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CTLA Assessment Report for 2010-2011  
December 2011 

 
I. Brief Summary of Assessment Plan   

CTLA goals and outcomes as established by the director and staff are:   
 

Goal 1: Technology training and resources 
 

a. Outcome 1: Faculty and staff will be able to implement new technology  (i.e.,  new 
to them).   
1) Component 1: Has basic knowledge    
2) Component 2: Can identify potential application(s)    
3) Component 3: Has implemented the technology   

b. Outcome 2: Faculty will report that they use technology to support their students’ 
learning.   
1) Component 1: Can identify potential application 
2) Component 2: Has implemented the technology 

c. Outcome 3: Faculty will report that they use technology to increase student 
engagement.   
1) Component 1: Can identify potential application 
2) Component 2: Has implemented the technology 

d. Outcome 4: Faculty will report that they use technology to increase prompt 
feedback to students.    
1) Component 1: Can identify potential application 
2) Component 2: Has implemented the technology 

e. Outcome 5: Faculty and staff use technology to enhance their productivity. 
1) Component 1: Can identify potential application 
2) Component 2: Has implemented the technology 

 
Goal 2: Resources for improving teaching and learning  
 

a. Outcome 1: Faculty will use resources provided by CTLA to improve their 
teaching.  
1) Component 1: Can identify an application to teaching 
2) Component 2: Has implemented the improvement 
3) Component 3: Has collected indications of improvement 

 
Goal 3: Orient faculty to career development processes and milestone (and resources).  
 

a. Outcome 1: New faculty will be able to identify campus sources of important 
information regarding their roles and responsibilities.  
1) Component 1: When asked where to find specific information, new  

faculty who have attended the Faculty Orientation program can  
correctly indicate the person or office where that information can be found. 

2) Component 2: New faculty will indicate that the Faculty Orientation 
program was helpful or very helpful in their transition to their faculty role on 
our campus. 
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We would assess Goal 1, Outcome 1 by giving the attendee work groups in our training classes—
including Oncourse for Your Course—a task to complete, and recording whether they were able to do 
the task alone, with help, or not at all. We use collaborative learning in small groups for these courses 
and assess by group. We also stated we could follow up post training by survey to assess whether and 
how well the attendees had implemented the technology they had learned.    
 
We would assess Goal 1, Outcomes 2-5, by a survey sent to individuals who attended Oncourse 
training in the semester after their training to ask if they used the Oncourse Course Management 
System technology and which elements they used in their teaching. These elements are categorized as 
useful for student learning, student engagement, prompt feedback and/or productivity. 
 
Also for the same goal and outcomes, we would also survey faculty who had taken fall semester 
technology courses during the spring semester to see how many respondents had implemented the 
technology by then or could identify an application for which they would like to use the technology in 
the areas of student learning, student engagement, prompt feedback, and productivity.  
 
For Goal 2, Outcome 1, we would assess the program and development outcomes for the calendar 
year 2010 Faculty Learning Community program for Active and Cooperative Learning with Classroom 
Response Systems (a.k.a. clickers) rated by faculty who attended.  
 
For Goal 3, Outcome 1, we would survey the previous year’s new faculty who had attended at least 
half of the orientation sessions to determine their knowledge of campus resources, their engagement 
in the campus community, and their opinions about the efficacy of the Faculty Orientation program to 
help them transition into roles as IU Kokomo faculty.   
 

II. Assessment Methods   
 
Goal 1, Outcome 1: We assessed some of our technology training courses by having the attendees do 
some tasks that were taught during training. We were able to do this assessment in the Oncourse for 
Your Course full-day technology training and a subset of these in the 3-hour Oncourse Essentials 
technology training. The trainers tracked whether the groups of attendees was able to do the task 
alone, do the task with help, or not complete the task.   
 
Goal 1, Outcome 2-5:  We conducted two assessment for outcomes 2-5, both by survey send by email 
to attendees. One survey was to gather data about whether faculty who had attended Oncourse for 
Your Course training implemented the technology in their teaching and, if so, which ways they used 
the training. The tasks were then categorized into which outcome they supported to see how they 
used Oncourse technology to support students’ learning, increase student engagement, increase 
prompt feedback to students, or enhance their productivity.  
 
Secondly, another survey was emailed in spring 2011 to those faculty and staff who came to fall 2010 
technology training sessions, other than Oncourse for Your Course, to assess the same outcomes 2-5. 
We provided the list of technology courses they had taken that semester and asked them, for each of 
the four outcomes, to given an example of how they used what they learned to achieve that outcome, 
or if they had not yet applied what they learned, to answer a way they would like to apply the training 
in the future for that outcome. Faculty and staff were asked about outcome 5, to enhance 
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productivity. Only faculty were asked about outcomes 2-4, supporting students’ learning,  increasing 
student engagement, and increasing prompt feedback to students.  

 
Goal 2, Outcome 1: All measures for this Outcome were self-reported, not directly observed. To assess 
the faculty use of our instructional resource of a Faculty Learning Community facilitation and book, we 
used an adaptation of a survey assessment for Faculty Learning Communities called the FLC Participant 
Assessment Survey and developed by Milton D. Cox, Miami University, Ohio, 2008. The survey asked 
participants to rate both program core components and developmental outcomes on a scale of 1 to 10 
(with a N/A choice as well) where 1 signifies weakest impact and 10 signifies strongest impact.    
 
Audience members for the spring pedagogy workshop “Key Pedagogical Changes that Can Make a Real 
Difference in ANY College Classroom” were given a survey of multiple questions including an open-
ended question,  “What is one change you are going to make or are considering making after attending 
this session?” Forty-four audience members responded to the survey. Twenty seven respondents 
indicated a way they could apply what they learned to their teaching (61%.) 
 
Faculty attending CLTA’s Fall 2010 Faculty Conference were asked in the conference evaluations 
whether they agreed, were not sure, or disagreed with the statement “I will be able to use some of 
what I learned today in my work  with students.” Of the 18 respondents who completed the 
conference evaluations, 100% indicated that they agreed with that statement. 
 
Goal 3, Outcome #1: To assess orientation of faculty to career development processes and milestones 
(and resources), we would survey new resident faculty from the previous year’s orientation class who 
were in continuing faculty roles (tenured, tenure-track, clinical, or lecturer, but not one-year 
appointments) and who attended at least four monthly orientation sessions during the year to identify 
where to find specific information and how helpful they rated the orientation program. 
 

III. Assessment Results 

Goal 1, Outcome 1:  

CTLA staff members embedded assessment tasks in their Oncourse for Your Course technology training 
to directly assess whether trainees were or were not able to do the tasks.   Eight pairs of learners 
responded to multiple tasks in each category. Multiple tasks were in each category so the percentage 
reported is based on the number of groups times the number of tasks in the category. The ability to 
complete tasks on own surpassed the benchmark of 80%.   

Course Management System 
Tasks to Perform  

Could complete 
on own  

Could do with 
assistance 
 

Could/Did not do 

Site setup tasks  97%  3% 
One-way communications tasks  100%    
Two-way communication tasks  87% 13%  
Test & Survey tasks  81% 19%  
Gradebook tasks  100%   
Ending mixed tasks  100%   
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CTLA also sent an anonymous online survey in April 2011 to 25 faculty who came to either the 
Oncourse Essentials or Oncourse For Your Course Training in August 2010. Four faculty completed the 
survey. (16% respondent rate) The first question applied to implementation of the training. 

Survey Statement % of Respondents 
who answered 
affirmatively 

Ability to use  
I use it in all of the classes I am teaching. 75% 
I do not use Oncourse in any of my classes. 25% 
 
Goal 1, Outcomes 2-5 

To a second survey question sent to the same 25 faculty, the four respondents reported that they used 
the technology to support their students’ learning, increase student engagement, and/or provide 
prompt feedback to students with the following percentages.    

Survey questions associated with outcomes % of 4 Respondents 
indicating use of 
element 

Outcome #2 Faculty will use technology to support their students’ 
learning. 

 

Posted Announcements for students.  75% 
Posted materials in Resources for students  50% 
Used the Messages tool to communicate with students 75% 
Conducted a student discussion asynchronously using the 
discussion Forums 

25% 

Posted grades in the Gradebook 50% 
Posted grades using Post ‘Em 25% 
Created Assignments via an Assignments Tool 50% 
Inserted Web content using the Web Content tool 25% 
Created a document collaboratively using the Wiki tool 25% 
Used a Test and Survey tool to either test students or give them 
questions to review their knowledge prior to a classroom test 

50% 

Used a Test and Survey tool to survey student opinions 25% 
  
Outcome #3 Faculty will use technology to increase student 
engagement 

 

Used the Messages tool to communicate with students 75% 
Conducted a student discussion asynchronously using the 
discussion Forums 

25% 

Created Assignments via an Assignments Tool 50% 
Created a document collaboratively using the Wiki tool 25% 
Used a Test and Survey tool to either test students or give them 
questions to review their knowledge prior to a classroom test 

50% 

Used a Test and Survey tool to survey student opinions 25% 
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Outcome #4 Faculty will use technology to increase prompt 
feedback to students 

 

Used the Messages tool to communicate with students 75% 
Conducted a student discussion asynchronously using the 
discussion Forums 

25% 

Posted grades in the Gradebook 50% 
Posted grades using Post ‘Em 25% 
Created Assignments via an Assignments Tool 50% 
Created a document collaboratively using the Wiki tool 25% 
Used a Test and Survey tool to either test students or give them 
questions to review their knowledge prior to a classroom test 

50% 

  
Outcome #5 Faculty and staff will use technology to enhance 
their productivity. 

 

Posted Announcements for students.  75% 
Posted materials in Resources for students  50% 
Used the Messages tool to communicate with students 75% 
Used Site Setup to select which tools will be shown on the course 
site 

50% 

Viewed student photos via the Roster tool 75% 
Re-arranged the tabs across the top so that the courses appear in 
the order you prefer 

75% 
 

Requested an Oncourse project site (for committee, research 
team, or other non-classroom use) 

25% 

Requested an Oncourse practice course site (for advance course 
site development) 

50% 

 

Collecting more data about Goal 1, outcomes 2-5, CTLA also sent an anonymous online survey in April 
2011 to 27 faculty and staff who came to technology training sessions in fall of 2010. Seven faculty 
completed the survey.  (26% respondent rate) 
 

Survey questions associated with 
outcomes 

% of 7 Respondents giving their 
example of that outcome 
[Number who skipped question] 

For faculty: Please give an example of how you used 
what you learned to support your students' 
learning.  

14% 
[6] 

For faculty: If you have not yet applied what you 
learned in your training course(s), what is a way you 
would like to apply this training in the future to 
support your students' learning?  

14% 
[6] 

For faculty: Please give an example of how you used 
what you learned to increase student engagement.  

14% 
[6] 
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For faculty: If you have not yet applied what you 
learned in your training course(s), what is a way you 
would like to apply this training in the future to 
increase student engagement?  

14% 
[6] 

For faculty: Please give an example of how you used 
what you learned to increase prompt feedback to 
students.  

14% 
[6] 

For faculty: If you have not yet applied what you 
learned in your training course(s), what is a way you 
would like to apply this training in the future to 
increase prompt feedback to students?  

0% 
[7] 

For faculty and staff: Referring to the email listing 
the training that you attended, please give an 
example of how you used what you learned to 
enhance your productivity. 

29% 
[2] 

For faculty and staff: If you have not yet applied 
what you learned in your training course(s), what is 
a way you would like to apply this training in the 
future to enhance your productivity? 

43% 
[2] 

 
 
Goal 2, Outcome 1: 

The year-long Faculty Learning Community was the faculty resource use assessed.  Eight program core 
components and seventeen developmental outcomes were rated by the faculty who completed a 
Faculty Learning Community (FLC) using a version of the assessment questions from Milton D. Cox, 
Miami University, Ohio, FLC Program Director’s and Facilitator’s Handbook, © 2008, with modification for 
local use and subject. The following list shows the average ratings of impact of the FLC on participants. 
Higher numbers indicate stronger impact.   

Statements to access impact of program Average Impact Rating out of a range of 0 
(weak) to 10 (strong) 

Prior or concurrent technical training on using 
Turning Technology classroom response units 
and TurningPoint software. 

7.7 

Your FLC individual project  8.3 
Funds you received for teaching and learning 
support 

5.5 

Book you received for teaching and learning 
support  

7.0 

Periodic sessions of the group  8.3 
The facilitation of the group  8.7 
The colleagueship and learning from the other 
community participants  

8.7 

One-to-one partnerships that formed during 
the program  

4.3 
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Your ability to select a purpose for using 
classroom response systems in your course  

6.0 

Your ability to design a course that uses 
classroom response systems to impact student 
learning  

7.3 

Your ability to use clicker questions to impact 
students learning 

7.0 

Your ability to assess the results of your course 
change  

7.0 

Your ability to study the results of your 
teaching change in a scholarly way  

7.3 

Your ability to provide feedback and support 
to fellow members  

8.0 

Your technical skill as a teacher  7.7 
Your total effectiveness as a teacher  6.7 
Your interest in the teaching process  7.3 
Your research and scholarly interest with 
respect to your discipline 

6.3 

Your view of teaching as an intellectual pursuit  7.0 
Your understanding of and interest in the 
scholarship of teaching. Any plans for 
publications or presentations?  

6.7 

Your awareness and understanding of how 
diversity may influence and enhance teaching 
and learning 

4.7 

Your awareness of ways to integrate the 
teaching and research experience 

5.3 

Your comfort as a member of the University 
community  

6.7 

Your understanding of the role of a faculty 
member at our University 

5.7 

Your perspective of teaching, learning, and 
other aspects of higher education beyond the 
perspective of your discipline  

6.7 

 

 Goal 3, Outcome 1: 

Due to identifying only two new faculty from the previous year who met the requirements for 
inclusion in the survey to measure this outcome, confidentiality issues caused us to postpone this 
assessment until the next year. 
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IV. Using Assessment for Program Improvement 

Goal 1, Outcome 1: CTLA staff members conducting the Oncourse for Your Course and Oncourse 
Essentials training classes embedded assessment tasks in the class to directly assess whether the 
teams of trainees were or were not able to do the tasks on their own with notes, do with assistance 
from those training them, or could not/did not choose to do. For the six groups of tasks, the ability to 
complete tasks on their own surpassed the benchmark of 80%.  

Goal 1, Outcomes 2-5: Our assessments resulted in low response rates, 16% and 26%, which leaves us 
unable to conclude what the outcomes of the training were.  We need to find a better way to assess 
this outcome. In the next year, we anticipate having a new survey tool with more features which 
would be able to send respondents an anonymous survey and track, without our knowledge, which 
persons had not yet taken the survey so that we could send one or two email reminders through the 
survey system. It would deliver the reminders to those who had not taken the survey and would not 
deliver reminders to those who had. We hope this will give us a better return rate for our surveys. We 
would also like to be able to branch in the survey so that respondents would potentially have fewer 
questions to answer to increase participation. 

Goal 2, Outcome 1: All the members of the Faculty Learning Community participated in the survey of 
impact of the program as a resource for improving teaching and learning. The most relevant items to 
the outcome that faculty will use resources provided by CTLA to improve their teaching are the 
following assessed items which show the change in ratings when compared to the last Faculty Learning 
Community. Ratings were based on a scale from 0 (lowest impact) to 10 (highest impact).  

• 6.0 for strength of impact for their ability to select a purpose for using the classroom response 
systems in their courses (-2.4) 

• 7.3 for their ability to design a course that uses classroom response systems to impact student 
learning (-0.5) 

• 7.0 for their ability to use clicker questions to impact students learning (-0.6) 
• 7.0 for their ability to assess the results of their course change (-0.2) 
• 7.3 for their ability to study the results of their teaching change in a scholarly way (-0.1) 
• 7.3 for their interest in the teaching process (-1.1) 
• 6.7 for their understanding of and interest in the scholarship of teaching [which relates to 

collecting indications of improvement and sharing that professionally with other] 
(-0.1) 

We compared the results to similar questions asked of faculty in the previous Faculty Learning 
Community.  Most of the questions had a small decrease in average rating. There were larger 
decreases in their interest in the teaching process and their ability to select their purpose for applying 
this subject to teaching and learning change. The ratings of this year, however, were all above the mid-
point of 5 in the rating scale and indicated higher than medium impact for all elements rated. Having 
now applied this set of ratings of outcomes to two Faculty Learning Communities, a general goal of an 
average of 7.0 can become our benchmark. We did not achieve that this year. Because tenured and 
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tenure-track faculty are more generally experienced in disciplinary research, the rating for 
understanding of and interest in the scholarship of teaching is lower than we would like, although 
close. This assessment indicates that it would be worthwhile to include more about the scholarship of 
teaching in the Faculty Learning Community experience. Both years of ratings came in under 7 for this 
element. Other opportunities to increase knowledge, skills, and reward for scholarship of teaching 
could also prepare faculty to give this more impact when participating in a Faculty Learning 
Community. 

Goal 3, Outcome 1: This outcome could not be assessed. We plan to assess it the following year when 
we expect there will be more faculty who will be in continuing positions.  


