
 
 
Course Readiness Criteria  
 
• What impact would redesigning the course have on the curriculum, on students and 

on the institution—i.e., why do you want to redesign this course? 
 
Is there an academic problem in this course such as a high failure rate? Does the course 
face a resource problem such as how to meet increased enrollment demand with no 
commensurate increase in resources? Is the redesign linked to some larger institutional 
goal—e.g., a Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP), campus strategic plan, a re-
accreditation process? 
 
• What is the level of departmental support for the redesign project? 
 
A collective commitment is a key factor for the success and the sustainability of redesign 
projects. Are the faculty ready to collaborate? Have they engaged in joint conversations 
about the need for change? Are decisions about curriculum in the department made 
collectively--in other words, beyond the individual faculty member level? Will the 
department agree to let a sub-set of the faculty try it?   
 
• Are the participating faculty members able and willing to incorporate existing 

curricular materials in order to focus work on redesign issues rather than materials 
creation?  

 
Ideally, one wants the faculty to have a "head start" in the redesign process if possible. 
Is the discipline one with a comparatively large existing body of technology-based 
curricular materials and/or assessment instruments? Are the faculty willing to use these 
materials if they meet course objectives? Will they employ an appropriate blend of using 
these materials and created "home-grown" materials in a non-dogmatic fashion? Are 
they willing to partner with other content providers such as commercial software 
producers or other universities who have developed technology-based materials? 
 
• Do the course faculty members have an understanding of and some experience with 

integrating elements of computer-based instruction into existing courses to support 
active learning?  

 
Some faculty may have a great deal of enthusiasm for large-scale redesign but little prior 
experience in this area. It is difficult to complete a successful project by starting from 
scratch. Having experience with integrating smaller IT elements into courses helps to 
prepare for large-scale redesign efforts. What evidence can you provide to demonstrate 
faculty experience with integrating computing into existing courses? 
 
• Have the course’s expected learning outcomes and a system for measuring their 

achievement been identified?  
 
Successful large-scale redesign efforts begin by identifying the intended learning 
outcomes and developing alternative methods other than lecture/presentation for 
achieving them. Have those responsible for the course identified the course’s 
expected/intended learning outcomes in detail? Does your campus have assessment 
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processes in place—e.g., the ability to collect data? the availability of baseline data? the 
establishment of long-term measures? Is there a system for measuring the achievement 
of these outcomes at both the individual student level and the class level?  
 
• Do the project participants have the requisite skills to conduct a large-scale project? 
 
Do each of the parties have the requisite skills (i.e., are they competent to do the job) 
and are they prepared to partner with others when necessary? What evidence do you 
have that the participants possess the required skills? Does the potential project have 
strong leadership? Is there evidence that the faculty and staff involved are ready to 
move a project forward in a timely manner? 
 
• Do the faculty members involved have an understanding of learning theory?  
 
Sound pedagogy is the key to successful redesign projects. When sound pedagogy 
leads, technology becomes an enabler for good practice rather than the driver. Do the 
faculty provide a wide range of options for achieving required learning outcomes? Have 
the faculty systematically thought about and investigated alternative methods for 
empowering students to learn? Ds the faculty seek to use technology to transform the 
teaching and learning environment rather than merely automating existing instructional 
practice? 
 
• Is your campus committed to a partnership among faculty, IT staff and administrators 

in both planning and execution of the redesign? 
 
Substantive changes cannot rely on faculty initiative alone because they are systemic 
and involve changes in such areas as policy (class meeting times, contact-hour 
requirements, governance approvals); budgeting (planning and processes that support 
innovation); systems (registration systems, classroom assignments); and, infrastructure 
(equipment purchase and deployment.) Who will you involve in your redesign project—
i.e., who will constitute the redesign team? Have you conducted other projects that 
demonstrate a partnering approach? 
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INNOVATIVE COURSE REDESIGN PRACTICES  

 
Creating "Small" Within "Large" 
 
One characteristic of many course redesigns is large class size. Some redesigns begin 
with large lecture sections and retain those large sizes in the redesign; others reduce the 
number of sections offered and create larger classes; and, still others combine all 
sections into one large section. Clearly, larger sections can reduce costs, yet these 
redesign projects also increase student learning. One way to counteract large section 
size is to create “small” within “large” by using techniques such as peer learning teams 
and small learning communities that lead to greater student success. 
 
University of Colorado-Boulder (UC): Astronomy 
 
UC divides its large, 220-student class into small learning teams of 10 to 15 students. 
The professor provides an overview of the week's activities at a weekly meeting of the 
full class. About a dozen discussion questions are posted online, ranging from factual 
questions testing basic knowledge, to complex questions requiring students to draw 
conclusions, to questions intended to elicit controversy. Midweek, students meet in 
teams for one hour to prepare answers collaboratively and to carry out inquiry-based 
team projects. Each team is supervised by an undergraduate coach. Supported by 
software that allows them to collaborate synchronously or asynchronously, teams post 
written answers to all questions. At the third weekly class meeting, the professor leads a 
discussion session in which he directs questions not to individual students but to the 
learning teams. Before the meeting, the professor uses software to review all the posted 
written answers to a given question, allowing him to devote the discussion time to 
questions with dissonant answers among teams. Periodically, the professor poses a 
related question and gives the class time for each team to formulate an answer.  
 
Florida Gulf Coast University (FCGU): Fine Arts 
 
FGCU offers its required fine arts course in a single large (930 students) section, using a 
common syllabus, textbook, set of assignments and materials and course Web site. 
Students are placed into cohort groups of 60 and, within these groups, into peer learning 
teams of six students each. Learning teams engage in Web Board discussions that 
require students to analyze two short essays in preparation for producing their own short 
essays on module exams. The Web Board discussions increase interaction among 
students, create an atmosphere of active learning and develop students' critical thinking 
skills. The course is taught 100% by full-time faculty members, who design content 
modules in their field of expertise and are supported by a newly created position called 
the preceptor. Preceptors, most of whom have a B.A. in English, are responsible for 
interacting with students via email, monitoring student progress, leading Web Board 
discussions and grading critical analysis essays. Each preceptor works with 10 peer 
learning teams or a total of 60 students. 
 
See also 
• Fairfield University (Biology): student teams of 2-3 
• IUPUI (Sociology): online discussion groups 
• University of Central Florida (Government): 10-student online discussion groups  
• University of Idaho (Math): student focus groups 
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Undergraduate Learning Assistants (ULAs) 
 
Using undergraduates as peer tutors or learning assistants can radically increase the 
amount of personalized assistance available to students and do so cost effectively. 
When properly trained, undergraduates have turned out to be better at assisting their 
peers than graduate students. Because the students regard the learning assistants as 
peers, they tend to be more open about their difficulties in comprehension than they 
would be with graduate students, and this leads to better feedback to the instructor. 
Selection criteria for ULAs include: 1) students who have taken the course and scored in 
the top 20th percentile; 2) students who understand the goals of the redesigned course 
and are eager to help make it work; and 3) students who are mature and display 
leadership skills. Colleagues can be asked to identify students who meet the first 
criterion. In a brief interview, instructors can assess whether the applicant would be an 
enthusiastic participant and has the interpersonal skills to be a good team leader.  
 
University of Colorado-Boulder (UC): Astronomy 
 
UC has found that ULAs are more effective than most GTAs in introductory science 
courses. They are highly motivated to make the course a success. Students meet once 
a week in learning teams of 10 to 15 supervised by an undergraduate coach to prepare 
answers to discussion questions collaboratively and to carry out inquiry-based team 
projects. In meeting with their learning teams, ULAs are expected to help students 
understand how to use the course technology and to guide the students’ collaborative 
work. They are instructed specifically not to tell the students "the right answers" but are 
given guidelines to teach students how to find the answers for themselves. One evening 
each week, the instructor meets with the ULAs for about an hour to discuss upcoming 
work and to review successes and failures. The ULAs report that their ULA experience 
was one of their best experiences as an undergraduate. About one-third of them 
changed their majors to one of the natural sciences as a result of the experience. 
 
University at Buffalo (UB): Computing  
 
One of the most effective changes in UB’s course redesign involves using ULAs rather 
than GTAs. Not only is the number of assistants in each lab doubled, but also the ULAs 
turn out to be better at assisting their peers than the GTAs. Both faculty and students 
report that ULAs are more effective than GTAs because of the ULAs’ better under-
standing of course content, superior communication skills and better understanding of 
students’ common misconceptions about computers. Increased lab hours enable the 
students to have more one-on-one assistance. In addition, students can complete all of 
their projects during the labs and thus make use of the ULAs and their peers. 
 
See also 
• Eastern Washington University (Psychology): peer mentors lead small discussion 

seminars 
• Penn State University (Statistics): undergraduate students assist in labs and grade 

homework assignments supervised by GTAs  
• Wayne State University (Math): undergraduate student tutors provide help to 

students in labs 

Copyright 2007 The National Center for Academic Transformation Page 4



Freshmen Don’t Do Optional  
 
Course redesign always succeeds when we engage students in doing the coursework, 
yet typically 30% or so may fail to participate in scheduled learning activities. Some 
institutions have been more successful than others in addressing the issue of “non-
participating” students. Many redesign projects have found that students will participate 
in supplementary activities like homework and mastery quizzes if they require student 
participation and if they give points for doing so. Students participate more, score higher, 
and spend longer on supplementary activities when course credit is at stake.  
 
The University of Southern Maine (USM): Psychology 
 
At USM, students are required to complete quizzes online in order to master material 
before coming to class. Students are allowed to take quizzes several times, until they 
received a satisfactory grade or time runs out. Feedback directs students to specific 
material that they need to review. USM can continually monitor student progress. Both 
the instructor and the students know how they are doing in relation to others in class. 
Students report that they check their status frequently. Instructors find that this feature 
helps them identify and work with students who are doing poorly as well as acknowledge 
the efforts of the best students. Students in redesigned sections spend more time 
studying for the course (typically 3 - 5 hours per week in contrast to 1 - 3 hours) than for 
other traditionally-taught introductory courses. 
  
University of New Mexico (UNM): Psychology  
 
At UNM, psychology students receive credit for completing three online mastery quizzes, 
which test both factual and conceptual knowledge, each week. Students are encouraged 
to take quizzes as many times as needed until they attain a perfect score. Only the 
highest scores count on all quizzes. The more time students spend taking quizzes, the 
better they perform on in-class exams. To determine whether quizzes that are 
mandatory (required for course credit) or voluntary (no course credit) would differentially 
affect exam and grade performance, UNM conducted an experiment. Students in one 
section received course points for completing quizzes; students in another section were 
encouraged to take the quizzes but received no course points for doing so. On in-class 
exams, students who were required to complete quizzes for credit always outperformed 
students where taking quizzes was voluntary. Moreover, relatively few students 
completed quizzes when credit was not a consequence.  
 
University of Alabama (UA): Math 
 
Some institutions recognize that giving course points for attendance increases student 
engagement and learning but are hesitant to do so because they think it will inflate 
grades. To determine what effect giving attendance credit has on final grades, UA 
analyzed the grades of 3,439 students in five courses during the fall 2005 semester. 
Attendance credit had no effect on the grades of 86.8% of the students. For 4.5% of the 
students, attendance credit increased their grade by a +/-. For 0.5%, attendance credit 
allowed them to pass the course. For 1%, attendance credit caused them not to pass the 
course, and for 7.3%, attendance credit decreased their grade by a +/-. Thus, the 
argument that giving attendance credit inflates grades isn’t supported by the data. 
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Modularization 
 
Many students get to the end of a course having mastered a large percentage of the 
material but not enough to pass the course. They are then forced to repeat the entire 
course. Others are required to take a developmental course because of low placement 
scores when they only lack a small part of the course content. Course modularization 
offers institutions a way to accommodate “partial” learning by letting students study only 
what they don’t know and make more rapid progress.  
 
Ohio State University (OSU): Statistics 
 
In its redesign of a five-credit introductory statistics course, OSU moved to a modular 
course format using technology to manage course administration and monitor weekly 
progress reports and diagnostics. Students can earn from one to five credits based on 
successful module completion. By requiring students to demonstrate a passing level 
proficiency in one unit before proceeding to the next, severe deficiencies can be 
identified and addressed early, resulting in a lower failure/withdrawal rate. Previously, 
several hundred students fell behind each year and felt compelled to withdraw. Now if a 
student completes three of the modules (60% of the material), they receive three credits 
rather than failing the course. Rather than having to re-enroll for a five-credit course, 
they can take the remaining two credits in the subsequent semester. Analysis of 
previous data on drops shows that OSU can eliminate one-fourth of the course 
repetitions, thereby opening slots for an additional 150 students per year. 
 
Drexel University: Computer Programming 
 
Drexel University combined two introductory computer programming courses—one the 
primary entry point for computer science majors and the other a less technical version of 
the same course for non-majors—into one course organized in modules. The modules 
cover particular aspects of computer programming at five different levels of subject 
mastery and skill acquisition. Non-majors must demonstrate mastery through level three; 
computer science majors through level five. Course credit is variable, depending on the 
number of modules successfully mastered and the level of skill mastery the student 
attains. Students who have difficulty with the higher levels can change majors and 
receive course credit without having to drop the course and repeat modules already 
mastered. Non-majors who develop an interest in becoming a computer science major 
may go further than originally planned and meet the more stringent requirements. 
 
Seton Hall University (SHU): Math 
 
Some students simply need more time to succeed. After carefully monitoring student 
progress, SHU discovered that some students in their developmental math sequence 
were working but working more slowly than others. Seton Hall decided to implement 
three progress tracks for students: fast, regular and gentle. If students are failing the 
course after the second chapter test, they are encouraged to sign a learning contract, 
which states that they will work through the course material in two semesters instead of 
one (the gentle track.) A few students working on the fast track have finished the course 
before the end of the semester. They enjoy having extra time to focus on their other 
courses at the end of the term when the workload is the heaviest. 
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New Instructional Roles 
 
Are highly trained faculty members needed to conduct all tasks associated with delivering a 
course? By constructing an instructional support system that comprises various kinds of 
personnel, institutions can apply the right level of human intervention to particular kinds of 
student problems. Large-scale course redesigns have created new kinds of positions such as 
course assistants, preceptors and course coordinators that have specific roles within the 
course, leaving faculty free to concentrate on those tasks that require their level of expertise. 
Re-thinking faculty roles within large courses can lead to innovative approaches to staffing. 
 
Rio Salado College (Math): The Course Assistant 
 
Rio Salado created a new position called the course assistant to troubleshoot technology 
questions, monitor student progress, and alert instructors to student difficulties with the 
material. Approximately 90% of questions students asked were non-instructional in 
nature. Adding the course assistant @ $12 per hour allowed Rio to increase the number 
of students that could be handled by one instructor from 30 to 100. This position was 
filled first with a math tutor, but the responsibilities of the course assistant did not require 
math skills; therefore, there was no reason to pay a tutor rate when those skills would be 
underutilized or never utilized. The “permanent” assistant was a very advanced high 
school student who found the hours, compensation, and responsibilities satisfactory.  
 
Florida Gulf Coast University (Fine Arts): The Preceptor 
 
FGCU reduced the number of sections from 31 to 2 and increased the number of 
students served from 800 to 950 in the first year of its redesign. In the traditional course 
20% of the instructors were full-time and 80% were adjuncts. In the redesign, FGCU 
eliminated adjuncts completely. The course is now taught 100% by full-time faculty 
supported by a new position called the preceptor. Preceptors, most of whom have a B.A. 
in English, are responsible for interacting with students via email, monitoring student 
progress, leading Web Board discussions and grading critical analysis essays. Each 
preceptor works with 10 peer learning teams or a total of 60 students. Replacing 
adjuncts independently teaching small sections ($2,200 per 30-student section) with 
preceptors assigned a small set of specific responsibilities ($1,800 per 60-student 
cohort) in the context of a consistent, faculty-designed course structure will allow FCGU 
to accommodate ongoing enrollment growth while steadily reducing its cost-per-student. 
 
The University of Southern Mississippi (Literature): The Course Coordinator 
 
Prior to the redesign, 50% of USM’s course was taught by full-time faculty, and 50% was 
taught by adjuncts. The university replaced 16 minimally coordinated sections with a 
coherent, single online section of 1000 students and reduced the number of faculty 
teaching the course from 16 (8 full-time faculty and 8 adjuncts) to the equivalent of 2 full-
time faculty supported by four GTAs, eliminating adjuncts completely. A course 
coordinator directs the team-teaching of four faculty members and four GTA writing 
assignment graders. Each faculty member teaches a module in his or her area of 
expertise for four weeks. Faculty experts also collaborate on designing quizzes and 
exams and the selection of complementary materials. The course coordinator keeps the 
entire team working in concert. 
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Avoiding “Either/Or” Choices 
 
We know that students bring different backgrounds, interests and abilities to college 
courses, yet what do we offer them most of the time? A fixed meal! The meals may be 
different from course to course—some may be lecture-based, others may be fully 
online—but most courses employ single strategies. One way to avoid “either/or” choices 
in course redesign is to offer students a buffet of learning opportunities or a menu of 
choices that enable them to take different paths to achieve the same learning outcomes. 
 
Ohio State University (OSU): Statistics 
 
OSU’s redesign vision is to implement a buffet strategy, offering students an assortment 
of interchangeable paths that match their individual learning preferences and abilities to 
learn each course objective. When fully implemented, OSU’s buffet of learning 
opportunities will include lectures, individual discovery laboratories (in-class and Web-
based), team/group discovery laboratories, individual and group review (live and 
remote), small-group study sessions, videos, remedial/prerequisite/procedure training 
modules, contacts for study groups, oral and written presentations, active large-group 
problem-solving, homework assignments (graded by teaching assistants or self-graded), 
and individual and group projects. Students may elect to practice working with a concept 
in a data analysis laboratory, in an individual Web-based activity, or in a facilitated study 
session or by explaining it to others in a jigsaw-formatted review. The buffet strategy will 
accommodate choice in course sequencing: some students prefer to learn by starting 
with the big picture and moving to specific examples while others learn best by starting 
with specifics and moving to the general principle. 
 
Tallahassee Community College (TCC): English Composition  
 
TCC’s redesign of nearly 60 sections of College Composition involving more than 30 
instructors includes a buffet of learning opportunities and options for instructors: course 
Web site with individual sectional access, pre-loaded with the redesigned course 
curriculum; individualized state-test diagnostics and routing into learning resources 
housed on the textbooks’ companion Web sites; a menu of common writing assignments 
for individual instructor and student selection that require the integration of reading with 
writing; an online training manual to assist instructors with the course redesign and the 
technological components; increased use of technological ancillaries and resources 
including online tutoring and response to writing; a battery of reading and writing tests 
that are computer-housed, scored, and recorded in the course Web site; utilization of 
two online library and information literacy ancillaries; and the establishment of 
communities of learners through the Web site discussion board.  
 
Florida Gulf Coast University (FGCU): Fine Arts 
 
FGCU began its redesign with the idea of offering students a wide variety of learning 
experiences to meet their different learning styles—textual based material, on-line 
material, practice exams, lectures, labs, etc. The team planned to link each of these 
experiences to students' different learning styles. When they implemented their plan, 
they discovered two things: 1) students did not attend any of the face-to-face learning 
experiences, preferring the text and online materials; and, 2) students did better than 
students in face-to-face courses who attended lectures. As a result, FGCU eliminated 
certain elements of the course and moved from a buffet to a fully online model. 
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Five Critical Implementation Issues 
 
From the experience of the 30 projects involved in the Program in Course Redesign, we 
have identified the five most important implementation issues that they encountered. 
Some of these issues were faced by only a few institutions, but when the problem 
occurred, it created a major obstacle for the redesign implementation. Others were faced 
by a number of institutions. Some institutions did not encounter these issues because 
they foresaw them and dealt with them in advance. Others did not anticipate the 
particular problem and had to deal with it in mid-project. Some worked on solving the 
problems constructively and ended up with successful redesigns; others “backslid” and 
abandoned key aspects of their redesign plan. We refer to these implementation issues 
as “critical” because planning how you will deal with them can be the key to achieving 
success in course redesign.  
 
We encourage you to pay special attention to how you will: 
 
1. Prepare students (and their parents) and the campus for changes in the course. 
2. Train instructors, graduate teaching assistants (GTAs), and undergraduate peer 
tutors. 
3. Ensure an adequate technological infrastructure to support the redesign as planned. 
4. Achieve initial and ongoing faculty consensus about the redesign. 
5. Avoid backsliding by building ongoing institutional commitment to the redesign. 
 
1. Prepare students (and their parents) and the campus for changes in the course. 
 
Making the change from traditional classroom instruction to new ways of learning 
involves far more than learning to use a computer. Many students are set in their ways 
after a lifetime (albeit brief) of passive instruction. They need preparation in making the 
transition to more active learning environments. Giving careful thought to how students, 
their parents and the rest of the campus community will learn about the redesigned 
course will help you avoid a number of problems that can arise. 
 

University of Southern Mississippi Example:  “Initial stories in the campus and 
local press emphasized the technology of the course, especially its online 
dimensions, and pitched making life easier as students could ‘come to class 
without leaving home.’ The stories frightened many students, angered faculty, 
and confused administrators as parents phoned them to ask for details about an 
‘instructorless’ course that was still in the design stage. In hindsight, a better 
approach would have been to emphasize how traditional the course could be for 
students who chose that path: students could still attend live presentations and 
participate in discussions; WebCT was already being used in hundreds of other 
campus courses; and there would be more in-person help and office hours 
available than ever before with a nine-person team (four faculty instructors, four 
graduate assistant graders, and a faculty coordinator) collectively offering the 
redesigned course rather than the sole instructor of a ‘normal’ course. It would 
have been better to insist that the press stress educational ends rather than 
technological means from the outset. Although improved reading and writing 
skills will always seem less newsworthy than stories about streaming video, it's 
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nevertheless crucial to keep a clear focus on why the technology has been called 
into play in the first place.” 

 
University of Dayton Example:  “Student surveys revealed that a major 
contributor to students’ pre-course attitudes toward distance learning was the 
belief that the course would be impersonal and would lack opportunities for 
student-student and faculty-student interaction, even though they had never 
participated in a distance-learning course. The course needed to be promoted 
among students, faculty, and staff. A Web site that included a demonstration 
version of the course was an effective promotional tool. The university needed to 
develop and communicate to parents and students a coherent and compelling 
description of its e-learning initiatives that addressed common misconceptions 
and concerns (e.g., that the university is turning into a ‘distance learning’ 
campus). This requirement will change as everyone on campus becomes more 
familiar with distance learning.” 

 
University of Alabama Example:  “The radical change in instructional style 
associated with the course redesign produced some unique issues not typically 
associated with the traditional course structure, what the team dubbed the ‘No 
Teacher Syndrome.’ During the first year of implementation, students were very 
concerned about the lack of a formal teacher for their course even though they 
had one-on-one instructional support available at all times. In an effort to develop 
a personal relationship between students and instructors, weekly 30-minute 
‘class’ sessions were scheduled, an automated e-mail system was developed to 
allow instructors to contact their students on a weekly basis, and the time 
instructors spent in the lab was fixed and publicized to allow students to come to 
the lab at specific times and deal with the same instructional staff.” 

 
2. Train instructors, graduate teaching assistants (GTAs), and undergraduate peer 
tutors. 
 
Several projects experienced problems because they underestimated the degree of 
instructor, GTA, and undergraduate tutor training—both initial and ongoing--that was 
required in order to implement their redesigns successfully. Regardless of the redesign 
model chosen, the new format will inevitably require very different kinds of interactions 
with students than those of the traditional teaching format. Developing a formal plan for 
initial and ongoing training of all personnel—rather than assuming they will pick up the 
new methods on their own—will go a long way to ensuring a successful redesign. 
 

University of Tennessee-Knoxville Example:  “Initially the team overestimated the 
level of GTA preparedness and underestimated amount of training needed. Many 
of the GTAs had no experience in an online environment and were not prepared 
to help the students when they asked questions or encountered problems. 
Although training was held prior to the start of the pilot term, the team discovered 
that there was a need for ongoing training and stronger continuing GTA support 
than was initially planned. As the course numbers scaled up toward full 
implementation, the Instructional Technology Center increased the amount of 
GTA/instructor training on the course management system and exposure to the 
course structure to compensate for those with limited technology skills and/or 
experience. Because many of the GTAs were Master's candidates with minimal 
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or no teaching experience, their readiness to engage in a newly designed 
learning environment was also low.” 

 
University of Alabama Example:  “Training instructors, graduate teaching 
assistants, and undergraduate tutors to ‘teach’ in the lab has been a major 
challenge. The one-on-one assistance the computer-based format requires was 
very different from the teaching format the instructors had used and/or 
experienced in the past. The university has expanded training for instructors 
each semester to better equip them to provide assistance to students in the Math 
Technology Learning Center.” 

 
Drexel University Example:  “The desire to go back to old ways of doing things 
had to be overcome by both faculty and students. Once this occurred, many 
embraced the new system as providing a better learning experience. As new 
faculty, teaching assistants, and students were brought into the course over time, 
it was important to help them go through the same steps of accepting a different 
learning model and to point out ways of creating the type of connections 
attributed to the traditional lecture format. Laboratory assistants needed to be 
coached in how to facilitate and engage students in problem-solving rather than 
in resorting to lecturing or providing answers to students. Thus a formal training 
system with follow-up monitoring was needed for new faculty, teaching 
assistants, and laboratory assistants so they could fully adapt to the course 
redesign.” 

 
3. Ensure an adequate technological infrastructure to support the redesign as 
planned. 
 
Technological problems encountered by the projects were of two kinds. The first kind of 
problem had to do with providing enough space in a timely manner to support the 
redesign model. Securing an upfront commitment from the institution regarding 
necessary space (or choosing a model that is not as space-dependent) will ensure that 
the project avoids implementation delays. The second kind of problem had to do with 
scaling issues. Many campuses have only offered relatively small online courses. 
Offering a course with heavy online components to hundreds—or thousands—of 
students requires a serious consideration of the technological infrastructure required to 
support it. 
 
Space Issues 
 

University of Iowa Example:  “Full implementation was delayed by a lack of 
available laboratory space. At the time of the proposal, the university made a 
commitment to transferring lab space from botany to chemistry. A delay in 
construction and botany's move meant that those facilities could not be used. An 
organic chemistry lab was finally transferred to support the redesign course.” 
 
Iowa State University Example: “At the time the project began, the College of 
Liberal Arts and Sciences was planning to create a centralized computer lab. 
These plans did not succeed as scheduled, so the course was not fully 
implemented on the planned scale. This problem has now been resolved. About 
one-third of the course was redesigned in fall 2003, and the full course will be 
redesigned in spring 2004 and beyond.” 
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University of Idaho Example:  “Finding sufficient space in an easily accessible 
and convenient location for the Polya Center required rehabbing space and 
relocating some offices. Now housing 71 computers in pods of four that are 
designed for as many as three students to work together at a single monitor, the 
Polya Center provides a learning environment for over 2400 students annually. 
To accommodate this large number of students, the Polya team has spread the 
load of student use more evenly by spreading assignment deadline dates across 
each day of the week. Thus 20% of students have deadline dates for 
assignments, tests and quizzes on Monday, 20% on Tuesday, and so on. The 
space is used more consistently, rather than just before a test or assignment is 
due, allowing more students to be accommodated in a smaller lab and reducing 
the lab downtime.” 

 
Scaling Issues 
 

University of New Mexico Example:  “The keystone for the success of the 
redesigned course was the randomly generated mastery quiz. Students would 
take a quiz many times in order to achieve a perfect score. Often they would 
continue taking quizzes even after having attained a perfect score. The ability to 
offer literally thousands of quiz items per student per week and to provide 
immediate feedback on performance could not have been achieved without the 
availability of online quizzing. Psychology, however, was the only course placing 
this degree of demand on the university’s WebCT server. There are now 
concerns that the server may not be able to continue to meet present demands, 
let alone future demands if other courses were to implement the multiple quiz 
design.” 

 
Portland State University Example:  “The technology created a considerable 
obstacle for a significant minority of students. Surprisingly, it was not the 
computer illiterate who encountered the most difficulty, but the students who 
insisted on performing all online activities from their home computers, where we 
could not provide technical assistance. Although all students were strongly 
encouraged to use university computer labs, about 90% did their activities from 
home, with about 10% of them experiencing chronic frustration. Both the Spanish 
program and the university continue to develop new WebCT training materials for 
student and instructor training.” 

 
University of Tennessee-Knoxville Example:  “Technological problems 
constituted the most important implementation issue experienced by most 
students at each phase of implementation and one that continues to be a 
challenge. The first four to five weeks in the pilot term were extremely 
problematic due to server problems. Students were frustrated and anxious, and 
instructors complained about the amount of time they had to spend resetting 
activities, responding to student email questions and complaints, and discussing 
technology-related problems in class. These frustrations were magnified as a 
result of increased class sizes. The technological problems were rooted in a 
glitch in the server. After the problems were resolved, there was a substantial 
reduction in student complaints. In a subsequent term, the course management 
system and delivery servers were upgraded to the more robust enterprise version 
of Blackboard. After these changes, there were only minor problems and the 
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feedback from both instructors and students was quite positive. In collaboration 
with the course coordinator, the technical and instructional support staff have 
worked diligently to rectify technical problems and increase instructor support.” 

 
4. Achieve initial and ongoing faculty consensus about the redesign. 
 
The biggest implementation issue for several of the projects was achieving consensus 
about a variety of issues among all faculty teaching the course. Since course 
development is usually done by a single faculty member working on a single course, the 
redesign of an entire course by multiple faculty can present a number of challenges such 
as gaining agreement on core course outcomes, instructional formats, topic sequences 
and a common Web site. Since instructors are often not used to talking about such 
issues, they need time to work through them. As several projects have commented, 
however, this can be a "good" problem to have. Collective decision-making and 
departmental buy-in are key factors that lead to successful redesigns. 
 

Tallahassee Community College Example:  “While the English faculty agreed to 
the redesign initially, once it was accomplished there was some opposition from 
several faculty members. In retrospect, the team needed to do a better job of 
communication and inclusion and actively involve the other 16 full-time faculty in 
improving redesign components and course evolution. This has been largely 
overcome and is not an issue with adjunct faculty.” 

 
Riverside Community College Example:  “The large number of faculty engaged in 
the redesign (24 spread among three campuses) led to a very complex redesign 
organization. Various committees created a common syllabus, common tests and 
finals that ensure that course outlines of record are being followed, a common 
grading metric that ensures that academic standards are upheld, and lab 
worksheets. Accomplishing these tasks required significant time and reaching a 
consensus on topics required patience and a lot of give-and-take. The discussion 
that resulted among faculty at all three campuses regarding student performance 
after the assessment of the redesign was also an unexpected, positive outcome.” 

 
Fairfield University Example:  “Since some traditional lectures were replaced by 
computer activities each semester, less time was available to cover the 
necessary material in the traditional lecture format. Thus, some lecture material 
that has become obsolete in today's science was eliminated, as were certain 
laboratory exercises that are simply procedural rather than inquiry-based. 
Instead, the team relied on particular software activities as assignments outside 
of class to emphasize the detail in biological concepts. The team had strong 
backing from most of the department, including freedom and encouragement to 
redesign the course syllabus as appropriate. The team has, however, been 
constantly faced with the challenge of obtaining faculty buy-in from the entire 
department. Thus far, they have been able to convince the majority that the 
changes will enhance learning without sacrificing content. The team has 
concluded that being effective change agents does not require complete buy-in if 
there is core support.” 
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5. Avoid backsliding by building ongoing institutional commitment to the 
redesign. 
 
You will undoubtedly notice that we emphasize institutional commitment to course 
redesign, and that includes building and sustaining that commitment throughout the life 
of the project. In the course of implementing a redesign, things happen. Lead faculty 
members leave or retire; departments get reorganized; presidents and provosts get new 
jobs. Faculty members on their own can show (and have shown) spectacular success in 
creating highly effective new learning environments, but in order for these successes to 
be sustained or for them to have a real impact on the institution as a whole, both 
departmental and institutional administrative leadership needs to play an active and 
continuing role. 
 
You will inevitably encounter problems in implementing your redesign as you make a 
transition to a new form of instruction. Without a full commitment to preserving the key 
elements of the redesign while addressing the problems you encounter, the institution 
may simply abandon the redesign, thus forgoing either the learning gains or the cost 
savings benefits or both. 
 

University of Dayton Example:  “Our greatest challenge involved institutional 
support. Some administrators viewed this redesign project as a grand experiment 
or test case. The project has exposed a number of issues that need to be 
addressed, regardless of the success of our redesign. Our intellectual property 
policy needs to be revised to cover the development of online courses. The 
university needs to develop and communicate to parents and students a 
coherent and compelling description of our e-learning initiatives that addresses 
common misconceptions and concerns (e.g., that the university is becoming a 
“distance learning” campus). Far from being an insulated and isolated project, 
this redesign was simply the first of many such efforts. The more that the 
university can do now to learn from and address the larger support and public 
relations issues raised by this project, the easier it will be for future redesign 
teams.” 

 
Drexel University Example:  “In the middle of the project, the department of 
mathematics and computer science was split into independent departments in 
different colleges. The importance of having strong support from departmental 
(and university) leadership became increasingly clear after the department was 
split. Team members ended up in both departments, which created conflicting 
priorities that affected the pace of redesign. Unlike the joint department head, the 
new computer science department head was not a member of the redesign team, 
which resulted in a change in project scope because of a decision about how the 
target courses would be used. The fragility of creating and sustaining major 
pedagogic change under changes in leadership, which may bring changed 
priorities, was evident. Existing redesign features at the time of the split have 
been sustained and more fully developed, but aspects of the redesign that were 
not yet in place have been problematic to initiate due to changing interests and 
changing personnel. The project team is still working to achieve all of the 
redesign goals; however, the pace of implementation has been slowed.” 
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Riverside Community College Example:  “The three RCC campuses successfully 
implemented the full redesign with all 3600 students, demonstrating increased 
student learning gains and decreased costs. Nevertheless, some faculty 
preferred the old model. In response to that faculty preference, a number of 
changes occurred on the three campuses. In fall 2002, RCC began offering a 
choice of either the redesigned or traditional lecture format at two of the 
campuses. Altogether 11 redesigned sections (enrolling 805 students) and 10 
traditional sections (enrolling 500 students) were offered. The third campus has 
developed a model that uses the redesign model but also incorporates pencil and 
paper homework requirements. Topics and term schedules are still coordinated 
between two of the campuses because some students use labs on both 
campuses; however, tests are developed independently. Although the workshops 
on math study skills and time management were successful, they are no longer 
part of the redesigned course. These techniques have been combined into a 
credit course not applicable to a degree, which is offered occasionally.“ 
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Final Proposals 
Final proposals should include the following sections: 

Abstract 
Following a title page, write a one-page abstract. The abstract should conform to the 
following format: 

• Paragraph 1 – summarize the current (traditional) course including numbers of 
students enrolled. 

• Paragraph 2 – summarize the academic problem that you are addressing. 
• Paragraph 3 – summarize the planned course redesign. 
• Paragraph 4 – summarize how the redesign will enhance quality. 
• Paragraph 5 – summarize how you will assess the impact of course redesign on 

learning. 
• Paragraph 6 – summarize how the redesign will produce cost savings and what 

you intend to do with the savings. 

Application Narrative 
• Select a redesign model and explain why you chose it and how you intend to 

embody the Five Principles of Successful Course Redesign within it. 
• Describe the learning materials you intend to use. 
• Describe your modularization strategy. 
• Select and describe a cost reduction strategy. Explain why you chose it and what 

you will do with the savings. 
• Include a brief timeline for your redesign project. You must plan to conduct a 

Phase I pilot during spring 2008, a Phase II pilot during fall 2008, and a Phase III 
pilot during spring 2009. 

• Include a project budget and a budget narrative. 
 

Worksheets and Forms 
• Complete the Assessment Forms (2) for the pilot and full implementation of your 

redesign project.  
• Complete the Course Planning Tool (CPT). Provide a brief narrative that explains 

the entries in the CPT where necessary.   
• Complete the Cost Savings Summary Form (CSS). Provide a brief narrative that 

explains the entries in the CSS where necessary. 
• Complete the Course Structure Form (CSF). Provide a brief narrative that 

explains the entries in the CSF where necessary. 
 
Readiness Criteria 

• Include a revised version of your responses to the eight Course Readiness 
Criteria (about one page each) as they apply to the selected course, focusing on 
evidence that demonstrates the way in which they meet each criterion. 

 
Final Application Format 

• Submit files in either Word or Excel format. No Acrobat files, please. 
• Name all files INSTITUTIONNAME [What the file is—e.g., APPLICATION, CPT, 

CSF, etc. Include your institution's name on each spreadsheet page.  

Copyright 2007 The National Center for Academic Transformation Page 16

http://www.thencat.org/PlanRes/R2R_ModCrsRed.htm
http://www.thencat.org/PlanRes/R2R_PrinCR.htm
http://www.thencat.org/PlanRes/R2R_CostRed.htm
http://www.thencat.org/PlanRes/R2R_ModAssess.htm
http://www.thencat.org/PlanRes/CPTdesc.htm
http://www.thencat.org/R2R/R2R_Planning_Resources.htm
http://www.thencat.org/PlanRes/CSF.htm


Additional tips and information about the Course Planning Tool:  

• You must fill in all 3 spreadsheets.  
• You must translate your data to cost per student.  
• Please explain the spreadsheets in the course planning tool narrative. This is the 

place to elaborate any aspect of the planning tool that is not self-evident, to 
explain variations among personnel (e.g., 2 TAs teach 1 section, 1 TA teaches 2 
sections), etc.  

• Please do not add spreadsheets to the tool. Include additional data or comments 
in narrative.  

• Please be clear about whether you are showing a section or the whole course or 
whether you are showing one term or the whole year.  

• Be sure to include benefits costs in personnel costs.  

Course Planning Tool (CPT) drafts must be submitted electronically to Pat Bartscherer 
at patb@theNCAT.org by July 9, 2007, for preliminary review.  
 
Final proposals should be submitted electronically to Treva Berryman, Associate Vice 
Chancellor for Academic Affairs at treva.berryman@tbr.edu.   
 
Proposal Submission Deadline: July 15, 2007. 
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Course Redesign Planning Resources  
http://www.thencat.org/R2R/R2R_Planning_Resources.htm

NCAT has developed a number of resources to support the redesign process based on the experience 
gained in the Program in Course Redesign (PCR) and the Roadmap to Redesign (R2R). In the PCR, each 
institution developed its own unique redesign. From that process, NCAT learned a lot about what works well 
and what does not. That knowledge was used to develop R2R. Based on what has been learned from both 
programs, NCAT has continued to refine its redesign methodology so that new institutions working with 
NCAT will benefit from the experience of more than 60 institutions which have implemented large-scale 
course redesigns.  

Recommended Reading  

• Here's a list to get you started.  

Planning Resources  

• Readiness Criteria 
A set of criteria to identify those institutions and courses that are good candidates for large-scale 
redesign.  

• Five Models for Course Redesign 
A summary of the characteristics of the five course redesign models that emerged from the 
Program in Course Redesign.  

• Five Principles of Successful Course Redesign 
A summary of the redesign techniques that are essential to improving student learning while 
reducing instructional costs.  

• Five Models for Assessing Student Learning 
A summary of the most effective and efficient ways to assess student learning.  

• Cost Reduction Strategies 
A summary of the most effective strategies that can reduce instructional costs.  

• Five Critical Implementation Issues 
A summary of the most common implementation issues encountered by the projects in the 
Program in Course Redesign  

Forms and Worksheets  

• Assessment Forms 
Forms to support comparing student learning and course completion in the traditional format to the 
redesigned format.  

• Course Planning Tool 
A planning tool to compare the elements and costs of a traditional course with its redesign 
implementation.  

• Cost Savings Summary Form 
A form to summarize how cost savings will be realized as a result of redesign.  

• Course Structure Form 
A form to summarize the changes made in the course structure as a result of redesign.  

• Planning Checklist 
A checklist to review the final course redesign plan.  
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PILOT ASSESSMENT PLAN 
 
Institution ______________________________________________________________ 
 
Course Title ____________________________________________________________ 
 
1) Which method of comparing learning outcomes do you intend to use? (check all that apply) 
 
_____ Parallel Sections 

 
____ # of traditional sections ____ # of students in each section   ____total # of students 
 
____ # of redesign sections ____ # of students in each section   ____total # of students 
 
_____ Before and After 
 
Source of baseline information: 
 
Timeframe ____________________________________________________________ 

(e.g., fall 2002 semester, AY 2003-2004, five-year average 1999-2004) 
 
____ # of traditional sections ____ # of students in each section   ____total # of students 
 
 
____ # of redesign sections ____ # of students in each section   ____total # of students 
 
 
2) Which method of obtaining data do you intend to use? (check all that apply) 
 
_____ A - Comparisons of common final exams (internal and external) 
 
_____ B - Comparisons of common content items selected from exams 
 
_____ C - Comparisons of pre- and post-tests 
 
_____ D - Comparisons of student work using common rubrics 
 
_____ E - Comparisons of course grades using common criteria 
 
Describe briefly: _________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
If D or E, please briefly describe the rubric/criteria: ______________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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PILOT ASSESSMENT RESULTS 
 
Institution             
 
Course Title             
 
Did you carry out the assessment(s) as planned and reported on the Pilot Assessment Plan?  If 
the assessment(s) you actually performed differed from what you previously reported, please 
complete a revised version and submit it with this report. 
 
Please complete a separate chart for each comparison made (for example, if you conducted 
more than one pilot or if you used more than one assessment method.) 
 
1. Please report the results of your assessments using the appropriate summary chart below.   
 
Measures A, B or C 
 
In the performance sections of the chart, report the mean score and standard deviation for each 
group of students assessed. 
 
    Total # of  Performance on  Performance on 

Students Pre-Assessment Post-Assessment 
(if applicable)  

 
Traditional Course  __________ ____________ ______________ 
 
Timeframe __________________________________________________________ 
 
Redesigned Course  __________ ____________ ______________ 
 
Timeframe __________________________________________________________ 
 
Measures D or E 
 
In the performance sections of the chart, report the percentage of students at each level of 
performance (for example, the percent earning a grade of “A”, percent “B”, etc.; or the percent 
rated at each level of a scoring rubric.) 
 
Traditional Course (Timeframe)_________________________________________ 
 
Score/Grade  Number Percentage 
 
_____   _____  _____ 
_____   _____  _____ 
_____   _____  _____ 
_____   _____  _____ 
_____   _____  _____ 
_____   _____  _____ 
 
Total   _____  100% 
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Redesigned Course (Timeframe)_________________________________________ 
 
Score/Grade  Number Percentage 
 
_____   _____  _____ 
_____   _____  _____ 
_____   _____  _____ 
_____   _____  _____ 
_____   _____  _____ 
_____   _____  _____ 
 
Total   _____  100% 
 
 
2. Were any differences in performance between the two groups statistically significant? 
 
  ___ Yes. At what level of confidence? _______ 
 
  ___ No 
 
 
3. Did the two groups of students assessed differ from one another in any important ways (e.g. 
gender balance, prior preparation levels, motivation, etc.)?  If so, please describe these 
differences briefly: 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
4. Did you learn anything else about the impact of the redesign on students (e.g. changes in 
student attitudes toward the subject, better performance in downstream courses in the same 
discipline, etc.)? If so, please describe these differences briefly: 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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PILOT COURSE COMPLETION/RETENTION RESULTS 
 
Institution            
 
Course Title            
 
Traditional Course 
 
Timeframe ______________________________________________________ 
 
  Number Percentage 
A  _____  _____ 
B  _____  _____ 
C  _____  _____ 
D  _____  _____ 
F  _____  _____ 
W  _____  _____ 
DR  _____  _____ 
Other  _____  _____ 
(name/define) 
 
Total  _____  100% 
 
Redesigned Course 
 
Timeframe ______________________________________________________ 
 
  Number Percentage 
A  _____  _____ 
B  _____  _____ 
C  _____  _____ 
D  _____  _____ 
F  _____  _____ 
W  _____  _____ 
DR  _____  _____ 
Other  _____  _____ 
(name/define) 
 
Total  _____  100% 
 
 
Your definition of successful completion: ______________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 
(e.g., a C or better) 
 
Your definition of retention: ________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 
(e.g., a D or better, staying enrolled in the course to the end, including F grades) 
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Cost Savings Summary Form 
 
 
_____ Our course enrollment is stable: 
 
The course enrolls ________ students annually. 
 
How do you plan to produce cost savings? (Check all that apply.) 
 
_____ Reduce the number of sections from _____ to _____ and increase the section  
 

size from _____ to _____. 
 
_____ Reduce the number of full-time faculty teaching the course from _____ to _____. 
 
_____ Reduce the number of part-time faculty teaching the course from _____ to _____. 
 
_____ Reduce the number of graduate teaching assistants (GTAs) involved in the  
 

course from _____ to _____. 
 
_____ Change the mix of personnel teaching the course. Please describe: 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____ Our course enrollment is projected to grow: 
 
The course is projected to grow from _____ to _____ students annually. 
 
How do you plan to produce cost savings? (Check all that apply.) 
 
_____ Increase the number of sections from _____ to _____, keep section size the  

 
same, keep personnel the same, and serve additional students. 

 
_____ Reduce the number of sections from _____ to _____and increase the section  
 

size from _____ to _____, reduce the number of people teaching the course from  
 
_____ to _____ and serve additional students 

 
_____ Change the mix of personnel teaching the course. Please describe:  
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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COURSE STRUCTURE FORM
Institution Name:
Course Name:

TRADITIONAL REDESIGN
Fall Spring Summer Total Fall Spring Summer Total

COURSE STRUCTURE
  Length of term (in weeks)
  Total course enrollment
  # of type 1 sections
  # of type 2 sections

  # of students per type 1 section
  # of students per type 2 section

COURSE MEETINGS
Type 1 Section
  Total # of in-class hours per week
  Total # of lectures per week
    Length of each lecture (hours)
  Total # of recitations per week
    Length of each recitation (hours)
  Total # of labs per week
    Length of each lab (hours)
  Total # of other meetings per week
    Length of each (hours)

Type 2 Section
  Total # of in-class hours per week
  Total # of lectures per week
    Length of each lecture (hours)
  Total # of recitations per week
    Length of each recitation (hours)
  Total # of labs per week
    Length of each lab (hours)
  Total # of other meetings per week
    Length of each (hours)
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INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL
Type 1 Faculty
   Number teaching the course
   Number of sections per faculty
   Number of lectures per faculty
   Number of recitations per faculty
   Number of labs per faculty
   Number of other meetings per faculty

Type 2 Faculty
   Number teaching the course
   Number of sections per faculty
   Number of lectures per faculty
   Number of recitations per faculty
   Number of labs per faculty
   Number of other meetings per faculty

Graduate Teaching Assistants (GTAs) 
   Number teaching the course
   Number of sections per GTA
   Number of lectures per GTA
   Number of recitations per GTA
   Number of labs per GTA
   Number of other meetings per GTA

Undergraduate Assistants (UGAs)
   Number assisting in the course
   Number of sections per UGA
   Number of lectures per UGA
   Number of recitations per UGA
   Number of labs per UGA
   Number of other meetings per UGA
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Course Redesign Planning Checklist 
 
The following set of questions can act as a final checklist to ensure that your redesign 
plan has taken the key elements of successful redesign into account. If you are able to 
answer each of these questions thoughtfully and concretely, your plan has an excellent 
chance of achieving its academic and financial goals and benefits for students, faculty 
and your institution. 
 
Course Organization 
 
Which of the five models do you intend to use? Why have you selected it? 
 
Do you intend to redesign the whole course? 
 
How will students to be actively engaged with course content? 
 
Have you incorporated opportunities for student collaboration and/or team-based 
learning? How will this be accomplished? 
 
How will you provide students with more individualized assistance than you were able to 
offer in the traditional format? 
 
How do you plan to incorporate ongoing assessment and prompt feedback for students? 
Will these activities be a mandatory part of the course? 
 
How will you ensure that students spend sufficient time on task? How will you monitor 
student progress? How will you deal with students who are falling behind? 
 
Cost Reduction 
 
Have you considered what aspects of the course require face-to-face time and what 
aspects of the course can be conducted online? 
 
Do you have a plan to automate grading where possible (e.g., low stakes quizzes, 
homework exercises, and so on)? How will this be accomplished? 
 
Have you thought about how to increase the person-to-person assistance available to 
students? Who will do this and how? 
 
Have you considered the use of various kinds of personnel that can provide needed 
student assistance and complete administrative tasks (e.g., undergraduate peer tutors, 
graduate teaching assistants, course assistants, preceptors, and so on)? Who will do 
what? 
 
Have you considered combining multiple sections of the course into a fewer number? 
Have you thought about a division of labor among multiple faculty members in order to 
reduce duplication? 
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Have you consulted with administrative staff (e.g., registrar, facilities planners, IT staff) 
about the impact of your redesign on their functions? 
 
Assessment of Student Learning 
 
Have you selected a method for obtaining data to compare student learning outcomes 
(e.g., parallel sections vs. baseline) during the pilot phase? 
 
Have you selected a method for obtaining data to compare student learning outcomes 
(e.g., baseline data from “before” the redesign vs. baseline data from the pilot) during the 
full implementation phase? 
 
Which of the five measurement methods will you use? 
 
Have you decided how you will implement your assessment plan, including working with 
others who may need to collect or analyze data? 
 
How do you plan to conduct other comparisons between the traditional and redesigned 
format?  
 
Are you prepared to collect course completion results for both the pilot and traditional 
phases? Do you have baseline data on course completion for comparative purposes? 
 
Implementation 
 
Do you have a plan to prepare students (and their parents) for the transition from the 
traditional format to the new format? How will you do this? 
 
Have you established ways to assess and provide for learner readiness to engage in IT-
based courses? How will you do this? 
 
If your course involves teaching assistants, adjunct faculty or undergraduate peer tutors, 
how will you orient and train them, both initially and ongoing? 
 
How do you plan to move beyond the initial course designers and enlist other faculty in 
teaching the redesigned course?  
 
How will you ensure student access to computers, the network and any other 
technological resources they need? 
 
How will you provide technical support for students in navigating instructional software, 
using course-management systems, and so on? Who will do this? 
 
If your course redesign involves computer labs, do you have adequate laboratory 
classroom space and equipment to offer the course in the redesigned format?  
 
How will you deal with course management software changes and updates?  
 
Can the software products you have selected accommodate large number of students 
(e.g., 25 vs. 200)? Are your servers adequate for the scale of your redesign?  
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Have you achieved initial consensus among all faculty teaching the course about 
curricular issues including core course outcomes, topic sequences, instructional format, 
textbook selection, a common Web site (e.g., terminology and interactivity), and so on? 
 
How do you plan to achieve ongoing faculty consensus about the redesign?  
 
How do you plan to achieve ongoing departmental and institutional commitment to the 
redesign? 
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Corporate Associates Contact Information 
 
The National Center for Academic Transformation and its Corporate Associates work closely 
together to ensure that educational institutions participating in cutting-edge course redesigns 
have knowledge of the best technology and best content to produce the best outcomes. By 
strengthening the communication between those creating the technology and content and those 
using it, we can further our shared mission of improved learning at reduced costs.   
 
As project teams consider which tools to use, questions specific to a course redesign project may 
arise that cannot be answered by the sales representative that is assigned to your institution. If 
that situation arises, please refer to the contact information below for a person at each of the 
companies we currently work with that NCAT knows is familiar with the NCAT course redesign 
program and can help. In addition, teams might be contacted by these companies proactively but 
are under no obligation to work with them. Please note that NCAT does not endorse any 
particular company, software or tool but rather all tools that are proven to be effective in 
improving learning outcomes and reducing instructional costs. 
 
 
Company     Contact(s)    
 
Houghton Mifflin Company   Melissa Zantello 
630-262-4581     Director of Faculty Programs 
      Melissa_Zantello@hmco.com
 
McGraw Hill     Alice Cherry 
212-904-2893     Director of Marketing for Digital Products 
      alice_cherry@mcgraw-hill.com
 
Pearson Education    Ms. Karen Silverio 
617-848-7420     VP/Director Market Development MyMathLab 
      karen.silverio@pearsoned.com
 
Thomson Higher Education   Heather Shelstad 
201-961-5892     Dir., Market Development and Market Research 
      Heather.Shelstad@thomson.com  
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ABOUT THE NATIONAL CENTER FOR ACADEMIC TRANSFORMATION 

 
Who We Are  
The National Center for Academic Transformation (NCAT) is an independent, not-for-profit 
organization that provides leadership in using information technology to redesign learning 
environments to produce better learning outcomes for students at a reduced cost to the institution. 
The NCAT staff has extensive experience in higher education as faculty members, administrators and 
researchers in both traditional and non-traditional higher education environments. 
 
What We Do 
NCAT works through a four-stage iterative process to advance the use of information technology in 
improving student learning and reducing instructional costs: 
 
1. Proof of Concept  
 
NCAT creates and conducts innovative programs that use technology to improve learning and reduce 
costs in partnership with colleges and universities. The outcome of each effort is a proof of concept. 
For example: 

• Program in Course Redesign (PCR), funded by the Pew Charitable Trusts, 1999 – 2003 
• Roadmap to Redesign (R2R), funded by FIPSE,  2003 – 2006 
• Colleagues Committed to Redesign (C2R), funded by FIPSE, 2006 – 2009 

 
2. Analysis  
 
NCAT analyzes the results of these programs to identify and document specific techniques and 
practices that lead to success, to develop models for future practice and to learn what next steps are 
needed to scale the proof of concept. For example: 

• PCR Outcomes Analyses  
• Increasing Success for Underserved Students, a Lumina-funded study  
• R2R Outcomes Analyses 

 
3. Communication  
 
NCAT communicates these lessons learned by writing and speaking for professional and general 
audiences about successful patterns and practices that lead to improved student learning and 
reduced instructional costs. For example: 

• The Learning MarketSpace, a quarterly electronic newsletter  
• Articles and Monographs, available on the NCAT web site  
• The Redesign Alliance, a national membership organization 

 
4. Scale  
 
NCAT works with institutions, systems, districts and states to scale the proof of concept to impact 
greater numbers of students, faculty members and institutions and achieve significant educational 
change. For example: 

• Arizona Board of Regents (2006 – 2009)  
• Tennessee Board of Regents (2006 – 2009)  
• University System of Maryland (2006 – 2009) 

 
NCAT then uses the feedback and experience gained in each stage of the process to create and 
conduct additional programs in partnership with colleges and universities that demonstrate new ways 
to achieve improved student learning and reduced instructional cost.  
 
For more information about NCAT and its programs, see www.theNCAT.org. 
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Bios 

Dr. Carol A. Twigg is President and CEO of the National Center for Academic Transformation 
and an internationally recognized expert in using information technology to transform teaching 
and learning in higher education. Winner of the McGraw Prize in Education, she is former Vice 
President of Educom (now EDUCAUSE), where she advanced the need for new models of 
student-centered, online teaching and learning, now commonly accepted in higher education. She 
also initiated the IMS Global Learning Consortium, which is establishing interoperable technical 
standards for online education and training. Before joining Educom, she was Associate Vice 
Chancellor for Learning Technologies for the State University of New York and held a number of 
senior academic administrative positions at Empire State College.  

Carol holds a Ph.D. in English Literature from the State University of New York at Buffalo and 
Bachelor of Arts degree from the College of William and Mary. 
 
 

Carolyn Jarmon is Senior Associate of the National Center for Academic Transformation. From 
1996–1998, she served as the Educom Visiting Fellow, working with member institutions, 
including California State University System and the University of Wisconsin-Madison, 
redesigning learning environments to make them more cost-effective. Carolyn has given 
numerous presentations and been published widely on the topics of effective delivery of student 
services and distance education and she consults regularly with institutions and corporations 
about learning in distributed environments. Prior to joining NCAT, Carolyn held several academic 
and administrative positions at SUNY Empire State College. Carolyn has also taught and held 
administrative positions at several traditional institutions, both public and private. 

Carolyn has a Ph.D. from Cornell University, a Master’s in Business Administration from East 
Tennessee State University, and a Bachelor of Science degree from the University of Delaware. 
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