL). The courses feature d ifferent curriculum, different audiences of students, 
and different types of assignments; the material taught and learned plus the 
practices of both teacher and students during a semester provide a wide range of 
data for analysis.  

This study will use case study methodology to investigate these issues. Treating 
these students within a case study will enable me not only to gather information 
that I seek, but to encourage and elicit information that I may not have considered 
from the students. I will gather da ta from survey instruments, interviews (in 
person, by telephone, and by email), focus groups (in person and in computer 



practices of both teacher and students during a semester provide a wide range of 
data for analysis.  

This study will use case study methodology to investigate these issues. Treating 
these students within a case study will enable me not only to gather information 
that I seek, but to encourage and elicit information that I may not have considered 
from the students. I will gather da ta from survey instruments, interviews (in 
person, by telephone, and by email), focus groups (in person and in computer 
chat), and data from students' assignments, including pre and post writing 
samples taken at the beginning and end of spring term 2007. A nalysis will be done 
through matrices for the qualitative data, and by statistical analysis for 
quantitative data in order to triangulate findings whenever possible to gain valid 
and reliable findings. Furthermore, my coach as well as other online instruct ors 
will be asked to review the survey questions and other instruments, as well as the 
findings.  

Although I am not fully prepared to describe all aspects of this study, I plan to 
study issues of classroom centeredness (teacher -centered, student - centered),  
types and rigor of assignments, lectures and online commentaries (online 
lectures), class organization (team, individual, whole class assignments), 
differences between physical and virtual/online student relationships with each 
other and with me, receptio n of assignments and reactions to them (seen as 
useful and appropriate by students or not), student attitudes toward computer 
use, class curriculum including organization of the term work, student curiosity 
(individual learning encouraged or not by the cou rse content and assignments), 
and other issues that may emerge after the study begins.  

My record of innovation is apparent on my attached CV. I not only have originated 
fully Web -based courses, but also proposed and received a grant to purchase and 
evaluat e the first mobile laptop lab on campus (there are many such labs in use 
now, and faculty from the School of Business, ATLAS, et al. have visited my hybrid 
classes and met with me concerning this classroom tool). My experiences in the 
Program for Writing a nd Rhetoric include instructor mentoring, grants to improve 
technology access and courses, and assisting a Ph.D. student with her study of the 
mobile laptop lab. In addition, as a Fulbright Fellow, and earlier at the Economics 
Institute, I have developed a  fair track record of educational evaluation. As a 
coach, on campus, I believe Clayton Lewis of Computer Science would be very 
helpful in assisting with my understanding of computer and software potential as 
well as limitations. From Michigan State Technic al University, I would like to work 
with Cynthia Selfe, the Editor of Computers and Composition, a journal for writing 
and computer mediation. If these individuals are not available, I can suggest 
others familiar with teaching and learning with computer me diation.  

I will be able to attend the required PTLC meetings as specified, and if this project 
is accepted, I would certainly be willing to serve as a PTLC coach, either in person 
or online.  

Thank you for your consideration of this project, which I believe  has great 
importance for knowledge building and understanding of students' learning, as well 
as for best practices related to the increasing computer mediated teaching that is 



being implemented not only on CU campuses, but around the world.  

Sincerely,  

Ann e Bliss  

Anne Bliss, Ph.D.  
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Is information literacy instruction in a core curriculum  

writing course effective?  

Central Research Question  

Is information literacy instruction in a core curriculum writing course effective? 
One of t he major goals of the Library is to provide a comprehensive instructional 
program that empowers students to obtain information literacy skills needed to 
become self - sufficient in finding, selecting, evaluating and using information.  

At UCCS, basic informa tion literacy instruction begins in English 141, Writing and 
Rhetoric, a core curriculum course that introduces learners to the reading and 
writing activities integral to academic research. For several years librarians have 



taught one -shot bibliographic in struction sessions that teach students how to 
determine the nature and extent of information they need, access library 
resources efficiently, recognize basic library terminology, evaluate information 
sources, and use information ethically and legally. Inst ructional goals are 
threefold: to equip students with basic library research skills and concepts that can 
be applied across the curriculum, to lay the groundwork for teaching more 
advanced/focused information literacy skills in upper -division courses, and to 
reduce student anxiety about using library tools and resources, a factor that may 
contribute to student engagement and retention. Until recently, no assessment 
mechanism has been in place to measure the effectiveness of the library's 
introductory instru ction program.  

In 2005 I developed an online information literacy tutorial that has been 
integrated into the English 141 curriculum. LiONiL (Library Instruction Online for 
Information Literacy) includes two assessment mechanisms: a pre and post - test to 
mea sure student learning and a qualitative survey that provides student feedback 
about the design and content of the tutorial. Most English 141 instructors assign 
LiONiL and schedule a follow - up presentation with a librarian who can reinforce 
concepts learned  in the tutorial and provide expertise on individual research 
questions. Students are required to take the pre - test before completing LiONiL. 
The post - test is assigned near the end of the semester after all instruction is 
completed. Using the test data and  the qualitative feedback from the survey, I 
would like to assess the effectiveness of the instruction program as a whole.  

Relevance of Research Question  

Developing lifelong learners is central to the mission of academic libraries. The 
Association of Coll ege and Research Libraries Information Literacy Competency 
Standards for Higher Education form the framework for most academic library 
instruction programs. A large body of professional literature is devoted to teaching 
information literacy instruction, co llaboration between librarians and teaching 
faculty, and course/ program level assessment of information literacy skills.  

Research Process and Assessment Methods  

By the end of the 06 -07 year I will have a large sample of quantitative data from 
the pre and  post - test scores to measure learning outcomes. In addition, I will be 
able to analyze scores on individual pre and post - test questions to determine 
weaknesses in the pedagogy of the instruction program. I can also use data from 
the qualitative feedback su rvey to measure student attitudes about online vs. in -
class instruction.  

Design Preparation  

The pre and post - test and the student feedback survey are designed. Data 
collection with these two instruments is well underway, having begun in 2005.  

Questions  

I a m not completely satisfied with the feedback survey since it was originally 



intended to collect data about the tutorial. I would like to design a more reliable 
survey instrument that measures student perceptions about online and face - to -
face library instru ction and student confidence in using the library to conduct 
research after receiving instruction. I am also considering follow -up focus group 
studies that would be driven by the data analysis of the test scores and the 
qualitative survey. Both forms of as sessment will provide Kraemer Library with 
feedback to help improve or expand the current foundational information literacy 
instruction program at UCCS.  

Innovation  

My record of innovation includes two refereed articles in Academic Exchange 
Quarterly entitl ed "Library Instruction: Online or in the Classroom?" and "Teaching 
Basic Information Literacy Skills Online." I have also made three presentations at 
state conferences on this topic. In 2005 I won the UCCS Innovations in Teaching 
with Technology Award for  the design and implementation of LiONiL.  

I will need assistance by someone on campus who has expertise in designing 
reliable survey instruments, but have not yet approached anyone for guidance.  

I am able to attend the required meetings as specified in the  proposal. I am willing 
to serve as a coach for the PTLC in a future year if my project is selected.  
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Context  

In his keynote address, "Rethinking Education in (and for) the Digital Age," at the 
2005 Teaching with Technology Conference at CU -Boulder, John Seely Brown 
observed that "today's students - kids [who] are growing up digital - learn differently 
and have a different vernacular than we digital dinosaurs. But if we step back and 
understand their needs, our capabilities and what the new digital tools and 
networked environments can provide, we might  just be able to find an exciting and 
pragmatic way to confront these challenges" 
(http://www.cusys.edu/twt/keynote.htm). Faculty at institutions such at Stanford 
and USC, though its Institute for Multimedia Literacy, have developed innovative 
writing curr icula that value classical rhetorical principles while simultaneously 
incorporating a broader conception of literacy that addresses the challenges Brown 
raises. However, the assessment of such ambitious multimedia curricula remains 
in its infancy. Accordin g to Andrea A. Lunsford, who directs the Program in Writing 
and Rhetoric at Stanford, "while the field of composition has led the way in how 
best to assess traditional forms of academic writing, we are now engaged in the 
complex work of assessing forms of digital, multimedia, and performed writing. We 
have even had to re - think our methods [. . .]" (177). This assessment challenge is 
one I plan to confront in my project.  

In the spring of 2007, I will teach one section of WRTG 3035: Technical 
Communication an d Design, a course offered by the Program for Writing and 
Rhetoric at CU - Boulder. The course is a "[r]hetorically informed introduction to 
technical writing that hones communication skills in the context of technical design 
activities" (http://www.colorado .edu/pwr/courses.html). The major project in the 
course will require teams of students to assess the websites of local nonprofit and 
charitable organizations. After students study website usability and design, they 
will conduct and videotape usability test s, will write professional recommendation 
reports, and will create supplemental, persuasive multimedia DVDs -  five -minute 
digital executive summaries -  to showcase their key findings from the usability 
tests.  

Central Research Question  

I've taught this multi media project several times before, yet despite the specific 
criteria I've developed for assessing the DVD, I've never been entirely satisfied 
with the assessment of the project during its implementation. In particular, I've 
never challenged students to ri gorously assess one another's multimedia projects 
in progress, with the goal of having them revise their DVDs so that they are more 
professional and persuasive. Given the central role of revision within rhetoric and 
composition pedagogy, this omission has been a significant oversight. Yet I 
suspect that many multimedia projects, regardless of discipline, suffer from the 
same neglect of revision. This neglect has negative implications not just for 
specific projects, but also for students' conceptions of mult imedia literacy. That is, 
if students view technology - in this case, their own DVDs -as "finished" products, 
rather than as mediated constructions arising from a series of conscious rhetorical 
choices guided by audience responses and expectations, they risk perpetuating a 
narrow, uncritical view of multimedia literacy. Therefore my central research 
question is: To what extent can various methods of mid -project assessment, alone 
or in combination, improve students' multimedia texts and their understanding of 



those texts as rhetorical constructions?  

Importance of Central Question  

My research question is important because of the disciplinary implications of 
teaching with -or without - technology. As Cynthia L. Selfe points out in Writing New 
Media: Theory and Applic ations for Expanding the Teaching of Composition, "[I]f 
our profession continues to focus solely on alphabetic composition - neither online 
or in print -we run the risk of making composition studies increasingly irrelevant to 
students engaging in contemporary  practices of communicating" (72). Although it 
has become common in composition classrooms to analyze an array of multimedia 
texts, it is less common to give students opportunities to create them. While such 
opportunities involve a host of obstacles, such as limited access to technological 
resources, they foster the hope that, as Charles A. Hills states in his essay "The 
Psychology of Rhetorical Images," "we may learn how to use images to prompt 
sustained reflective thinking rather than to discourage it" (3 8). Effective 
assessment will be necessary for this vision to become a reality.  

Conduct of Investigation  

I plan to create and implement a thee - tiered assessment strategy. That is, 
students will use three separate methods for giving and receiving feedback on 
their multimedia DVDs in progress:  

1. Whole - class workshops in which the entire class views and discusses the works 
in progress  

2. Small -group workshops (in class) in which teams assess one another's works in 
progress  

3. Small -group workshops (outside  of class) in which students offer individual 
written  

feedback in the ITS Media Lab where they create and store their projects.  

Working from the premise that "deeper levels of student self -assessment are 
critical aspects of pedagogical processes aiming t o encourage students to be 
substantively engaged in their classroom learning experiences," I will ask students 
to evaluate these methods of assessment in a survey and in a reflective essay 
(Munns and Woodward 193). Students' responses will help me determin e which 
methods, or combinations of methods, seem best suited for the assessment and 
improvement of such multimedia projects. I would seek to present my findings at 
an appropriate conference and in an appropriate publication such as Computers 
and Compositi on. In addition, I would seek to share the results of my project with 
other faculty in the Program for Writing and Rhetoric in a professional -
development meeting.  

Unexplored Aspects and Questions  

I will consult more of the research on multimedia assessmen t before finalizing my 



plans.  

Record of Innovation  

I have implemented multimedia projects in my composition classes for several 
years now and will present the results of one such project -a DVD project in an 
upper -division Topics in Writing course -at the 2 007 Conference on College 
Composition and Communication. The topic of that course, Best American Essays, 
is one that I proposed to the Program for Writing and Rhetoric. Another 
multimedia project in an upper -division writing course at CU - Boulder, Writing o n 
Business and Society, yielded a presentation at CU's Teaching with Technology 
Conference in 2005. I have also been a 2005 - 2006 faculty fellow in the Center for 
the Humanities and the Arts at CU - Boulder.  

One possible coach for the project would be Dr. Di ane Sieber, faculty co -director of 
the ATLAS Institute and associate professor of Herbst Humanities in Engineering.  

Meetings and Coaching  

I am able to attend the meetings, and I would be happy to serve as a coach in the 
future.  
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Instructional Accessibility for Learners with Cognitive Impairments  

--  Central Issue. Students with mental illness are an underserved population on 
campus and online.  

Mental  illnesses cause cognitive impairments that affect executive control 
functions such as concentrat -   

ing, planning, strategizing, and monitoring progress, which in turn affect learning 
and quality of work.  

University disabilities offices (our office is exc ellent) offer on -campus support 
including tutors, note tak -   

ers, quiet rooms, extra time for tests, etc. However, this kind of support is 
external to the class and not  



available online. Though useful, these supports do not keep students in the 
classroom and they usually  

drop online classes. They are labeled "disabled" and not capable of doing "normal" 
work. This is my is -   

sue: it is not necessary to label and isolate students with cognitive impairments to 
help them learn. We  

can help students within cl asses through the instructional strategies classes rather 
than taking them out of  

classes and improve retention and success. The central question is: How can we 
best support learners  

through instructional strategies with cognitive impairments on campus a nd online?  

--  Importance. Unfortunately this is not a rare problem locally or nationally. The 
National Alliance for  

the Mentally Ill found that 14to 27of college students between the ages of 18 and 
24 struggle with  

various kinds of cognitive impairments  caused by depression, ADD, posttraumatic 
stress, bipolar disorder  

and other physical ailments.. (In 2004, there were over 17,000,000 postsecondary 
students. Just 10  

means 1.7million learners with impairments.) My own survey of disabilities1 
offices aroun d the country  

found that requests for services by those with mental illness, especially for bipolar 
disorder, are climbing  

rapidly - up to 50of those needing services. Neurologically, we have a good idea 
what the problems  

are; we've done little to deal wi th them. Work in this field is almost non - existent.  

--  The Agenda. My long - term research agenda is to turn the locus of support for 
students with impair -   

ments 180 degrees, addressing support at the instructional level rather than the 
institutional level . Instructional  

level support helps learners at the time and place needed (in the classroom or 
within online instruction)  



rather than at a later time in another place. This just - in - time approach 
personalizes instruction, minimizes  

frustration, and encou rages persistence - leading to better learning and success. 
Ultimately I will develop  

a set of exemplars demonstrating instructional and learning practices to support 
both learners with cogni -   

tive impairments from physical and mental disorders, and facult y. Most 
importantly, these practices will  

improve instruction for all students, not just those with disabilities. This concept 
recognizes that learners  

fall along a continuum - there is neither "normal" nor "disabled" learner - everyone is 
unique.  

--  Cognit ive Impairments. We know where to begin because impairments affect 
five general learning  

categories including concentration, perception, and attention; long and short - term 
memory; conceptual  

learning; problem solving and reasoning; and metacognition and executive 
function. Work done by the  

Center for Applied Special Technology (CAST) in Universal Design for Learning 
provides the concep -   

tual framework, focusing on the brain‰!ªs recognition, strategic, and affective 
networks.  

--  Investigation. The first step to improving learning and teaching is to identify 
those impairments and  

teaching practices most affected. We need to identify obsta cles to both teaching 
and learning to create  

best practices for learning and teaching around the brain's recognition, strategic, 
and affective networks.  

Considering how new this work is answering the following big questions will 
provide a significant na -   

tional contribution to teaching, learning, and mental illness. Specifically:  

¥  What are the most common obstacles in utilizing the brain‰!ªs recognition 
network? What strategies  



effectively activate the brain's recognition network among learners with cognitive 
impairments to en -   

courage concentration, perception and attention? G raphics? Sound? Pictures? 
Layout?  

¥  What obstacles affect the brain's strategic network including problem solving, 
reasoning, and strategy  

selection? How do learners with mental illness select strategies? How can we help 
them choose  

strategies for memo ry, problems solving, writing, and metacognition?  

¥  What obstacles affect the brain's affective network? What strategies are most 
useful to take advantage  

of the affective network and keep cognitively impaired learners engaged?  

-- Conducting the Investi gation. After discussing with my coaches, we have decided 
that the best  

place to begin is by asking teachers and students about obstacles and best 
practices. For example, we  

might ask students with mental illness: "What are some of the difficulties you 
encounter in - class/online  

caused by your mental illness? What supports have teachers have provided within 
your instruction that  

have helped you?" We might ask faculty: "In what ways have students with 
mental illness requested sup -   

port? Have you changed your teaching in anyway after working with learners with 
mental illness?" This  

kind of research requires surveys, observation, and interviews of both teachers 
and students. Descriptive  

statistics and content analysis will support interpretation. The purp ose of this 
beginning stage of research  

is to identify a core set of strategies that faculty use, identify factors of success 
and failure, associate men -   

tal illness characteristics with practices and strategies, discover exemplary 



instructors and their character -   

istics, and note messages sent by faculty -all related to the cognitive impairments 
described above. This  

phase needs refinement in the Scholar's program. My plan is big, so a critical 
methodological question for  

my coaches is, "At this phase is it better to focus on students or teachers or both? 
On on - campus or online  

or both means of delivery?" The disabilities office will support me in finding 
students with cognitive im -   

pairments for the study. Coaches include Nancy Leech, research method ology; 
Bonnie Utley, special edu -   

cation and disabilities; and Deanna Sands and the SEHD Research Center. 
Dissemination plans include  

publications, presentations, web tools (e.g., blogs, web site, podcasts, etc.), and 
applications for funding.  

-- Innovat ion. I've a history of innovation. Going back to 1993, I (with Joni Dunlap) 
formulated the  

sociocultural construct, Rich Environments for Active Learning. REALs synthesized 
research from con -   

structivist thinking into four guidelines for instruction: int entional, authentic, and 
generative learning; and  

continuous assessment. REALs has affected research around the world. I am also a 
leader in using prob -   

lem -based learning. I've published and conducted training sessions in the U.S. as 
well as in the Unit ed  

Kingdom, Turkey, and others. I teach online and have found that I use techniques 
not used by other online  

professors -  very successfully.  

--  Scope. Obviously, I have an ambitious agenda that I have created from my 
recent studies in mental  

illness an d neurophysiology while on sabbatical. With your help, I plan on 
developing research protocols  



and conduct the initial exploration of specific successes and obstacles encountered 
by students with cog -   

nitive impairments and faculty within the brain's rec ognition, strategic, and 
affective networks..  

--  Attendance and Coaching. I can attend meetings and am willing to serve as a 
coach.  
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Critical thinking about a contemporary issue that has roots in science -  sustainable 
energy  

Central Question(s) to Explore:  

Is teaching an applied science elective to non - technical students m ore valuable 
than teaching that same  

material to engineering students? I hear your first question, "how is he defining 
more valuable?" I will  

try to be more specific ... to what degree can you engage and teach non - technical 
students to think  

critically about contemporary issues that have roots in science and math? For that 
matter, to what degree  

can you engage and teach technical students to think critically about the same 



contemporary issues?  

Why should we care about this question?  

I left the first q uestion in even though it is rather vague specifically because it will 
interest most of my  

engineering colleagues, and results of the proposed study may provide a reason 
for them to care about  

teaching contemporary electives. From a pedagogical viewpoint , exploring critical 
thinking in engineers  

as compared to non - technical students will deepen our knowledge about how 
students become "expert  

thinkers." During my exploration of the engineering education research literature, 
I found reference to  

understa nding engineering student differences in learning style, learning approach 
and intellectual  

development [1], but a lack of work that tried to cross academic discipline [2]. I 
included the powerful  

verb 'engage' based on my own classroom experiences; with out interest in a topic 
and confidence to  

explore that topic, students will not seek understanding beyond the specific 
assignment. Since one of our  

goals as a university is to produce life - long learners, we need to encourage 
engagement. In addition, the  

improved understanding of how different academic experiences impact what and 
how students learn (and  

what engages them) will be useful in the design of future multidisciplinary courses.  

Research Plan:  

The course(s) that will serve as the laboratory for  this experiment are possibly the 
most significant piece  

of the research plan. Society's dependence on fossil fuel sources of energy, which 
began during the later  

half of the 19th century, is no longer sustainable. It is therefore necessary to plan 



for a  transition to a  

broader energy mix that includes a variety of renewable and/or carbon neutral 
sources. This energy  

transition will require skilled engineers and scientists as well as citizens that are 
willing to go beyond the  

typical news sound byte to  understand the issues facing their society. To this end, 
the Mechanical  

Engineering Department is developing two courses that focus on sustainable 
energy. Both of these  

courses will be taught for the first time during the 2006 -2007 academic year. 
During  the Fall term,  

Sustainable Energy (MCEN 4228/5228) will target upper level engineering 
undergraduate students and  

engineering graduate students. During the Spring term, the second new course -  
also titled Sustainable  

Energy -  will target non - engineerin g majors. The same topics will be covered in 
both courses. Since the  

same topics will be covered in both, we have a ready - made comparison 
experiment.  

Methods of Assessment  

Confidence and Interest Surveys. With the help of engineering graduate students 
Daria Kotys -Schwartz  

and Joel Bettner, I developed a confidence and interest survey that will be used to 
measure the confidence  

and interest gains for each student group. The survey is to be given during the 
first and last weeks of the  

term and the gain for each student will be determined. I do not have training in 
survey development,  

beyond my reading of some education literature, so I cannot claim that this survey 
is an accurate  

measurement tool. We do have a few questions that ask the same thing, whi ch 
should help us explore the  



survey validity.  

Concept Inventories. To assess conceptual understanding, physics educators 
developed force concept  

inventories [3]. These concept inventories consist of a series multiple choice 
questions that explore a  

students' understanding of the fundamental concepts related to a topic; typically, 
common misconceptions  

are included in the possible answers. Since our course is multidisciplinary, we 
pulled questions from  

several concept inventories: thermodynamics, heat  transfer, chemistry, and 
economics. Each of these  

individual concept inventories have gone through a validation process, but this 
new assembly has not and  

as such I realize that results determined by the use of this tool are circumspect. 
This fact was a ctually  

comforting as it allowed me to add a few more questions (that dealt specifically 
with energy and power)  

without compromising the inventory -  after all, it is already compromised.  

Interviews. To assess a student's ability to think critically, I w ill need to explore 
their knowledge  

integration ability. I am in need of help with this. I have read about the Perry 
Model [4], and understand  

how it can be assessed with interviews but I am sure that I am not qualified to do 
this. Attempts to  

simplify the assessment of intellectual development have resulted in written 
questionnaires and an online  

tool Cogito [5], but the validity of these are questionable as they do not precisely 
reproduce interview  

results. Another possibility would be something simi lar to the knowledge 
integration rubric described by  

Linn and co -workers [6].  



Record of Innovation (Past Work):  

Last year I joined the ranks of education researcher. It was my second time 
teaching MCEN 2063, Solid  

Mechanics, and my class started off wi th 152 students. As with most engineering 
courses, students are  

given weekly homework assignments that involve lots of repetitive problem 
solving. A student's grade in  

this course is a result of how the students perform on these homework 
assignments as w ell as how they  

perform on exams. When assigning grades the first time through, I noticed that 
some of the students did  

not need to do the repetitive problem solving to learn the concepts or learn the 
problem solving steps. As  

such, I decided to offer s ome flexibility to the students the second time around. 
The students could select  

a grading option: option A students had their grade pinned exclusively to the exam 
performance while  

option B students were graded based on their performance on quizzes, ho mework 
assignments and exams.  

Before the term started, I realized that I was about to have a wonderful 
experiment about the effectiveness  

of homework assignments. I decided to employ a validated solid mechanics 
concept inventory tools to  

determine if op tion B students (the homework doers) gained a better conceptual 
understanding on the  

material. I learned several interesting things from this experiment, but most 
surprisingly the test -only  

option students actually had a higher relative gain in the conce pt inventory (p = 
0.056). The self selected  

nature of this experiment precludes broad statement about homework 
effectiveness. I am in the process  

of writing this experiment up in a manuscript that I plan to send to the Journal of 



Engineering Education.  

Potential Coach:  

Since I need help with learning and engagement assessment tools, I would love a 
coach that has  

experience with these types of tools: Clayton Lewis, Mary Nelson, or Carl Wieman.  

Declarations:  

1. I am able to attend the PTLC meetings hel d on the Fitzsimmons campus.  

2. I am definitely willing to serve as a coach in the PTLC in future years.  
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Letter of proposal  

1. What is the central question, issue, or problem you plan to explore in your  

proposed work?  

To develop an assessment methodology that can provide a running assessment of  

student development during a course.  

2. W hy is your central question, issue, or problem important, to you and to  

others who might benefit from or build on your findings? Recall that the  

goal of the scholarship of teaching and learning is not simply to improve your  

own teaching but to contribut e to the practice and profession of teaching  

more broadly.  

Most assessment techniques sample data at one or two points during a course. 
The  



BEAR (Berkeley Evaluation and Assessment Research Center) approach as was  

presented Faculty Teaching Excellence Program (FTEP) Classroom Learning As -   

sessment Institute (CLAI) last June by Mark Wilson of Berkeley allows for assess -   

ment information to be ascertained from problems sets and tests as well as from  

surveys. The data collection can be ongoing. If such a methodology were widely  

applicable, the toolbox for evaluation of teaching would be greatly expanded.  

3. How do you plan to conduct your investigation? What sources of evidence  

do you plan to examine? What methods might you employ to gather and  

make sense of this evidence? How might make your work available to others  

in ways that facilitate scholarly critique and review, and that contribute to  

thought and practice beyond the local? (Keep in mind that coaching will  

be available to help you develop t hese aspects of your proposal.)  

This semester, I plan to study the literature and develop questions that can be ad -   

ministered to a small circle within my own research group. The purpose will  

be primarily for discussion. By the end of this pro ject, I p lan to have enough  

material prepared in order to present a comprehensive plan to Human Resources  

Committee in order to obtain the necessary permissions in order to apply such a  

technique to a specific course next fall and then be able to publish those r esults.  

4. What aspects of the design and character of this work are you not yet fully  

prepared to describe?  

I am not certain how to include the assessment questions into the course. I would  

like to include them as questions interspersed, for example, with other laboratory  

write up questions so these assessment questions are not pegged as assessment  

questions. I am not yet sure how practical this is. There is also the ethical ques -   



tion. I have taken the ethics course that are Human Resources Committ ee (HRC)  

requires of those who petition the committee for permission to conduct publish -   

able assessments. It is necessary to obtain consent from sub jects (students in 
this  

case) who are to take part in any study that is to be published. Ethically, one  is  

not allowed to trick those who are taking part in a study although blinding can  

be allowable. The difference between tricking and blinding requires some thought  

and consultation with those familiar with testing procedures and permissions.  

5. What q uestions do you have and what do you still need to know?  

I understand from Mark's presentation of last summer what it is to develop an as -   

sessment that has few categories, one that is not a laundry list assessment. Mark  

had us all perform an assessment  exercise during the FTEP CLAI last summer.  

I performed the exercise and have applied this model further, at least on paper,  

since the end of the CLAI. I need to compare the classifications I created on the  

sheet with problem solutions from this semeste r's students  

are at all grounded in reality. I need to study more of the statistical techniques  

that go into the BEAR system evaluation. One needs to use care with statisti -   

cal methods. One needs to be aware of the uncertainties associated with small  

samples.  

6. What is your record of innovation in teaching and/or the assessment of  

learning? Can you suggest an appropriate coach for your pro ject? (This is  

NOT a requirement but may increase your likelihood of acceptance.)  

I have developed 2 graduate  level courses and an undergraduate course. I am 
author  

of two graduate level textbooks. I am presently the University of Colorado PI  



on a National Science Foundation (NSF) Course Curriculum and Laboratory Im -   

provement (CCLI) Phase 1 Collaborative Rese arch grant. I have used this grant  

to develop a new course that is presently being offered here and at a partner  

University. By the end of the academic year, the course should have been piloted  

at all three of our partner Universities.  

I have discussed  my ideas for this proposal with Clayton Lewis with whom I also  

sat at last summer's FTEP CLAI. I would suggest him as one of my two mentors  

for this program.  

7. Are you able to attend the required meetings as specified above?  

Yes  

8. If your pro ject is selected, are you willing to serve as a coach in PTLC in  

a future year?  

Yes. 
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What is the central question, issue, or problem you plan to explore in your 
proposed work?  

Several years ago, I asked a colleague in the sciences what his program faculty 
had  

specified that every grad uate of his program needed to know and be able to do in 
order to receive  

the program's degree. I was interested in this issue at the time as I was trying to 
figure out how  

students learn best, under what circumstances, and with what types of instruction.  
I wanted to  

know how we can know whether our students actually leave our programs with 
effective  

knowledge - usable in practice -and I was surprised by his response: " don't know. 
We never  

talk about it."  

Now, accrediting agencies ask similar questions, p articularly about how we use 
what our  

students learn, or don't learn, in our programs to improve what we do and what 
our students  

learn. This concern provides a step forward for higher education, but it still begs 
the question,  

"What do our students kno w, and what are they able to do as a result of their 
education with us?"  

The accreditation agencies for the programs in which I work now insist that our 
students meet  

both the clearly articulated state - level and national performance standards, and 
we have  to show  

just how we prepare them to do so in our curriculum. We are not, however, 
required to show  

that our students actually can do something with what they were expected to 
learn. Our  



obligation to do so is what I wish to explore.  

Why is your centra l question, issue, or problem important, to you and to others 
who might benefit from  

or build on your findings? Recall that the goal of the scholarship of teaching and 
learning is not simply  

to improve your own teaching but to contribute to the practice and profession of 
teaching more broadly.  

My specific question, then, for purposes here is this: Do our students use the 
knowledge  

that they have gained in their programs of study, and do they transfer and use 
that knowledge in  

new settings? A student ca n learn a body of knowledge to pass a test, but that 
accomplishment  

does not mean that the knowledge exists for that student much beyond that 
event. Plenty of  

research shows that traditional methods of teaching and learning do not 
necessarily lead to  

re tained or usable knowledge. What I want to do, then, is develop ways - in a single 
course to  

start - to assess whether knowledge gained (whether through reading, discussions 
with  

colleagues, interactions with me, or applications of knowledge to practice) can  be 
used in  

different settings during the course (Context 1) and in the problem field after a 
course is  

completed (Context 2). It is the "problem field" or practice setting for which the 
knowledge  

gained is supposed to have utility. For example, if a st udent knows that state 
policies affect the  

instructional activities of teachers, how does the student use this knowledge when 
working with  

teachers on instructional issues?  



How do you plan to conduct your investigation? What sources of evidence do you 
plan to examine? What  

methods might you employ to gather and make sense of this evidence? How might 
make your work  

available to others in ways that facilitate scholarly critique and review, and that 
contribute to thought  

and practice beyond the local? (K eep in mind that coaching will be available to 
help you develop these  

aspects of your proposal.)  

For Context 1, the classroom and course activities, I plan to develop rubrics based 
on the  

content -  and process - learning expectations that will be used to e xamine 
knowledge use. That is,  

if the problem is one of understanding and using state policy to enhance 
instructional activities, I  

might expect students to demonstrate knowledge of the applicable state law, audit 
instructional  

practices to determine if  teachers are actually doing what is expected, and then 
develop strategies  

for improving teacher performance over time. This rubric would establish one level 
of knowledge  

use.  

For Context 2, the professional or field situation, I want to develop a follo w-up  

assessment that examines how students apply the knowledge that they have 
demonstrated in  

Context 1 to their day - to -day practice as school administrators. This phase of the 
study will  

require gaining permission from the students to contact them late r, developing 
and maintaining a  

database of contact information, and scheduling interviews with the students and 
their on - site  



colleagues. I will need to apply for HSRC permission for this follow -up study.  

What aspects of the design and character of thi s work are you not yet fully 
prepared to describe?  

The nature of the most useful rubrics and follow -up measures is not clear to me, 
reflecting  

an issue that faces all preparers of professionals: What tools will help us know 
whether what is  

taught is lea rned, transferable, and usable in professional practice?  

What questions do you have and what do you still need to know?  

Initially, I need to decide which course(s) I will use to start the process. Currently, 
I am  

designing two new online courses, one in  policy and the other in sociology of 
education. I may  

want to use both, because the student populations will be different, perhaps 
leading to divergent  

insights.  

What is your record of innovation in teaching and/or the assessment of learning? 
Can you s uggest an  

appropriate coach for your project? (This is NOT a requirement but may increase 
your likelihood of  

acceptance.)  

In 1999 as a program coordinator, I helped my faculty colleagues develop and 
implement  

a complete online principal preparation pro gram for rural Colorado that continues 
today, albeit in  

revised form. We use feedback from students to revise the program annually and 
have written  

about our program for scholarly journals. A soon - to -be-published co -authored 
book is a product  

of these a ctivities as well. Figuring out an assessment model (or models) for 
determining  



knowledge use by program graduates will be very helpful to my field. These issues 
are topics of  

considerable conversation right now, particularly because of accreditation 
req uirements and  

ferment in the field about whether preparation "makes a difference."  

A possible coach might be Ellen Stevens, Director of UCDHSC -DDC's Center for 
Faculty  

Development. I would also be confident of the expertise of anyone she might 
recommend or who  

might be recommended by the committee.  

Are you able to attend the required meetings as specified above?  

Yes, definitely! I am an avid learner, and such participation will be very helpful.  

If your project is selected, are you willing to serve as a coach in PTLC in a future 
year?  

Yes, definitely!  
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amschoff@uccs.edu  

Undergraduate research (UGR) has both champions and detractors. Champions 



laud the student experience and detractors - some faculty and administrators - see it 
as very little bang for the buck. My main question is: "How effective is UGR as an 
educational method?" The all important follow up is "Is UGR worth the effort - for 
the student, faculty, department, college and university?"  

Those who subscribe to the opinion of the Council of Undergraduate Research 
(CUR) believe in the added  value of research to the undergraduate degree. But 
many of the CUR members are from elite, private colleges that carry substantial 
endowments. In my college, little or no credit is given to faculty for carrying 
independent study students. If the answers t o the first two questions above are 
affirmative, then there should be more recognition given to undergraduate 
research in the colleges across the university. More broadly, we are very 
interested in the question: "What is the value of UGR as a learning mode l in 
science education?"  

The value of UGR is difficult to calibrate statistically because assessment studies 
are hampered by the limited handfuls of students engaged in UGR. Most 
assessment is done by using surveys. We will also use this approach due to ou r 
small numbers of participants. Our results will be released to the university 
community as a whole and to the CUR membership to encourage dialog. We 
believe that UGR is well worth the effort,  

but we need to provide better data on the impact of UGR on th e potential careers 
of young investigators.  

We plan to use the SALG (free) survey of our general chemistry and organic 
laboratory students to see if there are any differences between perceived learning 
gains among students who are enrolled in traditional c ourses versus those who are 
engaged in honors sections that emphasize research. We will employ the FLAG 
(free) surveys. (It will also be necessary to design our own surveys.) We will poll 
all students who are doing research under tutelage of a research pro fessor. We will 
survey faculty attitudes and expectations through use of the UC Irvine faculty 
survey form.  

We believe that UGR enhances student engagement and improves student 
retention. Last spring, we initiated an Honors section of the Org. Chem. Lab II  
(Chem. 338) course. This is part of a developing Honors program in chemistry, 
which also includes an Honors Gen. Chem. lecture (Chem. 106) and an Honors lab 
section (Chem. 108). Development of an Honors program was part of an NSF DUE 
grant (2004 -2006) #06 33259, which helped to make the OC Honors course 
possible. Both Chem. 108 and 338 Honors sections will be surveyed in this study. 
The Honors lab sections are billed as introductions to research. It consists of 
individual lab projects. Details about the cou rse are appended. A preliminary 
presentation was given at a recent ACS National Meeting.  

Students who are engaged in UGR projects under the tutelage of chemistry faculty 
have a special perspective because they are involved in independent study 
projects. So me are members of "research teams" and others have their own 
projects. For the five faculty members who carry independent research students, 
the average is about 5 -6 students per faculty. The primary purpose of UGR in our 



minds is the educational benefit f or students. However, in most cases students 
present their results at local and national meetings and in certain cases an 
outcome is published research articles.  

Issues specific to those students doing research projects to be assessed in this 
study are: " Is doing UGR a good method of learning?"; "Is active participation in a 
research project meaningful for students?"; "Does UGR enhance an appreciation of 
developing personal responsibility?"; "Does working on a project have a bearing 
on student career plann ing?"; "What are the downsides of doing UGR?" Students 
who have worked done UGR research earlier and who are still here are also to be 
surveyed.  

We have been consumed in development of innovations in teaching and learning in 
science. For four years, we of fered the only online organic I and II courses in the 
nation/world. We fully utilize technology in our teaching, including WebCT 
homework and the use of clickers in the classroom to address conceptual learning. 
A quick scan of the presentations section of the attached vita will give the reader a 
glimpse at our reported interests. In particular, we have tried to develop guided 
inquiry experiments as parts of our published organic lab text. We also have an 
upcoming article on how to develop open inquiry organ ic chemistry experiments.  

We plan to include other science disciplines and to survey students from all 
disciplines represented in the next UGR forum (CSURF) in April, 2007. Dr. Barbara 
Gaddis has agreed to be my coach for the proposed project. Dr. Gaddis has an 
extensive background in assessment and chemistry lab work. I am willing to be a 
coach in the future and attend meetings. We believe that our studies will 
strengthen UGR programs within the university and will aid in student retention. A 
number of ou r UGR students represent ethnic minorities, who need to show the 
value of UGR to their peers.  

   
This electronic portfolio was created using the KEEP Toolkit ª, developed at the  

Knowledge Media Lab  of The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.  
Terms of Use  -  Privacy Policy   

 

   

A. Laurie W. Shroyer, Ph.D., M.S.H.A. -  Co-Principal Investigator  

Associate Program Director, Ph.D. Program in Clinical Science  
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Program Director, Certificate Program in Clinical Science  

Program Director, Clinical Research Training Program  



University of Colorado at Denver and Health Science Center  

Chief, Division of Cardiac Researc h 

Eastern Colorado Health Care System, Denver VA Medical Center  

Professor, Department of Medicine (General Internal Medicine),  

Department of Surgery (Division of Cardiothoracic Surgery)  

Department of Pathology (Section of Clinical Pathology)  

School of Medi cine, Health Science Center Campuses  

University of Colorado at Denver and Health Science Center  

Division of Cardiac Research  

Eastern Colorado Health Care System, Denver VA Medical Center  

820 Clermont St. Suite 120  

Denver, CO 80220  

(303) 399 - 8020 x2678 or x 2174  

Laurie.Shroyer@va.gov or Laurie.Shroyer@uchsc.edu  

My brief curriculum vita is attached for your review and consideration. If selected, 
moreover, I am committed to attending the required meetings (if in town and not 
teaching) as well as serving as a co ach in the future years that this program is 
coordinated. Thank you, in advance, for your consideration of this application.  

Suggested CASTL Coach: J.J. Cohen, M.D.  

Joe A. Huggins, MSW, MSCIS -  Co-Principal Investigator  

IT Specialist  

Senior Instructor, De partment of Family Medicine  

School of Medicine, Health Science Center Campuses  

University of Colorado at Denver and Health Science Center  

Division of Cardiac Research  



Eastern Colorado Health Care System, Denver VA Medical Center  

820 Clermont St. Suite 120  

Denver, CO 80220  

(303) 399 - 8020 x3096 or (303) 903 - 8352  

Joe.Huggins@uchsc.edu or Joe.Huggins@va.gov  

My curriculum vita is attached for your review and consideration. If selected, 
moreover, I am committed to attending the required meetings (if in town and not 
teaching) as well as serving as a coach in the future years that this program is 
coordinated. As a junior faculty member, I am pleased to be considered for this 
co-Principal Investigator position. Thank you, in advance, for your consideration of 
this a pplication.  

TITLE: Mentor -Mentee Matching [a.k.a., M3] -  Graduate Faculty and Students at 
University of Colorado  

COLLABORATIVE TEAM PARTNERS:  

CU Web Programming Project Contact: Jon Arnold (CU System Office -  Information 
Technology)  

Primary Project Mentor:  Dean John H. Freed (Dean HSC Campuses Graduate 
School)  

Secondary Project Mentors: Richard K. Byyny, M.D. (Director, SOM MSA Program) 
, Associate Dean Steven Lowenstein (SOM Office of Faculty Affairs), and Associate 
Dean Carol Rumack (SOM GME Office)  

BACKGROUND: At the Health Science Center (HSC) campuses, clinical and 
graduate programs rely upon faculty mentors to voluntarily take time from their 
very busy clinical schedules, research activities, and administrative duties to 
provide the essential support t o enhance the learning of their graduate students 
and trainees, as well as junior faculty. In today's very busy and fiscally driven 
clinical care environment, protected time for activities (such as mentorship) rarely 
exists. To -date, mentor roles have limi ted acknowledgment in promotion/tenure 
processes.  

PURPOSE: The goal of this mentor -mentee matching online (a.k.a., M3 project) 
coordinated with both the HSC Graduate School (GS) and School of Medicine 
(SOM) is to provide an electronic resource for mentees  to identify potential 
mentors. For this project, planned mentees will be voluntary graduate trainees in 
the GS Clinical Science [CLSC] Program and SOM medical students. Mentors will 
be based on objective criteria downloaded into a central registry from pu blic 
resources including but not limited to their departmental/division affiliation, 
scientific publications, courses taught, and grants funded. The faculty database will 
be pre -populated by means of the reconciling the SOM Office of Faculty Affairs 



(OFA) database with the HSC telephone directory and the HSC e -mail directory, as 
well as extracts from the GS faculty database. After reconciliation, this master 
faculty database will be matched/merged to both PubMed (i.e., MESH terms noting 
research foci), and NIH CRISP (i.e., grants with CRISP terms noting research foci) 
to download the available public information on these faculty. Other public domain 
database resources may be used as appropriate also. Via appropriate SOM Dean's 
Office outreach communications,  SOM faculty will be solicited to "volunteer" (by 
self -activating their M3 profile and updating this profile appropriately) to 
participate as a mentor for any category of trainee including (but not limited to): 
1) CLSC graduate students; 2) other SOM junio r faculty; 3) Graduate Medical 
Education (GME) trainees and/or 4) medical students for a scholarly research -
oriented experience in the health care field. After activation, mentors may add 
helpful information to their profiles (e.g. details of mentorship ex perience) as well 
as update the pre -populated data fields. Mentees, after creating a profile online, 
can evaluate the different mentorship options that best meet their needs by 
initiating a preliminary e - mail inquiry to explore mentorship options of intere st. 
After 72 hours from initial e - mail inquiry, an automated e - mail follow -up survey (3 
questions related to the success of initial contact) will be assessed. At two weeks 
post initiation of contact, both the potential faculty mentor and potential mentee 
will be asked to identify if a "successful match" was identified. If both a mentee 
and a mentor "yes" are received, then a "match" is noted and will be tracked. At 
90 -days post initial e -mail contact, the Berk mentorship effectiveness scale 
(slightly modifi ed) will be used to assess the mentor and mentee perception of the 
"success" for this mentorship relationship. [Please note, the M3 prototype web site 
for this project has been established at: www.clscmentormatch.com with 
preliminary data. However, both th e final data reconciliations and the SOM Dean's 
office outreach self -activations for voluntary faculty participations have not yet 
been finalized. A retreat, to coordinate final web site revisions, will be hosted on 
December 2nd 2006 at the Fitzsimons - camp us Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
auditorium.]  

PILOT PROJECT USE RATES: This project will evaluate if there are differences in 
graduate student versus medical student M3 use. The rates of GS versus non -GS 
SOM faculty "activations" for the auto -populated profiles and the rates for new 
"mentee" profiles created by medical students versus graduate trainees will be 
tracked.  

CENTRAL QUESTIONS: There are two central questions to be addressed by this M3 
project's hypotheses: 1) Is there a difference in the "use rates" f or an online 
mentorship registry between a graduate school program versus medical school 
program's mentors and/or mentees; and 2) Is there a difference in the relative 
mentor and mentee satisfaction rates, both within each program as well as 
between the GS  and SOM programs? Therefore, this study's primary null 
hypothesis is that there is no difference in the proportion of GS -based CLSC 
Program graduate trainees that successfully match to faculty mentors in 
comparison to the SOM medical students. Although bo th graduate students (for 
their thesis projects) and medical students (for their Mentored Scholarly Activities 
projects) are both required to find a mentor, it is unclear what proportion of these 
students respectively might actively use an online mentorshi p registry (versus 
other options traditionally available to secure a mentor). A secondary focus, 
however, will be placed on the relative satisfaction scores of the mentors and 



mentees in both GS and SOM groups. The secondary null hypothesis, therefore, is 
there is no difference in mentorship satisfaction rates (based on score thresholds) 
between mentees and/or mentors participating in the GS versus SOM programs. 
This comparison will be performed both within each program and between 
programs to better unders tand if satisfaction differences exist.  

SIGNIFICANCE: Mentorship, as an unfunded component in academic health 
centers, is critical to training the next generation of clinician - scientists. This 
collaborative team endeavor will create and disseminate the M3 example (with 
refinements as necessary) both within the CU system (e.g., to CU -Denver, UCB, 
and UCCS campuses) and beyond (to other NIH K -30 Clinical Research Training 
Programs) for research - related endeavors. Pending funding approval (as a grant 
has alrea dy been submitted for consideration), the scope of this M3 project could 
easily be broadened with phase I focused on HSC GS and SOM mentoring, phase 
II focused on career development mentoring (related to promotion and tenure 
requirements for HSC junior fac ulty, as well as GME trainees), and phase III 
focused on establishing discipline - specific mentors with pre - identified expertise for 
interdisciplinary CU -wide research project collaborations. The long - term goal of 
M3, therefore, is to pass an enthusiasm for  the "torch" of knowledge and 
supporting mentorship on to the mentees participating -  to provide inspirational 
professional mentorship role models by means of interactions with SOM faculty. 
Mentorship is by definition a relationship where a diversity of me ntor -based roles 
may include fostering the social development of these trainees -  such that these 
mentees receive training to become the next generation of faculty mentors to 
support future academic medical centers' needs.  

ADVICE AND GUIDANCE FROM CASTL "C OACH" AND TEAM VALUED: Guidance on 
how to optimize the design of M3, coordinate faculty outreach (e.g., to enhance 
the voluntary activation rates), organize mentorship training to train faculty 
mentors, facilitate mentee outreach (i.e., currently t - shirts with M3 logos are 
used), when to best send "friendly" mentor or mentee follow -up reminders, how 
best to identify a "successful match", as well as input on the broader -based 
applicability of this M3 project would be sincerely welcomed. Our main goal for thi s 
CASTL application is to gain broader -based input, guidance, and advice from a 
diversity of perspectives.  

OUTSTANDING CASTL TEAM QUESTIONS: How to coordinate the use of a common 
database with different mentee audience -based interfaces (i.e., each trainee sub -
group will only see the appropriate faculty profiles that activate) to optimize their 
respective mentee interest -  and provide optimal information about faculty 
mentors that are most relevant to both of these somewhat different audiences, as 
well as sh owcase the HSC mentor options.  

RECORD FOR INNOVATION IN TEACHING AND/OR ASSESSMENT OF LEARNING: 
Dr. Shroyer was honored to be selected as the HSC -campus recipient of the 
"Teaching and Learning with Technology" award in 2006, as well as serves on both 
the A ssociation of Clinical Research Training Program Directors (ACRTP) Sub -
Committees for both Program Evaluation and Core Curricula to provide support in 
designing and implementing the criteria for the NIH K -30 Programs in the field of 
Clinical Science. Recen tly, the HSC Clinical Translational Science Award (CTSA) 
planning grant received a JIT notice. Within this CTSA team, Dr. Shroyer is the 



group leader from the "Research Education, Training, and Career Development" 
section -  so this CASTL award will very li kely have direct benefit to help refine the 
mentorship section of this CTSA grant application (planned for January 2008 
submission) also.  
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What is the central question, issue, or problem you plan to explore? The issue to 
be explored is  the assessment of pharmacy student learning in 4th (final) year 
experiential (community and hospital pharmacy and other practice site -based) 
courses.  

Why is the central question, issue, or problem important?  

Pharmacy education has undergone substantial c hange since 1997 when the 
Accreditation Council for Pharmacy Education (the organization which accredits 
U.S. colleges and schools of pharmacy) announced its decision to stop accrediting 
baccalaureate pharmacy programs and introduced standards for the firs t 
professional Doctor of Pharmacy (PharmD) degree program. The new standards, in 
contrast to the historical didactic education - focused baccalaureate standards, 
emphasize a competency -based curriculum (i.e. rather than the possession of 
knowledge, it is how  students apply knowledge in practice settings which is 
important). A minimum of 30of credit hours in pharmacy programs must now be 
devoted to experiential education (in contrast to ~ 10in baccalaureate programs). 
Baccalaureate experiential course were com pleted in the last year of the program 
and emphasized passive learning (i.e. students were taught how to care for 
patients rather than given the responsibility for caring for patients). New programs 



must include experiential courses throughout the curricul um and, accordingly, 
students start their final year better prepared (more competent) to care for 
patients. Accordingly, it has become important to develop final year experiential 
courses which give active patient care responsibilities to students and to d evelop 
methods to assess student learning in those active learning experiential courses.  

How do you plan to conduct your investigation?  

The University of Colorado at Denver and Health Sciences Center School of 
Pharmacy first professional PharmD program was  implemented in 1999 and 
multiple fourth year experiential training sites which give active patient care 
responsibilities to students have been developed. However, given the class size 
and other factors, most students in the classes of 2007 and 2008 will c omplete a 
mixture of passive (baccalaureate - type) and active (first -professional PharmD -
type) experiences. An investigation comparing student learning in the active and 
passive experience courses is planned.  

Aspects of the work's design/character you are n ot yet fully prepared to describe.  

The preferred method(s) to measure and compare pharmacy student learning in 
active and passive 4th (final) year experiential courses needs to be established.  

What questions do you have and what do you still need to know?  

What range of tools is available to measure student learning in experiential 
courses?  

What range of tools is available to measure and compare student learning in active 
and passive experiential courses? What tools might be developed to measure and 
compare  student learning in active and passive experiential courses?  

What is your record of innovation in teaching and/or the assessment of learning? 
2004: First Place Award. American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy (AACP) 
Innovations in Teaching Competition.  ‰!ÏA Description and evaluation of three in 
a series of six competency -based introductory pharmacy practice experiential 
courses‰! � . 

2003: Honorable mention. AACP Innovations in Teaching Competition. ‰!ÏPHRD 
5350: Experiential Practice VI. An interdiscipl inary introductory pharmacy 
experience course.  

2001: Total Learning Environment -  Innovations in Education Award: University of 
Colorado Health Sciences Center. ‰!ÏPHRD 3300: Experiential Practice I‰! � . 

2001: Honorable mention. AACP Innovations in Teaching  Competition. 
‰!ÏNutrition and nurturing: a service - learning nutrition pharmacy course‰! � . 

2000: Honorable mention. AACP Innovations in Teaching Competition. ‰!ÏA 
patient - focused and outcomes -based experiential program for first year pharmacy 



students‰! � . 

2006: Turner CJ, Altiere R, Fish D, Giles J, Page R, Sintek C, Ulrich H, Valdez C, 
Vondracek S, Zadvorny E. An Assessment System which Maps CAPE Outcomes in 
an Advanced Pharmacy Experience Program. Am J Pharm Educ. 2006;70(3), 
Article 60.  

Can you suggest an appropriate coach?  

Paul A. Nutting, MD, MSPH, Professor of Family Medicine and Director of Research, 
Center for Research Strategies, 226 E. 16th Ave., Suite 1150, Denver, CO 80203, 
Phone: 303 -860 - 1705, FAX: 303 -860 - 1706, EMail: Paul.Nutting@CRSLLC.org  

Are you able to attend the required meetings as specified?  

Yes 

If selected, are you willing to serve as a coach in PTLC in a future year?  

Yes 
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Central Research Problem and Question: How often do we stop to consider how 
our students perceive our comments on their writing? Can we be sure that our 
comments help them? If not, we should ask them. Because students are unique, 
their writing is unique and our comments should be tailored to be as constructive 



and inspiring as possible. When writing and non -writing instructors ask students to 
write throughout their learning process, we must periodically ask the following 
qu estion: How do students perceive our comments and assessments on their 
writing?  

The problem with not being able to answer this question confidently is that our 
assessments could be inaccurate, debilitating, or even harmful. Although a writing 
class will b e the venue for this study, all teachers who assign writing will benefit 
from its results, as has been studied by scholars in several different disciplines: 
engineering by Ford in 2006, academic environments by Ramsden in 2005, science 
by Prain and Hand in  1998, writing across the curriculum by Hawthorne in 1998, 
and ESL instruction in 1994.  

Importance of Central Problem: The proposed research is important because it will 
lend insight into the effectiveness of teachers' comments on writing assignments 
above  and beyond summative letter grades. Scant comments and unsubstantiated 
grades on writing assignments may result in dutiful revisions that reflect only what 
the instructor wants to read, unfortunately bypassing the students' original 
thoughts. In such case s, the students' learning could be rote, superficial, and 
ephemeral. Unless we are sure that students learn from our comments on their 
writing, we could be failing to promote their learning. Asking students' opinions of 
the accuracy of our assessments will  lead to innovative learning for teachers, 
which will transform into innovative learning for students. Our students can and 
should provide insight into the effectiveness of our comments on their writing, but 
the problem is that we rarely request it. Teache rs who claim their confidence in 
the learning value of their assessments would be hard pressed to provide credible 
evidence to prove it. The criticality of this problem lies in the teaching and learning 
effectiveness of assessments and evaluations, prime t ools to advance learning.  

Contributing to the problem of not understanding students' perceptions of our 
assessments can be teachers' misguided attitudes. We want to revel in our 
students' progress because it is our way of claiming success: "My students ar e 
good writers and get good grades because I'm a great teacher." However, 
personal aspirations sometimes outweigh professional accomplishments, 
unfortunately too often at students' expense. Consequently, standard comments 
on students' papers do not always inspire productive writing, rendering them 
invalid. Moreover, assessments can be inconsistent over time and place, as 
evident in student writing receiving different evaluations from different teachers. 
On the other hand, teachers love to see learning happe n and we need as many 
ways as possible to help our students reach their goals.  

Conducting the Investigation: Students in my undergraduate writing classes, face -
to - face and online, will have the option to write a Revision Analysis after they 
receive comment s on their first and penultimate papers in the semester to show 
progression in how students perceive comments on their writing (two analyses per 
student, per semester). See Appendixes A and B for Revision Analysis handout and 
research permission form. The first part of the Revision Analysis asks for 
qualitative responses to questions that ask students to scrutinize the nature of the 
comments they've received on their writing and why they've decided to respond to 
these comments the way they did. The second p art of the Analysis asks for 
quantitative responses that also require students to examine the effectiveness of 



the comments. The Revision Analysis will also be offered to students in spring 
2007 to bolster this study's reliability. Expected outcomes are th at students will be 
more satisfied with comments they receive on their writing as I receive and 
decipher more Revision Analyses.  

Aspects not yet Described: A literature review of scholarly studies in assessment, 
student perspectives, and revision will be compiled to augment this study's 
publications and will complement my proficiency in the literature on teaching 
writing and rhetoric.  

Current Questions: Current questions regarding line of inquiry and method of 
design may be defined and answered as the lite rature review is compiled.  

Record of Teaching Innovation and Learning Assessment: My record of teaching 
innovation and learning assessment lies in almost twenty years of classroom 
teaching experiences, my doctoral research, and participation in CU's Summer  
Institute for Assessing Classroom Learning in June 2006. Teaching writing has 
enabled me to promote students' personal and social development by challenging 
them to identify, develop, and rationalize their opinions in writing. I strive to make 
my classes student -centered and self -directed by integrating self and peer 
assessments of writing assignments into the learning process.  

I designed my doctoral research to find a way for writing teachers to understand 
their students' and their own perceptions of tea ching and learning. The research 
included the development of a cognitive composition model used to analyze data 
collected from my Instruction Inventory. The proposed exploration of students' 
perceptions of their teachers' comments and assessments will furt her this work. 
An exceptional coach who has graciously agreed to work on this project with me is 
Steven J. Lamos, Ph.D., Assistant Professor in CU's Program for Writing and 
Rhetoric.  

Yes, I will be able to attend the required PTLC meetings and would be hon ored to 
serve as a coach in PTLC in the future.  

APPENDIX A  

REVISION ANALYSIS  

To make the revision process most educational for all of us, I am giving you the 
opportunity to earn extra credit by analyzing comments on your final revisions. 
Submit the followi ng to me VIA EMAIL ONLY to rosalyn.zigmond@colorado.edu. 
Each of these revision analyses must be 250 - 300 words and is worth 2 points. 
Respond to the following questions:  

1. Name of assignment?  

2. What trends do you see in the comments?  

3. What type of comm ents did you expect to see but were not noted?  



4. Why did you make the changes you made?  

5. Why did you decide not to make changes suggested by the comments?  

6. What was the most helpful comment? Why?  

7. What was the least helpful comment? Why?  

Indicate in  a scale of 1 - 4 (1 = strongly disagree; 4 = strongly agree) in response 
to the following statements. In your email, write the letter and the number, such 
as A -3, B -2, etc.  

A. The comments challenged me to think about the quality of my writing.  

B. I would have liked more comments on my paper.  

C. I was comfortable revising this paper based on the comments I received.  

D. The grade reflected the comments accurately.  

E. The comments encouraged me to revise higher order concerns.  

F. The comments encouraged me t o correct mechanical concerns.  

G. My revision was the best it could be.  

Additional Comments:  

APPENDIX B  

PERMISSION FORM FOR RESEARCH  

Please print, sign, and return  

Yes, I, _________________________________________ (print name) give 
permission to my instruc tor, Rosalyn H. Zigmond, to use my writing and revision 
analyses in her scholarly research and writing. By granting this permission, I 
understand that my grade in our class will not be affected in any way, my name 
will not be mentioned in any form, and I w ill not receive any compensation or 
incentives.  

_____________________________________________ 
______________________  

Signature Date  

No, I, _________________________________________ (print name) do not 
give permission to my instructor, Rosalyn H. Zigmond, to use my writing and 



revision analyses in her scholarly research. I understand that my grade in our 
class will not be affected in any way.  

_____________________________________________ 
______________________  

Signature Date  
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