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[bookmark: _Toc490214024][bookmark: _Toc490222551][bookmark: _Toc490230476][bookmark: _Toc490742870][bookmark: _Toc490822657]Purpose and Process for Our External Review
[bookmark: _Toc487105382][bookmark: _Toc487119313][bookmark: _Toc487467044][bookmark: _Toc488223393][bookmark: _Toc487105383]The Centre for Teaching Excellence (CTE)[footnoteRef:2] is one of the first academic support units at the University of Waterloo to undergo an external review. Mario Coniglio, Associate Vice-President, Academic (AVP-A), requested this review as part of the University’s academic programming strategic plan (see Section 2.1.1 for an overview of the University’s strategic plan). The review has been modeled closely after academic program reviews, including the involvement of arm’s length external reviewers who bring their expertise to the process. Moving forward, many of the academic support units that report to the AVP-A will also engage in external reviews of their work, and CTE’s process will serve as a valuable template.  [2:  A list of acronyms used in this report appears in Appendix A.] 

The primary purpose for CTE’s external review is to identify actionable ideas and opportunities for continuous improvement. The production of the self-study (described fully in Section 1.3) set the stage for critical reflection by those involved in its creation. The remainder of the external review process will enable further reflection by seeking new perspectives and validation of our work from our stakeholders and the reviewers, whose recommendations we will use to help improve our processes and the support services that we offer. 
[bookmark: _Toc490214026][bookmark: _Toc490222553][bookmark: _Toc490230478][bookmark: _Toc490742871][bookmark: _Toc490822658][bookmark: _Toc487119315][bookmark: _Toc487467046][bookmark: _Toc488223395][bookmark: _Toc488405320]Terms of Reference 
[bookmark: _Toc487105384][bookmark: _Toc488223396][bookmark: _Toc488405321][bookmark: _Toc487119316][bookmark: _Toc487467047]CTE’s external review is a direct outcome of the clear institutional commitment to recognize the central importance of teaching at Waterloo, a globally recognized research-intensive university. Our institutional strategic plan (discussed in Section 2.1.1) and each of our Faculty’s strategic plans all capitalize on the synergy between world-class research and cutting-edge pedagogy, meeting in the classroom or laboratory. CTE plays a key role here, a role made extremely challenging due to the constantly changing characteristics of teachers (due to faculty renewal) and learners, new technologies supporting teaching and learning, and the ever-increasing volume of literature related to the scholarship of teaching and learning. 
Key questions were generated early in the external review process and were shared with invited reviewers. These questions guided the development of the self-study, but as we reflected on our work during the writing process and consulted further with the AVP-A, additional questions arose. The finalized questions presented below are therefore the result of the careful thought and collaboration undertaken during the external review process. The AVP-A, together with CTE’s Director, ask reviewers to address these six key questions:
1. In light of CTE’s mission, what are CTE’s strengths and weaknesses? In the short term, what specific opportunities and challenges should CTE be aware of? 
2. How well do CTE’s resources, organizational structure, and internal processes support its work? Does CTE have the necessary human and capital resources to meet its stated mission?
3. How well aligned are CTE’s collaborative relationships with its mission? How well does CTE build or maintain relationships with its stakeholders, particularly its partners and collaborators? What relationships need to be strengthened, reassessed, or clarified? 
4. Are the metrics used by CTE sufficiently sensitive and meaningful to provide evidence of the true impact of its work?
5. How does CTE compare to peer units at other institutions?
6. How should CTE be different in 5 years? 10 years? What should be given less or more focus?
Reviewers should also feel welcome to provide additional comments beyond addressing the preceding questions.
[bookmark: _Toc488405322][bookmark: _Toc490214027][bookmark: _Toc490222554][bookmark: _Toc490230479][bookmark: _Toc490742872][bookmark: _Toc490822659][bookmark: _Toc487105386][bookmark: _Toc487119317][bookmark: _Toc487467048][bookmark: _Toc488223397]Organization of the Self-Study
The self-study is organized into seven sections. This introductory section provides an overview of our process for the external review, both for the benefit of our reviewers as well as our academic support unit colleagues at Waterloo who can use or adapt our approach in future. In Section 2, we provide background context about Waterloo and a history of CTE, and Section 3 offers a detailed overview of our work and available resources to set the stage for learning more about our Centre. The bulk of the self-study appears in Sections 4, 5, and 6, which are organized according to the three main phases of our work: planning, implementation, and assessment. As part of our commitment to continuous improvement, we strive to include all three of these stages in our work in an ongoing cycle. The seventh and final section, Looking Forward, highlights our ideas for the future, and appendices provide further context for the work that we do.
[bookmark: _Toc488405323][bookmark: _Toc490214028][bookmark: _Toc490222555][bookmark: _Toc490230480][bookmark: _Toc490742873][bookmark: _Toc490822660]Our Process for the External Review
The collaborative, consultative, and scholarly approach that we bring to our work at CTE has been central to our external review process. We believe this approach has been important for achieving buy-in to the process. In particular, by involving the AVP-A, representatives of external staff and faculty, and CTE staff, we sought to create transparency around the review process and furnish multiple opportunities for contributions from those involved with the Centre.
[bookmark: _Toc490223577][bookmark: _Toc490230481][bookmark: _Toc490742874][bookmark: _Toc490822661]Participants in the Process
The feedback and collaboration cycle adopted for the external review involved consultation among four main sources at key stages of the process. These sources are: Mario Coniglio, AVP-A; CTE’s External Review Working Group; an Advisory Working Group; and CTE staff members.
[bookmark: _Toc487119319][bookmark: _Toc487467050][bookmark: _Toc488223399][bookmark: _Toc488405325][bookmark: _Toc487105388]Mario Coniglio, AVP-A
Mario Coniglio was appointed Associate Vice-President, Academic, in 2013. The AVP-A reports to the Vice-President, Academic & Provost and is responsible for the implementation and co-ordination of academic department program reviews as well as undergraduate program development and revision. Six academic support units report to the AVP-A: CTE, the Centre for Extended Learning, the Writing and Communication Centre, the Quality Assurance Office, the Academic Integrity Office, and the Waterloo Centre for the Advancement of Co-operative Education. As the initiator of the external review, the AVP-A was consulted on all decisions regarding the review and provided final approval for these decisions. 
[bookmark: _Toc487119320][bookmark: _Toc487467051][bookmark: _Toc488223400][bookmark: _Toc488405326]CTE’s External Review Working Group
The External Review Working Group was responsible for planning the process for the review and preparing the self-study. This working group comprised those CTE staff members who in previous years had worked on the Centre’s annual report: the Director, two staff members responsible for research and Centre assessment activities, and the Senior Instructional Developer, Emerging Technologies, who oversees CTE’s communications. This internal working group also included four co-op students who assisted with data visualization and analysis. CTE hired a Communications Associate in October of 2016; she joined the working group to help plan, draft, and edit the self-study.
[bookmark: _Toc487105389][bookmark: _Toc487119321][bookmark: _Toc487467052][bookmark: _Toc488223401][bookmark: _Toc488405327]Advisory Working Group
[bookmark: _Toc487105390]At the AVP-A’s recommendation, CTE’s external review process was also supported by an external Advisory Working Group. This group was formed in September of 2016 and included four CTE staff members from the External Review Working Group. The advisory function of the group was fulfilled by four members from outside the Centre: Jill Tomasson Goodwin, Associate Professor of Drama and Speech Communication; George Freeman, Associate Professor of Electrical and Computer Engineering; Judene Pretti, Director of the Waterloo Centre for the Advancement of Co-operative Education; and Glen Weppler, Director of Housing and Residence. These external members brought to the group many years of combined experience with accreditation reviews, external reviews, and academic program reviews, and they were invited to join to (a) advise on how existing external review processes might best be adapted for an academic support unit at Waterloo and (b) collect and analyze qualitative data that were best gathered at arm’s length from the Centre.
[bookmark: _Toc487119322][bookmark: _Toc487467053][bookmark: _Toc488223402][bookmark: _Toc488405328]CTE Staff Members
CTE’s Senior Instructional Developers (SIDs) oversee CTE programming, staff, and operations in six areas: curriculum and quality enhancement, faculty programs and research, graduate programs and internationalization, emerging technologies, blended learning, and integrative learning. Their leadership roles at the Centre and knowledge of CTE processes made close collaboration with this team a priority. Their input was sought at key points in the decision-making process, such as determining the terms of reference questions and the site visit agenda.
Input from all of our staff members for the self-study was solicited as needed during the review process. In addition, the Director provided updates to CTE staff on the progress of the external review at staff meetings in February 2016, October 2016, March 2017, July 2017, and August 2017. 
[bookmark: _Toc487105393][bookmark: _Toc487119323][bookmark: _Toc487467054][bookmark: _Toc488405329][bookmark: _Toc490214030][bookmark: _Toc490222557][bookmark: _Toc490230482][bookmark: _Toc490742875][bookmark: _Toc490822662][bookmark: _Toc488223403]Process Stages
Our commitment to collaboration resulted in a process characterized by cycles of iteration, feedback, and reiteration. The external review process therefore involved multiple, overlapping stages: initial planning, data collection, writing the self-study, and planning the site visit. 
[bookmark: _Toc487105394][bookmark: _Toc487119324][bookmark: _Toc487467055][bookmark: _Toc488223404][bookmark: _Toc488405330]Initial Planning
Initial discussion about the external review was guided by the Director in close consultation with the AVP-A and SIDs. The External Review Working Group began meeting in January 2016, at which point establishing broad questions for the review and creating a process timeline were prioritized. In the Winter term, this group completed a first draft of the broad questions for specific stakeholder groups as well as an outline for the self-study. These two documents were shared with the AVP-A and SIDs for feedback. From this collaborative writing and consultation process, two main gaps emerged that helped to flesh out the process plan: the need to update CTE’s identity statements (vision and mission) and collect additional data. In Spring 2016, the broad questions developed the previous term were revised and became our draft terms of reference questions, which were then vetted by the AVP-A, SIDs, Faculty Deans, Teaching Fellows, and the Advisory Working Group. These questions were finalized in November 2016, and provided a frame for the self-study. It was also decided to focus primarily on a timeframe of fiscal year (May to April) 2011/12 to fiscal year 2016/17 due to data availability. The questions, the timeframe, and the process timeline worked together to set the stage for moving forward with the review.
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By 2016, CTE’s assessment plan (see Section 6) had been in place for over a year. The external review presented an opportunity to review the comprehensiveness of the data we collect and enabled us to identify other data sources that could enhance our understanding of CTE’s work in relation to the terms of reference questions. Five new assessment mechanisms were created to address gaps in the data:
a SWOT analysis with CTE staff members, 
a Reputation Survey with the national educational development community, 
a Needs Survey of Waterloo instructors,
individual and small-group Partner Interviews with key on-campus partners, and
a Conference Participation Survey focusing on the impact of CTE staff members’ conference participation.
These additional data were collected between May 2016 and April 2017. Details related to the data collection and results are provided in Section 6.
[bookmark: _Toc485820970][bookmark: _Toc485821290][bookmark: _Toc486245465][bookmark: _Toc486277177][bookmark: _Toc485820971][bookmark: _Toc485821291][bookmark: _Toc486245466][bookmark: _Toc486277178][bookmark: _Toc485820972][bookmark: _Toc485821292][bookmark: _Toc486245467][bookmark: _Toc486277179][bookmark: _Toc485820973][bookmark: _Toc485821293][bookmark: _Toc486245468][bookmark: _Toc486277180][bookmark: _Toc485820974][bookmark: _Toc485821294][bookmark: _Toc486245469][bookmark: _Toc486277181][bookmark: _Toc487105396][bookmark: _Toc487119326][bookmark: _Toc487467057][bookmark: _Toc488223406][bookmark: _Toc488405332]Self-Study
Like the data collection process, the writing of the self-study was ongoing. Once the terms of reference questions were finalized, members of the External Review Working Group were assigned to write each of its sections. The self-study was drafted between December 2016 and August 2017. Revisions and editing were done in early August, with the intention of sending the completed version to the external reviewers later that same month.
[bookmark: _Toc487105397][bookmark: _Toc487119327][bookmark: _Toc487467058][bookmark: _Toc488223407][bookmark: _Toc488405333]Site Visit
Planning for the site visit was also ongoing. It involved identifying potential external reviewers, scheduling the site visit, arranging the timetable for the site visit, and inviting various stakeholders (i.e., current and potential users of our services), partners, and collaborators to participate. Throughout this process, the AVP-A was closely involved, providing input to and approving each step of the site visit planning.
Response to the Review
Once the report from reviewers has been received, a summary of the feedback and recommendations will be prepared and presented to CTE staff by the end of 2017. CTE’s Director also plans to prepare and release a public response to the report in the Winter 2018 term.
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[bookmark: _Toc487105399][bookmark: _Toc487119329][bookmark: _Toc487467061][bookmark: _Toc488223410][bookmark: _Toc488405335][bookmark: _Toc490214032][bookmark: _Toc490222559][bookmark: _Toc490230484][bookmark: _Toc490742877][bookmark: _Toc490822664]The University of Waterloo
The University of Waterloo is celebrating its 60th anniversary this year. It opened in 1957 with an enrollment of 74 students. Today, 31,380 undergraduate and 5,290 graduate students are enrolled at Waterloo. As of 2016, the university employed 1,233 full-time faculty and 2,733 full-time staff. In 2015, the ratio of full-time equivalent students and full-time regular faculty was 24.9:1 (the U15[footnoteRef:3] average is 27.2:1). Waterloo’s academic year comprises three four-month terms: Fall (September-December), Winter (January-April), and Spring (May to August).  [3:  The U15 Group of Canadian Research Universities is an association of research-intensive Canadian universities. Member universities are: the University of Alberta, the University of British Columbia, the University of Calgary, Dalhousie University, Université Laval, the University of Manitoba, McGill University, McMaster University, Université de Montréal, the University of Ottawa, Queen’s University, the University of Saskatchewan, the University of Toronto, the University of Waterloo, and Western University.] 

There are six Faculties at Waterloo: Applied Health Sciences, Arts, Engineering, Environment, Mathematics, and Science. Four institutions are affiliated and federated with the university: Conrad Grebel University College, Renison University College, St. Jerome’s University, and St. Paul’s University College. The university’s main 1,000-acre campus is located in Waterloo, and satellite campuses can be found across the region in Kitchener (health sciences), Cambridge (architecture), and Stratford (digital media). In comparison to many other universities, Waterloo is fairly decentralized. Its Faculties have a high degree of autonomy and their own unique culture. For example, each of the Faculties has its own course evaluation forms. For this reason, units that provide campus-wide services need to consult with the individual Faculties to work effectively at Waterloo.
When Waterloo opened in 1957, engineering and co-operative education programs were its cornerstones. Today, Waterloo prides itself as a leader in innovation (Maclean’s has named Waterloo Canada’s Most Innovative University for 25 consecutive years) and as a research-intensive university with a world-class co-operative education program. Waterloo also has a significant presence in online learning. There are roughly 40,000 enrolments annually in fully online undergraduate and graduate credit courses. In our on-campus courses, approximately 80% of our instructors use LEARN, our learning management system (4,178 courses this past fiscal year). 
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Waterloo’s current institutional strategic plan (2013-2018) was created via a consultative process, and CTE was able to include a number of projects in the plan. The previous plan did not involve such consultation, which resulted in the inclusion of limited projects and goals about teaching and learning in the plan. To address this gap, the Provost asked CTE’s Director to lead an institution-wide task force in 2010 to identify innovative teaching practices to promote deep learning. The resulting report, released in 2011, became a driving force for CTE’s efforts, and included such recommendations as launching a Teaching Fellows program, revising our grants program, repositioning the annual teaching conference, and revamping teaching-focused programming for new faculty.
The current institutional strategic plan identifies eight themes or areas of focus. These include three differentiating strengths (experiential education, entrepreneurship, and transformational research) and five foundational strengths (outstanding academic programming, a global outlook [internationalization], vibrant student experience, robust employer-employee relationship, and a sound value system).
CTE’s work is most closely aligned with the outstanding academic programming theme of the institutional strategic plan, which lays out two overarching goals: to offer leading-edge, dynamic academic programs and to be a leading provider of technology-enabled learning opportunities. Table 1 offers an overview of the outstanding academic programming theme.
[bookmark: _Toc485719610][bookmark: _Toc485719774][bookmark: _Toc487549402][bookmark: _Toc488756167][bookmark: _Toc488764376][bookmark: _Toc488766098][bookmark: _Toc490740298][bookmark: _Toc490750946][bookmark: _Toc490822771]Institutional strategic plan 2013-2018: Outstanding academic programming
	Goal A: Offer leading-edge, dynamic academic programs

	Objective 1
	Educate graduates uniquely prepared to address the challenges and opportunities of the 21st century

	Action 1 
	Create an academic environment to prepare graduates to address challenges and opportunities in their chosen field

	Activity A1.1
	Encourage faculty members to integrate research, and the process of research, into undergraduate course activities

	Activity A1.2* 
	Ensure that students demonstrate proficiency in their oral and written communication skills at graduation

	Activity A1.3* 
	Ensure that graduate studies include components that address professional and transferable skills

	Objective 2
	Enhance Waterloo’s excellence in academic programs

	Action 2
	Select and create academic programming that supports excellence

	Activity A2.1
	Develop new innovative programs that focus on areas of strength as outlined our Strategic Mandate Agreement (SMA) submission

	Activity A2.2
	Develop partnerships with leading international, national, and local educational institutions for program delivery

	Objective 3
	Ensure teaching quality of the highest international standard

	Action 3
	Strengthen our institutional culture and enhance infrastructure that fosters excellence in teaching

	Activity A3.1**
	Develop an institutional culture where all aspects of course evaluations reflect best practices (technology, content, availability/ease of access, formative, etc.)

	Activity A3.2**
	Improve classroom (including teaching labs) design to optimize the learning experience

	Activity A3.3*
	Provide support, training, and policies to promote outstanding graduate supervision and mentoring

	Activity A3.4
	Roll out an online program on online teaching for grad students and faculty members (Centre for Extended Learning as lead)

	Activity A3.5*
	Increase participation in instructional development programming

	Activity A3.6*
	Increase the value attached to teaching quality and academic leadership

	Activity A3.7*
	Encourage an institutional culture where course assessments of student learning reflect best practices

	Objective 4
	Seek global awareness of Waterloo’s teaching expertise

	Action 4
	Promote public awareness of Waterloo’s teaching excellence

	Activity A4.1*
	Create a new marketing and communications initiative to build profile of the quality of Waterloo teaching and faculty

	Goal B: Be a leading provider of technology-enabled learning opportunities

	Objective 1
	Expand Waterloo’s footprint in the online-learning market and provide leading-edge, technology-enabled learning opportunities

	Action 5
	Strengthen our leadership in online learning programming

	Activity B1.1
	Strategically increase the number of high-quality online courses and degree programs offered

	Activity B1.2
	Identify and develop online support modules for students taking fully online courses

	Activity B1.3
	Develop partnerships with other PSE institutions to deliver online courses and/or programs

	Action 6
	Expand the appropriate use of technologies to enhance students’ learning experience

	Activity B1.4*
	Increase awareness of innovative methods of course delivery using learning technologies

	Activity B1.5*
	Leverage online course materials for other educational purposes


[bookmark: _Toc489968475][bookmark: _Toc490138189][bookmark: _Toc490213742][bookmark: _Toc490213928][bookmark: _Toc490214034][bookmark: _Toc490217436][bookmark: _Toc490222561][bookmark: _Toc490224978][bookmark: _Toc490225102][bookmark: _Toc490225211][bookmark: _Toc490230486][bookmark: _Toc490230634][bookmark: _Toc490461796][bookmark: _Toc487467063][bookmark: _Toc487105402][bookmark: _Toc487119332][bookmark: _Toc488223412][bookmark: _Toc488405337][bookmark: _Toc490214035][bookmark: _Toc490222562][bookmark: _Toc490230487][bookmark: _Toc490742879]* Activities that are institutional priorities supported by the work of CTE staff members. 
** Activities that are institution-level projects in which CTE’s Director has been closely involved.
[bookmark: _Toc490822666]History and Development of CTE 
The Centre for Teaching Excellence resulted from the merger of three existing units at Waterloo that provided support and recognition for various facets of teaching and learning development. In 2007, the Teaching Resources and Continuing Education (TRACE) Office, the Centre for Learning and Teaching through Technology (LT3), and the Learning Resources and Innovation (LRI) unit were amalgamated to provide Waterloo instructors with resources and learning opportunities to enhance teaching and learning practices, course design, and curriculum renewal. Support for fully online courses was, and continues to be, provided by the Centre for Extended Learning (CEL) (previously Distance and Continuing Education).
Created in 1976 and first run by Chris Knapper, who was then a Waterloo faculty member, TRACE was the initial teaching support unit. In 1992, Gary Griffin became the next faculty member to direct TRACE, and the unit provided faculty development services via workshops and individual consultations, housed an extensive library, and began offering programming for graduate students in 1998. In 1995, Tom Carey was hired as an Associate Director for learning technologies (and served as a faculty member in Management Sciences). In 1999, Tom Carey removed this area of service from TRACE and launched LT3, a unit that created and supported a homegrown learning management system, a staffing model that included an LT3 staff member affiliated with each of the six Faculties, and the emergence and support of pedagogically focused research. In 2001, Barbara Bulman-Fleming became the next faculty-member Director of TRACE, continuing its mandate but also adding support for new faculty members and course-level internationalization. 
In 2002, Tom Carey moved into a new Associate Vice-President, Learning Resources and Innovation (AVP-LRI) role, and moved the research arm of LT3 to his new area. In 2003, Liwana Bringelson, a faculty member, became LT3’s interim Director. The AVP-LRI portfolio included TRACE, LT3, Distance and Continuing Education, and the Audio-Visual Centre. By 2006, the Associate Vice-President, Academic and Interim AVP-LRI, Gail Cuthbert-Brandt, launched a project to facilitate a merger of TRACE, LT3, and LRI with the goals of reducing instructor confusion about which area to contact for support and addressing the 2007 institutional strategic plan (called the Sixth Decade Plan), which included a focus on excellence in teaching. The focus for the new Centre was captured in the on-campus news publication, The Daily Bulletin:
Reflecting one of the major priorities of the 6th Decade Plan, the Centre for Teaching Excellence will provide leadership in the promotion, development, and advancement of excellence in teaching and learning at the University of Waterloo. By integrating the resources present in the current units, the Centre will offer instructors improved opportunities to access research-based resources, activities, and tools to enhance teaching and learning practices, course design, and curriculum renewal. The CTE will further contribute to the development of teaching excellence by fostering and evaluating research and disseminating results related to innovative practices including new learning tools and technologies.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Retrieved from http://www.bulletin.uwaterloo.ca/2007/feb/02fr.html on April 13, 2017.] 

Multiple retreats were held with senior staff (including the Director of CEL) to work out the details of the new, resulting unit, and on May 1, 2007, CTE was launched. CTE initially reported to the AVP-LRI; later in the same year the LRI portfolio was discontinued, and CTE began reporting to the AVP-A.
CTE’s first Director was Catherine Schryer, a faculty member and TRACE Director as of 2006. Other senior staff included Donna Ellis and Liwana Bringelson as Associate Directors and Vivian Schoner as the Research and Evaluation Consultant. The initial few years were challenging as staffing changed. Two LT3 staff members were moved to another unit and Liwana Bringelson left CTE within the first year (her position was not replaced). Various differences in organizational culture had to be worked through and new norms created. There was also a need to build trust within this new unit, which took time and patience to achieve.
In 2009, Catherine Schryer left Waterloo and the then-AVP-A, Geoff McBoyle, named Donna Ellis, a full-time staff member and CTE Associate Director, as the Acting Director of CTE. Donna’s appointment was a departure from the past practice of having a faculty member in the Director role. Each of the faculty Directors had secondments of varying levels (from 50-75% of their time), which often left the full-time Associate Director(s) with significant responsibilities but limited autonomy. In 2011, after an open competition, Donna Ellis was hired as the full-time Director of CTE and remains in that role today. By mid-2011, both Associate Director roles had been eliminated, along with the Research and Evaluation Consultant position, and the Centre’s management evolved to comprise a Director and four Senior Instructional Developers. 
The staff positions within CTE have also evolved over time. Most staff from TRACE and LT3 remain with CTE today. In the past 10 years, four staff members have retired and eight have left the Centre, five of whom left for other positions at Waterloo. In the same time period, five of our staff have been promoted within our department, and seven new positions have been created: two Senior Instructional Developers, all three Instructional Developers, an Educational Research Associate, and a Communications Associate. The six Faculty Liaison positions were also all moved to full-time, permanent positions (four started as part-time positions in LT3 on temporary funding), and the graduate student staffing model also grew from one TRACE TA Developer to four Graduate Instructional Developers and six TA Workshop Facilitators. Our current organizational chart and descriptions of each role appear in Section 3.2. 
[bookmark: _Toc488405338][bookmark: _Toc487467064][bookmark: _Toc488223413][bookmark: _Toc490214036][bookmark: _Toc490222563][bookmark: _Toc490230488][bookmark: _Toc487105403][bookmark: _Toc487119333]CTE’s stakeholders, which we define as those whom we serve and who can affect our unit, have also evolved over time. In 2007, we identified our primary stakeholders as being faculty members and graduate students. Over the past decade, this group has expanded significantly to now include senior administrators (i.e., department chairs and up), Teaching Fellows, postdoctoral fellows, academic support unit staff, and our own staff. We also identify the members of the broader educational development community as external stakeholders of our Centre.
[bookmark: _Toc490742880][bookmark: _Toc490822667]CTE Today
In this section, we offer an overview of where we are today: who we are, what we do, the partners and collaborators with whom we work to enhance teaching and learning at Waterloo, and our resources.
[bookmark: _Toc487467065][bookmark: _Toc488223414][bookmark: _Toc488405339][bookmark: _Toc490214037][bookmark: _Toc490222564][bookmark: _Toc490230489][bookmark: _Toc490742881][bookmark: _Toc490822668]CTE’s Identity Statements
CTE’s mandate is determined by the AVP-A in consultation with CTE’s Director. Our current mandate was established in 2014. Our vision and mission statements have evolved over time since they were first created collaboratively by our staff in 2009. The current vision and mission were reviewed and updated in 2016 by the SIDs and approved by the AVP-A.
The mandate of CTE is to act as a resource to the University of Waterloo academic community to enhance instructional practices and deepen student learning; inform its practice through using and engaging in pedagogical research; and contribute expertise to the broader external discussion on post-secondary education.
CTE’s vision is to inspire teaching excellence, innovation, and inquiry.
As our mission, we collaborate with individuals, academic departments, and academic support units to foster capacity and community around teaching and to promote an institutional culture that values effective teaching and meaningful learning.
To achieve our mission, we:
support exploration, integration, and evaluation of different approaches to teaching and learning; 
listen to, question, encourage, and celebrate Waterloo’s teachers; 
create dialogue around teaching and learning;
anticipate and address evolving issues and opportunities within higher education; and 
offer expertise locally, nationally, and internationally.
Our Centre’s strategic plan expands on our identity statements (see Section 4).
[bookmark: _Toc488405340][bookmark: _Toc490214038][bookmark: _Toc490222565][bookmark: _Toc490230490][bookmark: _Toc490742882][bookmark: _Toc490822669][bookmark: _Toc488223415][bookmark: _Toc487105407]Our Staff
Our staff members are core to who we are as a Centre and the work that we do. Together, we provide a breadth of expertise, both from a variety of academic disciplines and the field of educational development. Brief biographies of our staff members are provided in Appendix B. 
As of 2017, CTE has 20 permanent, full-time positions; 1 contract position; 3 temporary, full-time positions; and 10 temporary, part-time positions (see Figure 1). These 34 positions support the following areas: management, instructional development and research, and communications and administration. Any significant changes in positions as of fiscal year 2011/12 are noted in the descriptions.
[image: cid:image001.jpg@01D306C7.BD936B50]
[bookmark: _Toc487529206][bookmark: _Toc490225787][bookmark: _Toc490740993][bookmark: _Toc490822788]CTE’s organizational structure
[bookmark: _Toc487119338][bookmark: _Toc487467067][bookmark: _Toc488223416][bookmark: _Toc488405341][bookmark: _Toc490214039][bookmark: _Toc490222566][bookmark: _Toc490230491][bookmark: _Toc490742883][bookmark: _Toc490822670]Management
Our Centre’s Director oversees the strategic direction of CTE and engages in institutional, national, and international research and/or professional development projects related to teaching, learning, and educational development. The six Senior Instructional Developers report to the Director and meet regularly with her, as a management team and as individuals, to discuss issues, provide information, and share perspectives relevant to decisions about the work of the Centre. The Director also meets regularly with the Teaching Fellows and with the AVP-A.
[bookmark: _Toc487119339][bookmark: _Toc487467068][bookmark: _Toc488223417][bookmark: _Toc488405342][bookmark: _Toc490214040][bookmark: _Toc490222567][bookmark: _Toc490230492][bookmark: _Toc490742884][bookmark: _Toc490822671]Instructional Development
At CTE we consider instructional development to be core to our mission. Instructional development at Waterloo is supported by several roles within CTE: Senior Instructional Developers, Instructional Developers, Faculty Liaisons, Graduate Instructional Developers, and Teaching Assistant Workshop Facilitators. These roles are described in more detail below. 
[bookmark: _Toc487119340][bookmark: _Toc487467069][bookmark: _Toc488223418][bookmark: _Toc488405343]Senior Instructional Developers 
(6 permanent, full-time staff members)
Each of our six Senior Instructional Developers provides leadership and pedagogical support in one of the following areas. They also are expected to engage in research in their area of expertise up to one day per week.
[bookmark: _Toc487119341][bookmark: _Toc488405344]Blended Learning
Our SID for Blended Learning promotes the effective use of Waterloo’s online learning management system in on-campus courses and manages initiatives pertaining to blended learning courses. She supervises CTE’s six Faculty Liaisons and works most closely with the SID for Emerging Technologies and the SID, Integrative Learning. 
[bookmark: _Toc487119342][bookmark: _Toc488405345]Curriculum and Quality Enhancement
Our SID for Curriculum and Quality Enhancement supports departmental and Faculty-wide curriculum planning initiatives, assists departments undertaking program development and review, and coordinates the development of CTE’s self-assessment plan with the assistance of the Educational Research Associate. She works most closely with the SID for Faculty Programs and Research. This role started in 2016 (the position was revised from an Instructional Developer position for Curriculum that reported to the SID, Faculty Programs, and started in 2011).
[bookmark: _Toc487119343][bookmark: _Toc488405346]Emerging Technologies
Our SID for Emerging Technologies promotes awareness of new educational technologies, develops best practices for their use, and assists instructors in their implementation. He also provides oversight of CTE’s communications, particularly the website, supervises the Communications Associate, and works closely with the SID for Blended Learning. 
[bookmark: _Toc487119344][bookmark: _Toc488405347]Faculty Programs and Research
Our SID for Faculty Programs and Research manages programs and services for faculty members and staff related to instructional development and pedagogical research. He supervises the Instructional Developer (ID) for Research and Consulting, the ID for Faculty Programs and Consulting, the Educational Research Associate, and the Program Coordinator for Faculty. He works most closely with the SID for Curriculum and Quality Enhancement and the SID for Graduate Programs. Research was added to this SID’s area of responsibility in 2011.
[bookmark: _Toc487119345][bookmark: _Toc488405348]Graduate Programs and Internationalization
Our SID for Graduate Programs and Internationalization manages instructional development programming for graduate students and postdoctoral fellows. She also supervises our four Graduate Instructional Developers, the Instructional Developer for Teaching Assistant Training and Writing Support, and the Program Coordinator for Graduate and Postdoctoral Programs. She works most closely with the SID for Faculty Programs and Research.
[bookmark: _Toc487119346][bookmark: _Toc488405349]Integrative Learning
Our SID for Integrative Learning promotes the effective use of ePortfolios and manages integrative learning initiatives, including projects and programming pertaining to experiential learning and high-impact practices. She works most closely with the SID, Blended Learning, due to the support provided in this area by the Faculty Liaisons. This role started in 2011.
[bookmark: _Toc487119347][bookmark: _Toc487467070][bookmark: _Toc488223419][bookmark: _Toc488405350]Instructional Developers 
(3 permanent, full-time staff members)
The ID positions support SID positions and are generally expected to engage in research and/or other scholarly activities (e.g., conference presentations) in their area of expertise up to one day per week.
[bookmark: _Toc487119349][bookmark: _Toc488405352][bookmark: _Toc488405351]Faculty Programs and Consulting
Our ID for Faculty Programs and Consulting designs and delivers instructional development programs, including New Faculty programs, and provides confidential, one-on-one consultations for faculty in course design, instructional skills, and evaluation. This position started in 2011 and was revised in 2016.
[bookmark: _Toc487119348]Research and Consulting 
Our ID for Research and Consulting supports faculty and staff in designing, implementing, and disseminating the results of pedagogical research projects and provides confidential, one-on-one teaching consultations for faculty in course design, instructional skills, and evaluation. This role started in 2011 and was revised in 2017.
[bookmark: _Toc487119350][bookmark: _Toc488405353]Teaching Assistant Training and Writing Support
Our ID for TA Training and Writing Support provides guidance for writing initiatives at the course, department, and Faculty levels, assists with teaching development programs for graduate students and postdoctoral fellows, and supervises our six Teaching Assistant Workshop Facilitators. This role started in 2016.
[bookmark: _Toc487119351][bookmark: _Toc487467071][bookmark: _Toc488223420][bookmark: _Toc488405354]Faculty Liaisons 
(6 permanent, full-time staff members)
Our six Faculty Liaisons facilitate the uptake of teaching and learning initiatives established by CTE, emphasizing blended learning, learning technologies, and course design. These staff members also help instructors integrate technology into their teaching through innovative learning activities in Waterloo’s online learning management system. Each Faculty Liaison is connected with and embedded in a specific Waterloo Faculty and works closely with the Teaching Fellow(s) in their Faculty. One Liaison also has responsibility for supporting staff in other support units (as of 2014). These positions are on a job ladder spanning four levels of progression, and include various areas of possible specialization (e.g., research, learning technology expertise, curriculum support, etc.).
[bookmark: _Toc487467072][bookmark: _Toc488223421][bookmark: _Toc488405355][bookmark: _Toc487119352]Educational Research Associate 
(1 permanent, full-time staff member) 
Our Educational Research Associate contributes to scholarly teaching projects in conjunction with the ID, Research and Consulting, and supports the SID for Curriculum and Quality Enhancement by assisting in assessing our centre's programs and services. This role was previously filled contractually and became permanent in 2014.
[bookmark: _Toc487467073][bookmark: _Toc488223422][bookmark: _Toc488405356]Graduate Instructional Developers 
(4 temporary, part-time staff members)
Our Graduate Instructional Developers (GIDs) are Waterloo doctoral students, each hired to work ten hours per week for a year. They are responsible for facilitating pedagogy workshops and conducting microteaching sessions and in-class teaching observations. Depending on their role, they support the Fundamentals of University Teaching program or assist with the Certificate in University Teaching to guide other graduate students in their development as university instructors (see Section 5 for program details). 
[bookmark: _Toc487119353][bookmark: _Toc487467074][bookmark: _Toc488223423][bookmark: _Toc488405357]Teaching Assistant Workshop Facilitators 
(6 temporary, part-time staff members)
Like the GIDs, our Teaching Assistant Workshop Facilitators (TAWFs) are Waterloo graduate students. Each works 30 hours per term for a year. TAWFs support our graduate student programming by facilitating interdisciplinary and discipline-specific teaching workshops for graduate students (especially new Teaching Assistants) that count towards the Fundamentals of University Teaching program. This position started in 2013.
[bookmark: _Toc487224810][bookmark: _Toc487391699][bookmark: _Toc487392799][bookmark: _Toc487405652][bookmark: _Toc487405863][bookmark: _Toc487449459][bookmark: _Toc487456162][bookmark: _Toc487465452][bookmark: _Toc487468670][bookmark: _Toc487472738][bookmark: _Toc487472964][bookmark: _Toc487480780][bookmark: _Toc487481006][bookmark: _Toc487528992][bookmark: _Toc487224811][bookmark: _Toc487391700][bookmark: _Toc487392800][bookmark: _Toc487405653][bookmark: _Toc487405864][bookmark: _Toc487449460][bookmark: _Toc487456163][bookmark: _Toc487465453][bookmark: _Toc487468671][bookmark: _Toc487472739][bookmark: _Toc487472965][bookmark: _Toc487480781][bookmark: _Toc487481007][bookmark: _Toc487528993][bookmark: _Toc487119355][bookmark: _Toc487467077][bookmark: _Toc488223424][bookmark: _Toc488405358][bookmark: _Toc490214041][bookmark: _Toc490222568][bookmark: _Toc490230493][bookmark: _Toc490742885][bookmark: _Toc490822672]Communications and Administration
[bookmark: _Toc487119356][bookmark: _Toc487467078][bookmark: _Toc488223425][bookmark: _Toc488405359]Communications Associate (1 contract, full-time staff member)
Our Communications Associate supports initiatives showcasing Waterloo’s culture of teaching excellence, coordinates faculty nominations for external teaching awards, and manages, in tandem with the SID for Emerging Technologies, CTE’s internal and external communications. This two-year contract position began in October 2016, and we are hoping to get support for it to become permanent. 
[bookmark: _Toc487119358][bookmark: _Toc487467079][bookmark: _Toc488223426][bookmark: _Toc488405360]Administration (3 permanent, full-time staff and 3 temporary, full-time staff)
Administrative support is provided to the Centre by our Program Coordinator for Faculty Programs, our Program Coordinator for Graduate and Postdoctoral Programs, our Administrative Assistant, and two to three undergraduate co-op students who are hired each term. Our program coordinators engage in program planning, workshop planning and registration, and record-keeping for various programs. Our administrative assistant provides administrative support for the unit, for specific initiatives (e.g., our annual conference and grants program), and for the Director, and she maintains all budgetary documents and reports. The co-op students provide event support and work at the Centre’s reception desk, collect and analyze post-event surveys, and participate in various special projects.
[bookmark: _Toc488405361][bookmark: _Toc490214042][bookmark: _Toc490222569][bookmark: _Toc490230494][bookmark: _Toc490742886][bookmark: _Toc490822673][bookmark: _Toc487119359][bookmark: _Toc487467080][bookmark: _Toc488223427]Key Partners and Collaborators 
[bookmark: _Toc487119360]While CTE is the primary unit to provide educational development services at our institution, we work closely with a number of other groups and units to help support teaching and learning at Waterloo. These partners and collaborators are part of our stakeholder group. The brief descriptions that follow explore how these partnerships and collaborations work and help to demonstrate how embedded our work is with that of other groups on campus. We value these collaborations and perceive the relationships that make them possible as a strength. We also recognize our collaborations and partnerships as areas for continued growth and development. 
[bookmark: _Toc487467081][bookmark: _Toc488223428][bookmark: _Toc488405362][bookmark: _Toc490214043][bookmark: _Toc490222570][bookmark: _Toc490230495][bookmark: _Toc490742887][bookmark: _Toc490822674]Our Partners
CTE’s partners are groups or academic support units with whom we have formalized and ongoing relationships. We work closely and meet regularly with the partners identified below. Details about the ways in which we collaborate are provided in Section 5.6. 
[bookmark: _Toc487119362][bookmark: _Toc487467083][bookmark: _Toc488223430][bookmark: _Toc488405364]The Centre for Extended Learning (CEL)
Waterloo’s CEL supports the design, development, and delivery of online credit and non-credit courses for the University of Waterloo; offers professional development opportunities; and advocates for adult, part-time, and online learners. CTE’s intersection with CEL is primarily in the area of fully online university courses because those courses (along with blended courses, which are the purview of CTE) use LEARN, Waterloo’s online learning management system. CTE’s Director meets regularly with her CEL counterpart, and the SID, Blended Learning, meets regularly with CEL’s Associate Director. CEL and CTE both report to the AVP-A.
[bookmark: _Toc487119364][bookmark: _Toc487467085][bookmark: _Toc488223432][bookmark: _Toc488405366]Graduate Studies and Postdoctoral Affairs (GSPA)
The GSPA works with graduate students, postdoctoral fellows, staff, and faculty and is responsible for many facets of graduate studies and postdoctoral affairs, including recruitment, admissions, financial bursaries and awards, records, professional development, degree completion, and ongoing community engagement. GSPA is also involved in graduate program reviews and new program development. This office reports to the Associate Vice-President, Graduate Studies and Postdoctoral Affairs. Our SID, Faculty Programs and Research and SID, Graduate Programs and Internationalization, work closely with this office while our SID, Curriculum and Quality Enhancement, works with a smaller group within this office to support program reviews.
[bookmark: _Toc487119365][bookmark: _Toc487467086][bookmark: _Toc488223433][bookmark: _Toc488405367]Instructional Technologies and Media Services (ITMS)
ITMS is a unit within the university’s Information Systems and Technology department. ITMS provides technical services and facilities in support of Waterloo’s teaching and learning environments. CTE’s six Faculty Liaisons work closely with ITMS with regard to LEARN. CTE’s Director meets periodically with the Director of ITMS and they serve on various committees together. Our SID, Blended Learning, and SID, Integrative Learning, work closely with ITMS staff.
Student Success Office (SSO)
The mandate of the SSO is to provide and facilitate strategic student support for academic and personal success. The unit also includes the AccessAbility Services Office, which provides academic support for University of Waterloo students who have either permanent and temporary disabilities. This office reports to the Associate Provost, Students. CTE’s SID, Integrative Learning, and our Liaisons interact most often with SSO staff.
[bookmark: _Toc487119366][bookmark: _Toc487467087][bookmark: _Toc488223434][bookmark: _Toc488405368]Teaching Fellows
In 2011, Waterloo established its first-ever Teaching Fellows program, a cohort of highly respected faculty members who are specifically tasked with providing leadership within their Faculty to enhance student learning. In Science, a Senior Teaching Fellow provides leadership for the entire faculty and six Teaching Fellows provide leadership within each department; in Arts, Applied Health Sciences, and Environment, more than one faculty member has been appointed as Teaching Fellow at the same time; and in Mathematics and Engineering, there is one Teaching Fellow for each Faculty, but in Engineering the official title of the Fellow is Associate Dean, Teaching. 
CTE’s Director meets monthly with the Teaching Fellows as a group, which is led by the AVP-A, and she often reaches out to the Teaching Fellows for advice and feedback on how best to engage with and support their faculty. 
The Writing and Communication Centre (WCC)
The WCC reports to the AVP-A and supports students, staff, and faculty as they build communication excellence at the University of Waterloo. This unit provides one-on-one and group support to students as well as classroom-integrated support for instructors. CTE’s Instructional Developer for TA Training and Writing Support meets regularly with the WCC Director. 
[bookmark: _Toc487119367][bookmark: _Toc487467088][bookmark: _Toc488223435][bookmark: _Toc488405369][bookmark: _Toc490214044][bookmark: _Toc490222571][bookmark: _Toc490230496][bookmark: _Toc490742888][bookmark: _Toc490822675]Our Collaborators
CTE’s collaborators are staff in other support units with whom we work occasionally on our own as well as their projects. The collaborative and reciprocal nature of this work distinguishes this group from Waterloo staff who seek a service from or provide a service to our Centre. 
[bookmark: _Toc487119368][bookmark: _Toc487467089][bookmark: _Toc488223436][bookmark: _Toc488405370]Centre for Career Action (CCA)
Part of a larger operation that focuses on co-operative and experiential education, the CCA provides in-person and online career-development services to University of Waterloo students (regular and co-op), alumni, employees, and postdocs. CTE staff members work with CCA primarily with regard to our integrative and experiential learning initiatives and our graduate student programs. 
Faculty Association of the University of Waterloo (FAUW)
Faculty members at the University of Waterloo are not unionized. FAUW is an independent advocate for Waterloo faculty and acts as the official representative of faculty members. Our ID, Faculty Programs and Consulting, works most closely with this group in relation to new faculty initiatives.
Human Resources (HR)
Human Resources provides all administrative and operational support for employment at Waterloo. They also work with new faculty members and provide institutional oversight regarding the Accessibility of Ontarians Disability Act (AODA) regulations and compliance. Our managers work with this department as does our ID, Faculty Programs and Consulting, who collaborates on new-faculty initiatives.
Institutional Analysis and Planning (IAP)
IAP’s mandate is to gather, maintain, and analyze core data and information to inform institutional decision-making, priority-setting, long-range planning, and policy development. CTE’s Director and the Educational Research Associate connect most often with this office.
Library 
Waterloo’s library system comprises the Dana Porter Library and the Davis Centre Library, as well as smaller, specialized libraries. Various CTE staff members work primarily with the Liaison Librarians who are associated with academic departments.
[bookmark: _Toc487119369][bookmark: _Toc487467090][bookmark: _Toc488223437][bookmark: _Toc488405371]Office of Research Ethics (ORE)
Situated within Waterloo’s Office of Research is the ORE, which provides support to faculty, staff, and students who engage in research on humans or animals. The ID, Research and Consulting, and the Educational Research Associate work most often with ORE staff.
[bookmark: _Toc488223438][bookmark: _Toc488405372][bookmark: _Toc487119370][bookmark: _Toc487467091]Quality Assurance Office (QAO) and Office of Academic Integrity (OAI)
Waterloo’s QAO ensures that proposals for new academic programs, as well as reviews of existing programs, meet the requirements of the Waterloo Institutional Quality Assurance Process. The QAO Director also directs the Office of Academic Integrity, which is a promotional and educational unit that communicates the importance of academic integrity to students, faculty, and staff. Our SID, Curriculum and Quality Enhancement, works often with these offices, as do our Liaisons.
[bookmark: _Toc488405373][bookmark: _Toc488411667][bookmark: _Toc487119372][bookmark: _Toc487467093][bookmark: _Toc488223440][bookmark: _Toc488405375]University Communications (UC)
University Communications leads the development and delivery of university stories, messages, and materials designed to engage external audiences. Our Communications Associate interacts most often with staff from this unit. 
[bookmark: _Toc487391721][bookmark: _Toc487392821][bookmark: _Toc487405674][bookmark: _Toc487405885][bookmark: _Toc487449481][bookmark: _Toc487456184][bookmark: _Toc487465474][bookmark: _Toc487468692][bookmark: _Toc487472760][bookmark: _Toc487472986][bookmark: _Toc487480802][bookmark: _Toc487481028][bookmark: _Toc487529014][bookmark: _Toc487119376][bookmark: _Toc487467097][bookmark: _Toc488223444][bookmark: _Toc488405379][bookmark: _Toc490214045][bookmark: _Toc490222572][bookmark: _Toc490230497][bookmark: _Toc490742889][bookmark: _Toc490822676]Financial Resources
CTE’s budget for fiscal year 2016/17 was just over $2 million, comprising approximately 90% salary and 10% operating. This proportion has been relatively stable over the past three years, with the salary budget falling between 85% and 92%. Our Director and Administrative Assistant (AA) receive monthly budget statements through Waterloo’s financial system, and the AA reconciles all transactions (expenses and income/transfers) monthly. Code numbers are used to categorize and track standard-operating budget items such as supplies, computer equipment, furnishings, and food. A few of our flagship and newer programs have additional codes so we can track those expenses easily: the Teaching Excellence Academy, Instructional Skills Workshop, annual Teaching and Learning conference, Graduate Supervision Series, New Faculty programs, and Faculty Workshops. There is also a Teaching Innovations budget item, which is used to match funds provided by ITMS for staff from CTE, ITMS, and CEL to experiment with new educational technologies. 
Our largest operating budget line item is travel. As a Centre, we are committed to the professional development of our staff and to our mandate, which states that we will “contribute expertise to the broader external discussion on post-secondary education.” Travel funds are used for conference travel, with most staff having an annual travel amount associated with their position (this does not apply for our administrative staff, who have a separate Professional Development line item, nor does it apply to contract staff). Travel funds available to these staff translate to one to two conferences per year in their area of expertise. The conference presentations given by our staff appear as part of our Centre CV (see Appendix C). The value of this professional development to our staff is discussed in Section 6, based on feedback from our staff members.

[bookmark: _Toc487119378][bookmark: _Toc487467099][bookmark: _Toc488223445][bookmark: _Toc488405380][bookmark: _Toc490214046][bookmark: _Toc490222573][bookmark: _Toc490230498][bookmark: _Toc490742890][bookmark: _Toc490822677]Physical Resources
[bookmark: _Toc487119379]We have three main types of space as part of our Centre: office space, which includes a small lending library; meeting rooms; and workshop rooms. Floorplans of our location are provided in Appendix D.

[bookmark: _Toc488405381][bookmark: _Toc490214047][bookmark: _Toc490222574][bookmark: _Toc490230499][bookmark: _Toc490742891][bookmark: _Toc490822678][bookmark: _Toc487467100][bookmark: _Toc488223446]Office Space
Most of CTE’s staff have offices on the floor above our workshop rooms along two adjoining hallways in the Environment 1 (EV1) building. Those offices are pleasant and sufficiently spacious, and all have windows either to the outside or to the building’s courtyard. CTE’s six Faculty Liaisons have offices in their respective Faculties, which places them near their respective instructors. One office in EV1 is maintained for Liaisons to use if they are between meetings and want to work in our main office location. CTE’s office space also includes an informal gathering area with seating for four to six people and a kitchenette next to the main office. Staff sometimes gather in that space for lunch, as well as on the balcony off of the main office which looks over the building’s enclosed courtyard. Another small room has a photocopier, small fridge, and storage. CTE has no outdoor signage on EV1, and fairly inconspicuous signage inside the building itself. 

[bookmark: _Toc490214048][bookmark: _Toc490222575][bookmark: _Toc490230500][bookmark: _Toc490742892][bookmark: _Toc490822679]CTE Library
CTE's main office features a small lending library of several hundred books, articles, journals, and DVDs on various aspects of teaching and learning in higher education. These resources are searchable via Waterloo's library catalogue. Faculty, staff, and students are welcome to use the CTE library between 9:00 a.m. and 4:15 p.m., Monday to Friday. The library has two armchairs but is too small to have a table and chairs where instructors or graduate students could work.

[bookmark: _Toc488405382][bookmark: _Toc490214049][bookmark: _Toc490222576][bookmark: _Toc490230501][bookmark: _Toc490742893][bookmark: _Toc490822680] Meeting Rooms 
Connected to our main office, we have two meeting rooms: one that has a table and seating for 12 and the other with seating for eight. Each has a white board and data projection capabilities (one via a projector and the other via a wall-mounted TV). These rooms are often booked for CTE team meetings or for project meetings that include CTE staff. CTE’s monthly staff meetings are too large for these meeting rooms and are held in the larger of the two workshop rooms.

[bookmark: _Toc488405383][bookmark: _Toc490214050][bookmark: _Toc490222577][bookmark: _Toc490230502][bookmark: _Toc490742894][bookmark: _Toc490822681]Workshop Rooms
CTE has two workshop rooms, located on the main floor of EV1. The larger room is 30’ by 40’ and can accommodate up to 24 participants. It has two ceiling-mounted projectors, a height-adjustable and moveable podium for accessibility, a storage unit for presenter material, multiple whiteboards and power strips around three walls, coat racks, a coffee/refreshments staging area, and a Crestron panel to control the screen, lights, and speakers. The smaller room is 30’ by 30’ and can accommodate 12 to 15 participants. It has one ceiling-mounted projector, a small adjustable and moveable podium, multiple whiteboards and power supply around three walls, and a Crestron controller. Tables and chairs in both rooms are on wheels. The supply room between these two rooms has a lockable cabinet for laptops and tablets, as well as shelving for supplies and a staging area for lunches and snacks. One challenge with the rooms is that they have no windows, making full-day workshops less appealing to hold in these rooms. At times we book such workshops in other spaces on campus, some of which charge rental fees. Their capacity is also not large.

[bookmark: _Toc488405384][bookmark: _Toc488411678][bookmark: _Toc488414438][bookmark: _Toc488405385][bookmark: _Toc488411679][bookmark: _Toc488414439][bookmark: _Toc488405386][bookmark: _Toc488411680][bookmark: _Toc488414440][bookmark: _Toc488405387][bookmark: _Toc488411681][bookmark: _Toc488414441][bookmark: _Toc487467104][bookmark: _Toc488223450][bookmark: _Toc488405389][bookmark: _Toc490214051][bookmark: _Toc490222578][bookmark: _Toc490230503][bookmark: _Toc490742895][bookmark: _Toc490822682]Our Approaches to Our Work
At CTE, we are committed to four main approaches to our work: continuous improvement, collaboration, broad consultation, and a scholarly approach to practice.

[bookmark: _Toc487467105][bookmark: _Toc488223451][bookmark: _Toc488405390][bookmark: _Toc490214052][bookmark: _Toc490222579][bookmark: _Toc490230504][bookmark: _Toc490742896][bookmark: _Toc490822683]Continuous Improvement
Our continuous improvement process involves three main stages: planning, implementation, and assessment. Engaging in external reviews is a new part of our continuous improvement cycle; we envision external reviews taking place approximately every seven years. Figure 2 illustrates our continuous improvement process.
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[bookmark: _Toc487529207][bookmark: _Toc490225788][bookmark: _Toc490740994][bookmark: _Toc490822789]The stages of our continuous improvement process
Our focus on continuous improvement is present throughout our work: we are always looking for new and better ways to do what we do, and we regularly engage in reflection on the products and processes of our work.
[bookmark: _Toc487467106][bookmark: _Toc488223452][bookmark: _Toc488405391][bookmark: _Toc490214053][bookmark: _Toc490222580][bookmark: _Toc490230505][bookmark: _Toc490742897][bookmark: _Toc490822684]Collaboration
Our focus on collaboration starts within our Centre. We rely on our staff to work together in a variety of ways. For example, a number of our staff members work cross-functionally across the Centre: many of our Faculty Liaisons engage in or independently run curriculum retreats, and various members of our ID team facilitate workshops for new faculty and postdoctoral fellows. We also bring together temporary work groups that represent different areas of the Centre to engage in the planning and assessment of the Centre’s work. Figure 3 represents the types of staff collaboration across the four stages of the continuous improvement process. At all phases, everyone in the Centre is invited to participate through input at staff meetings, membership on strategic planning and assessment groups, and feedback on our various design and implementation ideas. 
	
Frequent consultation with Centre staff at our monthly staff meetings






[bookmark: _Toc488414647][bookmark: _Toc488414648][bookmark: _Toc487529208][bookmark: _Toc490225789][bookmark: _Toc490740995][bookmark: _Toc490822790]Cross-functional working groups and our continuous improvement process
Collaborations amongst our own staff are complemented by collaborations we initiate or are asked to join with our partners and collaborators, as identified in Section 3.3, as well as collaborations with colleagues at other teaching centres and professional associations.
[bookmark: _Toc487467107][bookmark: _Toc488223453][bookmark: _Toc488405392][bookmark: _Toc490214054][bookmark: _Toc490222581][bookmark: _Toc490230506][bookmark: _Toc490742898][bookmark: _Toc490822685]Broad Consultation 
At each stage of the continuous improvement process, we aim to cast a wide net and consult broadly to learn about various elements that might inform our work, such as planning processes used elsewhere, the needs and expectations of our stakeholders, new types of programming, and ways to assess our work and engage in external review. Figure 4 identifies the various sources from which we regularly draw when making decisions about directions for our work. 
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[bookmark: _Toc487529209][bookmark: _Toc490225790][bookmark: _Toc490740996][bookmark: _Toc490822791]Key inputs in CTE decision-making for new CTE directions
[bookmark: _Toc487467108]

[bookmark: _Toc490214055][bookmark: _Toc490222582][bookmark: _Toc490230507][bookmark: _Toc490742899][bookmark: _Toc490822686]Scholarly Approach to Practice
While research and best practices literature are identified as sources for our decision-making, we also seek to apply, transparently, a scholarly approach in all of our work. For example, we use active learning principles in our workshops, we cite our sources on workshop materials and online resources, and we articulate the literature that underpins the design of our programs and processes (e.g., our assessment plan, our many course design offerings). We also contribute to that literature and refer to those contributions in our work. Our commitment to our staff members’ ongoing professional development helps to promote, support, and reinforce this intentional approach.
With the current context of CTE described, we will now move on to examining our work and its impact.
[bookmark: _Toc484781637][bookmark: _Toc484783021][bookmark: _Toc485299432][bookmark: _Toc485299601][bookmark: _Toc485643902][bookmark: _Toc485820989][bookmark: _Toc485821309][bookmark: _Toc486245484][bookmark: _Toc486277196][bookmark: _Toc487105410][bookmark: _Toc487119382][bookmark: _Toc487467109][bookmark: _Toc488223454][bookmark: _Toc488405393][bookmark: _Toc490214056][bookmark: _Toc490222583][bookmark: _Toc490230508][bookmark: _Toc490742900][bookmark: _Toc490822687]Planning Our Work
[bookmark: _Toc487105411]We have key documents in place that convey our plans for the work of our Centre and how to do that work. These documents have been created over time—typically not before engaging in the work initially but after having done the work for a period of time—and they help to guide our work as we move forward. In this section, we will describe CTE’s strategic plan, including the planning process, and additional planning processes that have been documented to provide consistency and transparency to our work. 
[bookmark: _Toc487467111][bookmark: _Toc488223456][bookmark: _Toc488405394][bookmark: _Toc490214057][bookmark: _Toc490222584][bookmark: _Toc490230509][bookmark: _Toc490742901][bookmark: _Toc490822688]Strategic Planning 
Beyond the institutional strategic plan, Faculties and support units at Waterloo also develop their own strategic plans. As a result, the primary plan for our Centre is our strategic plan. When CTE was created in 2007, one of its first priorities was to establish a shared vision among all members of the new Centre. That visioning work led to an initial strategic plan in 2009, the main intention of which was to clarify areas of responsibility and, more importantly, to build trust given our merger. This first plan included identity statements (mandate, vision, mission, and guiding principles) as well as six Centre-wide goals (which were revised and renamed in 2013, more accurately, as core activities). In 2009, staff members were asked to align the goals they identified in their annual performance evaluations with the goals identified in our departmental strategic plan. This practice of aligning individual performance goals to the Centre’s core activities continues today. 
Our current strategic plan describes our longer-term direction and includes identity statements (mandate, vision, and mission) and strategic priorities that help to guide and focus our work. The strategic priorities have a three- to four-year lifespan and were first added to our plan in 2013. They were influenced by the 2013-2018 institutional strategic plan and the 2011 task force report on innovative teaching practices to promote deep learning. The current plan also includes seven core activities (our ongoing work) and limited-term projects (projects with a limited timeframe) which identify more specific projects and tasks and typically include targets (e.g., number of workshops to offer). 
As already identified, all staff contribute to the plan each year by aligning their performance goals to elements of the plan (strategic priorities and/or core activities). At both their mid-year check-in and annual performance evaluation meetings, staff and their managers review progress on existing goals and activities while generating new goals and removing completed tasks. This alignment process helps us reflect critically on how our work is contributing to the Centre’s mission. Staff members’ goals are also shared Centre-wide to promote transparency across the Centre and to facilitate possibilities for collaborative projects.
In 2012, we struck a Strategic Planning Working Group within CTE to review the existing plan, and this group updated the identity statements and developed strategic priorities for 2013-16. The members of this group represented most areas within the Centre. 
This volunteer-based, cross-functional team worked so well that we used the same process to form a group in 2016 to work on developing new strategic priorities. The Director extended our current strategic priorities to the end of 2017 to give us time to develop new priorities and get feedback from the external reviewers. 
Under the direction of the Director, the SIDs worked collaboratively to review and tweak the identity statements, inserting our focus on building capacity, community, and culture directly into our mission statement (they had previously been aims within our plan). Then two of our SIDs were tasked with determining and implementing a consultative and informed process for updating our strategic priorities. They reviewed key articles in the literature and, as was done with previous plans, they consulted with faculty members with disciplinary knowledge related to strategic planning. They adapted elements from the Precede-Proceed model (Green & Kreuter, 1991), which involves setting priorities within a broad context, then implementing and assessing them. 
At the January 2017 staff meeting, the two SIDs tasked with developing a process for updating our strategic priorities gathered staff contributions about possible drivers that guide our work to identify potential future priority areas. At this same meeting, an open invitation was made to all staff members to join the Strategic Priorities Working Group. Three Faculty Liaisons and one SID volunteered to join the group, another SID was asked to lead the group, and the Director was also a member. The Working Group conducted a content analysis of staff contributions and came to consensus on emerging themes that were then translated into draft strategic priority areas. The working group also performed a broader environmental scan to identify specific drivers and inputs within and outside Waterloo. The results of this scan are summarized in the Strategic Priorities Backgrounder (see Appendix E). By April 2017, draft strategic priorities were shared with CTE staff, who provided additional feedback, mapped current projects that aligned with these priorities, and brainstormed potential projects to conduct over the three-year period covered by these priorities. The completed strategic priorities were shared with staff in July 2017.
All outcomes from our strategic planning processes are submitted to the AVP-A for comment and approval.
[bookmark: _Toc487119388][bookmark: _Toc487467115][bookmark: _Toc488223458][bookmark: _Toc488405395][bookmark: _Toc490214058][bookmark: _Toc490222585][bookmark: _Toc490230510][bookmark: _Toc490742902][bookmark: _Toc490822689][bookmark: _Toc487119386]Our Current Strategic Plan
[bookmark: _Toc487119389]Our strategic plan includes three main elements: our identity statements (which we presented in Section 3.1 and reiterate here as a refresher), our core activities, and our strategic priorities. 
[bookmark: _Toc487467116][bookmark: _Toc488223459][bookmark: _Toc488405396]Identity Statements
Mandate:  To act as a resource to the University of Waterloo academic community to enhance instructional practices and deepen student learning; inform its practice through using and engaging in pedagogical research; and contribute expertise to the broader external discussion on post-secondary education.
Vision:  To inspire teaching excellence, innovation, and inquiry.
Mission:  We collaborate with individuals, academic departments, and academic support units to foster capacity and community around teaching and to promote an institutional culture that values effective teaching and meaningful learning.
To achieve our mission, we:
support exploration, integration, and evaluation of different approaches to teaching and learning; 
listen to, question, encourage, and celebrate Waterloo’s teachers; 
create dialogue around teaching and learning;
anticipate and address evolving issues and opportunities within higher education; and 
offer expertise locally, nationally, and internationally.
[bookmark: _Toc487467117][bookmark: _Toc488223460][bookmark: _Toc488405397]Core Activities
1. Provide cross-disciplinary, institution-wide events and programs.
2. Support instructional and curriculum development for individuals, departments, and Faculties.
3. Foster leadership in teaching development. 
4. Promote and conduct research on teaching, learning, and educational development.
5. Communicate best practices and promote the importance of teaching and learning at Waterloo.
6. Connect with and contribute expertise to colleagues on and off campus.
7. Engage in individual and centre-wide professional development and operational activities.
More details about the projects and tasks that fit within each of the core activities appear in Section 5.
[bookmark: _Toc487105408][bookmark: _Toc487119390][bookmark: _Toc487467118][bookmark: _Toc488223461][bookmark: _Toc488405398]Strategic Priorities: 2013-2017
A. Promote the understanding, importance, and implementation of deep learning through various instructional methods, practices, educational technologies, and research projects.
B. Broaden assistance with learning-outcome development for both departments (at the program level) and individual instructors (at the course level).
C. Investigate and provide support regarding assessing learning outcomes.
D. Participate in the development and implementation of the institutional and Faculty strategic plans and task force recommendations.
E. Devise and implement a sustainable plan for assessing our own work.
[bookmark: _Toc487467119][bookmark: _Toc488223462][bookmark: _Toc488405399][bookmark: _Toc490214059][bookmark: _Toc490222586][bookmark: _Toc490230511][bookmark: _Toc490742903][bookmark: _Toc490822690]Upcoming Strategic Priorities: 2018-2021
Our current priorities comprise three thematically focused priorities, one tied to institutional-level priorities, and one internally focused priority. This composition has worked well and was used when drafting our 2018-2021 priorities. These priorities are as follows:
A. Promote and support deep and active learning within and across disciplines through high-impact practices, educational technologies, and research on teaching and learning.
B. Provide support to develop and integrate evidence-based practices for assessing learning outcomes at the course and program level.
C. Support our diverse campus community by promoting and modeling inclusive educational practices.
D. Participate in the development and implementation of institution-wide teaching and learning initiatives related to the university strategic plan. 
E. Enhance the internal and external communication of the profile and scope of CTE’s supports and services. 
Our staff will start implementing these strategic priorities in 2018. To be able to implement new projects, we are aware that some projects will need to pivot or end. Our SWOT activity with our staff reinforced this perception, identifying that we are too busy overall (see Appendix F). Details about our plans to prepare for the implementation of these new strategic priorities appear in Section 7.
[bookmark: _Toc487391741][bookmark: _Toc487392841][bookmark: _Toc487405694][bookmark: _Toc487405905][bookmark: _Toc487449501][bookmark: _Toc487456204][bookmark: _Toc487465494][bookmark: _Toc487468712][bookmark: _Toc487472780][bookmark: _Toc487473006][bookmark: _Toc487480822][bookmark: _Toc487481048][bookmark: _Toc487529034][bookmark: _Toc487391742][bookmark: _Toc487392842][bookmark: _Toc487405695][bookmark: _Toc487405906][bookmark: _Toc487449502][bookmark: _Toc487456205][bookmark: _Toc487465495][bookmark: _Toc487468713][bookmark: _Toc487472781][bookmark: _Toc487473007][bookmark: _Toc487480823][bookmark: _Toc487481049][bookmark: _Toc487529035][bookmark: _Toc488405400][bookmark: _Toc490214060][bookmark: _Toc490222587][bookmark: _Toc490230512][bookmark: _Toc490742904][bookmark: _Toc490822691]Additional Planning Processes
While our strategic plan identifies the focus and directions for our Centre, we have also created various additional planning documents that articulate more specific plans and processes to help both clarify our work and foster consistency. 
[bookmark: _Toc487467122][bookmark: _Toc488223464][bookmark: _Toc488405401][bookmark: _Toc490214061][bookmark: _Toc490222588][bookmark: _Toc490230513][bookmark: _Toc490742905][bookmark: _Toc490822692][bookmark: _Toc487105458][bookmark: _Toc487119393][bookmark: _Toc487105457][bookmark: _Toc487119392]Program Planning
For many years, our planning for our programs, services, and resources (including, for example, workshops, events, consultations, online teaching tip sheets, etc.) has been guided by a set of six intended outcomes for instructors and others accessing these resources. In 2016, we concluded that with the various paths our participants might take, these statements were not outcomes but, instead, described six capacities that participants could develop by participating in our programs (see Table 2). We strive to align our programs, resources, and services to these capacities. Like intended outcomes, we have mapped our workshops and programs to these six capacities to create a curriculum map; we provide a snapshot of this map in Appendix G. With our mission to build capacity, we identify two distinct sets of capacities, one for teaching development and one for educational leadership. Teaching development capacities are intended for participants of our programs and services while educational leadership capacities are for those leading educational development work (for example, facilitating a workshop or consulting with other faculty members about their development as teachers).
[bookmark: _Toc485719611][bookmark: _Toc485719775][bookmark: _Toc487549403][bookmark: _Toc488756168][bookmark: _Toc488764377][bookmark: _Toc488766099][bookmark: _Toc490740299][bookmark: _Toc490822772]Participant capacities developed by working with CTE
	Capacity
	Working with CTE on teaching development means working on your ability to:
	Working with CTE on educational leadership means working on your ability to:

	Critically Reflective 
	Reflect on your teaching practice in disciplinary contexts and in light of theories or frameworks
	Share your reflective practice with colleagues within or across disciplines

	Design-Oriented 
	Design aligned learning experiences for a variety of learners
	Foster the development of these instructional design skills in others (course, curricular, program)

	Skilled in Instruction
	Develop instructional skills for evolving and context-specific environments
	Facilitate the development of these instructional skills in others

	Committed to Professional Development
	Plan for teaching development opportunities
	Lead teaching development opportunities at the individual or organizational level

	Responsive to Diversity
	Address the diversity of learners and teachers	
	Embody in your leadership practice a principled commitment to this diversity in teaching and learning at Waterloo

	Collaborative
	Connect with a network of colleagues who are supportive of teaching development	
	Cultivate significant networks of colleagues who are supportive of teaching development



Once-a-term planning meetings to discuss the coming term’s faculty workshops had previously occurred amongst only those providing such programs (SID, Faculty Programs and Research, and his team; SID, Blended Learning, and her team; SID, Integrative Learning; and SID, Emerging Technologies). In 2017, these meetings were integrated into the staff meeting roster (Winter and Fall) and a separate half-day program planning retreat occurred in Spring 2017 which will be continued annually. Any of our staff members may now attend these planning meetings. 
In Spring 2015, CTE staff members began using a system for planning faculty workshops which included completing an online form that asked them to identify session outcomes and which of the capacities their session would target. If their session involved any facilitators outside of CTE, they were encouraged to include educational leadership capacities that the facilitators would be able to develop. As of Fall 2016, staff only needed to complete this form for new workshops.
Our graduate student programs are expected to address the same capacities and have been analyzed according to them. Intended learning outcomes were identified for each program component when they were developed, and graduate students who choose to pursue each program are assessed on a pass/fail basis. The Fundamentals of University Teaching program has a curriculum based on the research on graduate teaching certificate programs. Teaching Assistant Workshop Facilitators select workshops to facilitate primarily from the core Fundamentals offerings but, in their final term at CTE, may choose to lead a non-core workshop or design a new workshop. For the Certificate of University Teaching program, there is a set curriculum of workshops for facilitators to provide. Both programs also include teaching observation components which require scheduling. The SID, Graduate Programs and Internationalization, oversees the planning processes for these programs.
[bookmark: _Toc487467123][bookmark: _Toc488223465][bookmark: _Toc488405402][bookmark: _Toc490214062][bookmark: _Toc490222589][bookmark: _Toc490230514][bookmark: _Toc490742906][bookmark: _Toc490822693]Communications Plan
CTE’s communications plan lays out three core goals for our external communications: to promote CTE activities, programming, and events; to communicate best practices in teaching, educational research, and curriculum development to community members at the University of Waterloo and across higher-education institutions; and to celebrate Waterloo’s culture of teaching excellence. These goals guide the development of content for CTE’s website and the sharing of news, resources, and promotional items via our social media channels.
We use a variety of means to communicate with our stakeholder groups, including descriptions of our services and event advertising via our website, event and award program advertising via the university’s daily news website and video screens located across campus, a monthly email to our instructor listserv, event advertising through the GSPA for graduate students and postdoctoral fellows, targeted event emails to our department Chairs’ listserv and new faculty listserv, emails from our Faculty Liaisons to their respective instructors, a newsletter (Winter and Spring terms), an annual report (Fall term), a promotional card about our services for department chairs and new faculty, and various face-to-face meetings. Guidelines for many of these communication vehicles are addressed in our communications plan, and more details about their effect appear in Section 6.2.1. 
Our communications plan also includes a CTE web content style guide and guidelines for photo consent at CTE events to promote consistency. The plan also targets future projects and initiatives, such as reviewing the efficacy of our website’s navigation, hiring a co-op student to develop an enhanced search tool for our online resources, and assessing whether our online resources would be enhanced by the addition of white papers authored by CTE staff. 
[bookmark: _Toc487467124][bookmark: _Toc488223466][bookmark: _Toc488405403][bookmark: _Toc490214063][bookmark: _Toc490222590][bookmark: _Toc490230515][bookmark: _Toc490742907][bookmark: _Toc490822694]Staff Handbook and Position Manuals
In 2009, senior CTE staff developed a 19-page staff handbook with three purposes: to function as a guide for new CTE staff members, to provide a place to record CTE interpretations of Waterloo policy, and to provide a reference for all staff to help calibrate and achieve consistency in our practices. The handbook includes sections on topics such as deadlines, flex time, vacation, work-from-home days, supervision of co-op students, conference attendance, teaching by CTE staff members, and year-end performance appraisals. This handbook is normally reviewed annually and is updated as needed.
CTE has also undertaken the development of a manager’s handbook, intended to assist CTE staff members who supervise other staff members. Targeted for completion in 2017, the handbook will describe our approaches to our work and include best practices as well as procedural information pertaining to topics such as hiring. At present, seven CTE staff members are managers, but this handbook will be available to all staff members to promote clarity and transparency.
Manuals for the Graduate Program Coordinator position, graduate student positions (GIDs and TAWFs), and co-op student positions have been developed to assist with job training and consistency in the performance of job duties. These manuals are updated on an ongoing basis.
[bookmark: _Toc487467125][bookmark: _Toc488405404][bookmark: _Toc490214064][bookmark: _Toc490222591][bookmark: _Toc490230516][bookmark: _Toc490742908][bookmark: _Toc490822695][bookmark: _Toc488223467]Task Analysis Processes 
Various task analyses have been done to assist with planning both processes and positions in the Centre. For example, in preparation for the departure of our former ID, Research and Consulting in Winter 2017, she and the Educational Research Associate engaged in a detailed analysis of the processes for planning our annual conference and grants program. These analyses enabled better planning of both processes and the positions involved in supporting these processes. The ID, Research and Consulting position description was revised before posting it, the Administrative Assistant’s position was also revised before being posted (the previous AA retired in 2016), and the Educational Research Associate position is currently under study (it is being filled on an 8-month contract to allow time to assess the position’s areas of responsibility). 
A similar task analysis of the Director’s position in 2016 has enabled the identification of various projects that the SIDs could take on to assist the Director and learn more about the skill sets needed for a more senior position (e.g., setting the agenda for our monthly staff meetings, managing the documentation distributed about performance reviews, developing new strategic planning processes, setting the annual budget, and developing the manager’s handbook). The reassignment of these responsibilities represents career development for the senior team and is the start of succession planning for the Director position.
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Our seven core activities capture the work that we do at CTE and represent the implementation of our strategic plan. As discussed in Section 4, each year CTE staff map the work that we do to our core activities as part of the performance appraisal process. This practice allows staff members to continually evaluate the alignment of our work and new initiatives with our strategic plan. In this section, we provide an overview of each core activity and give examples of the types of programs, events, services, and projects that comprise each one.
Table 3 shows each core activity with corresponding specific activities. For each specific activity, there is another layer of the table that includes targets for activities, such as number of workshops to offer in a specific area each year, as well as limited-term projects and investigative projects (projects designed to investigate the feasibility of a new limited-term project or ongoing activity). This more detailed table is not included in the self-study due to its length, but it is available to the reviewers on request. The seven core activities are available publicly via CTE’s website; the more detailed table is shared with all staff via an internal SharePoint site.
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	Specific Activities

	CA 1 – Provide cross-disciplinary, institution-wide events and programs  

	a. Offer various campus-wide events to enhance instructors’ pedagogical knowledge and skills
b. Provide New Faculty programming 
c. Provide programming for domestic and international graduate students in the Certificate in University Teaching, Fundamentals of University Teaching, and Certificate in University Language Teaching
d. Provide programming for postdoctoral fellows
e. Provide support for UW teaching awards and nominations for provincial and national teaching awards 


	CA 2 – Support instructional and curriculum development for individuals, departments, academic support units, and faculties

	a. Provide individual consultations on implementing technologies (primarily LMS) into course designs (responding face-to-face or by phone or email to a query or request) 
b. Provide individual consultations with faculty members on course design
c. Provide individual, confidential consultations with faculty members on classroom management and course evaluation issues – often involves teaching observations and course evaluation analyses 
d. Provide consultation, workshops and retreats to support curriculum program review and renewal
e. Provide departmental workshops in every Faculty on the effective use of online components in on-campus courses 
f. Provide departmental workshops for faculty members on exploring emerging technologies 
g. Provide Faculty, departmental, or program-level support on effective integration of ePortfolios and integrative learning initiatives
h. Develop Faculty- or department-specific sessions for TAs
i. Provide individual consultations with instructors about written assignments and feedback


	CA 3 – Foster leadership in teaching development across the institution

	a. Support the work of the Teaching Fellows
b. Pursue faculty members as facilitators for our intensive programming (ISW, TEA) 
c. Increase instructor-led communities
d. Hire graduate students to assist with the FUT and CUT programs
e. Hire undergrad students (2-3 per term) to fulfill co-op roles  


	CA 4 – Promote and conduct research on teaching, learning, and educational development

	a. Provide support for LITE grant applications and implementations 
b. Use evidence-based theories and practices in our consultations and programs 
c. Pursue our own research agendas – aim to pursue projects that link directly to our work 


	CA5 – Communicate best practices and promote the importance of teaching and learning at Waterloo

	a. Explore, implement, and disseminate best practices on leading-edge technologies for teaching 
b. Review and expand (where needed) our web-based resources
c. Support expanded coverage of teaching stories at Waterloo 
d. Support institutional projects on teaching and learning
e. Document and promote the activities and services of CTE 


	CA 6 – Connect with and contribute our expertise to colleagues on and off campus

	a. Participate in meetings with colleagues on and off campus
b. Cultivate connections with colleagues on and off campus
c. Respond to requests to provide expertise to colleagues off campus 
d. Provide international contract training programming


	CA 7 –   Engage in individual and centre-wide professional development and operational activities

	a. Engage in professional development activities 
b. Participate in communication sharing within CTE 
c. Engage in administrative and operational activities
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We provide workshops and events targeted at instructors from across the entire university to assist with our mission to build capacity and community. This core activity includes our general workshop programming that we offer intermittently throughout the term. Typically, workshops are 1.5 to 3 hours in length, and can be attended by faculty, staff, or graduate students. Examples of these workshops include Getting Started in LEARN, Designing Teaching and Learning Research, Documenting Your Teaching for Tenure and Promotion, Introducing Reflective Assignments, and Using LEARN’s Quiz Feature. We focus on helping instructors promote deep learning, which is one of our current strategic priorities. For example, our numerous workshops on course design focus on the concept of constructive alignment (Biggs & Tang, 2011)—with clearer designs, students have more opportunity to see connections within and across courses and experience intentional, well-planned assessments of their learning. As well, our workshops on flipped classrooms and blended-learning course redesign promote the use of active learning strategies, again to promote deep student learning. A new Assessment MakerSpace workshop was also added to provide some group-based support in redesigning assessments of student learning, thereby helping to address the CTE strategic priority (and AP strategic plan activity) about assessing learning outcomes. All of our work in for this core activity also supports the AP strategic plan activity to increase participation in ID programming.
Our signature programs and events within this CA include the annual Teaching and Learning Conference, Focus on Teaching Week, Educational Technologies Week, intensive workshops, New Faculty workshops, the Graduate Supervision Series, our graduate student certificate programs, and postdoctoral fellows programming.
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Since 2009, CTE has coordinated an annual, one-day teaching and learning conference. Each conference features an external keynote speaker and offers dozens of concurrent sessions pertaining to a specific theme. For example, 2017’s theme was Cultivating Curiosity in Teaching and Learning with keynote speaker Dr. Peter Felten, and 2016’s theme was Learning from Challenge and Failure with keynote speaker Dr. Michael Starbird. The concurrent sessions may be research- or practice-focused. One popular addition to this conference in 2012 was a session called Igniting Our Practice, which highlights the teaching of two to three exemplary Waterloo instructors by asking them to teach a concept from one of their courses to the conference participants. The conference primarily targets and draws Waterloo instructors and is financially supported by the AVP-A, FAUW, and the Faculties.  
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In October, CTE coordinates Focus on Teaching Week, a five-day opportunity for faculty, staff, and graduate students to select from an intensive roster of workshops on teaching and learning topics. Examples of workshops from Focus on Teaching Week include Course Design Fundamentals, Building Classroom Community, Teaching with Cases, and Strategies for Large Classes. We see this week as a half-year bridge between the annual Teaching and Learning Conference each April, providing an opportunity to reinforce the conference theme from the current year and promote the new theme for the next conference. 
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In February, CTE coordinates Educational Technologies Week, a five-day opportunity for faculty, staff, and graduate students to focus on topics pertaining to learning technologies. Examples of workshops from Educational Technologies Week include Facilitating Peer Review with PEAR, Making Screencasts with Camtasia, Concept Mapping Tools, Twitter in the Classroom, and Enhancing Learning Through Gamification. In 2017, the opening keynote of Educational Technologies Week was delivered by Donald Presant, President of Learning Agents. These workshops contribute to an AP strategic plan activity to increase awareness of innovative use of learning technologies. 
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Each year, CTE offers several multi-day workshops intended to promote deeper learning about the topics and strategies included. These include the Instructional Skills Workshop (three to four days in length, for a total of 24 hours of contact time, offered throughout the year) and the Teaching Excellence Academy (four days, for a total of 30 hours of contact time, offered once a year). At least every two years, CTE offers the Facilitator Development Workshop (five days in length, for a total of 40 hours of contact time). The Facilitator Development Workshop certifies an individual to offer the Instructional Skills Workshop. In collaboration with a faculty member, we have recently developed a two-day, 12-hour intensive workshop, Deepening your Course Design, with a focus on accessibility, authentic assessment, and alignment. This workshop is intended to follow up on the Teaching Excellence Academy, which focuses on course re-design. These workshops support our strategic priorities around deep learning, learning outcomes, and assessment of learning.
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Redesigned in 2012, CTE’s New Faculty programming targets the first five years of a new faculty member's teaching practice. New faculty members are invited to complete a Learning about Teaching Plan within six months of joining Waterloo. In their first one to two years, many complete four workshops: Who Are Our Learners, Classroom Dynamics and Engagement, Assessment for Learning, and Course Design Fundamentals. These four workshops are mandatory for new faculty in Engineering and Applied Health Sciences, and are optional for all other new faculty. Pre-tenure instructors are also encouraged to complete three more workshops: Syllabus Builder, Documenting Teaching for Tenure and Promotion, and Teaching Dossiers and Philosophy Statements. Instructors then may engage in other learning activities such as Teaching Squares, the Graduate Supervision Series, and the Instructional Skills Workshop. 
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This two-day set of six workshops engages primarily early career faculty members in learning how to effectively supervise graduate students, and it can be used to meet one of several criteria used in attaining Approved Doctoral Dissertation Supervisor status. Employing a variety of case-based scenarios and in partnership with several support units across campus, the workshops help participants prepare for the complexity of supervision. This series was developed, and is offered, jointly by CTE and the Graduate Studies and Postdoctoral Affairs office. Its creation in 2015 was in response to the AP strategic plan.
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CTE’s graduate student programming comprises three different certificate programs. All contribute to the AP strategic plan action to ensure that graduate students learn professional and transferable skills. 
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The Fundamentals of University Teaching program (FUT), which was accredited by the Canadian Educational Developers Caucus in 2016, is open to graduate students from all Waterloo Faculties. The program is completed at each participant’s own pace over one to six terms. Every term, graduate students have an option of completing this program as an intensive 2-week offering. Participants of the Fundamentals of University Teaching program complete the required Effective Lesson Plans workshops and five elective workshops such the Classroom Delivery Skills and Teaching Methods workshops. They also complete three microteaching sessions. During the microteaching sessions, participants deliver 15-minute lessons to their peers and receive detailed feedback on their teaching from peers and a CTE facilitator. This program was launched in 2011.
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After completing the Fundamentals of University Teaching program, PhD students can undertake the Certificate in University Teaching (CUT). The CUT program typically takes six to nine terms to complete, and comprises three courses: Preparing for University Teaching, Preparing for an Academic Career, and Teaching Practicum. Each course consists of several workshops and other learning activities such as a research project, teaching observations, and the creation of a teaching dossier. This program has been in place since 1998 and was revised in 2011. 
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Launched in September 2012, The Certificate in University Language Teaching (CULT) is modelled after the CUT program but is specifically tailored to language instruction. It is open to all Waterloo graduate students in language programs. The CULT program consists of a series of workshops on language teaching and learning, a practice teaching component, a research paper on language teaching, and a teaching dossier. 
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The Teaching Development Seminar Series is an intensive 10-hour program primarily intended for postdoctoral fellows with no or little engagement in teaching development activities during their graduate studies. The program was launched in response to a request from the Graduate Studies and Postdoctoral Affairs Office in January 2011. It introduces participants to key topics in university teaching and learning and connects them with resources on post-secondary teaching. Participants complete six seminars facilitated by CTE Liaisons and Instructional Developers as well as optional activities such as individual work and course design consultations. The seminars provide interactive and hands-on experience for participants and employ a variety of teaching and learning activities, such as group work, videos, and discussions. 
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CTE provides instructional development and curriculum development services at a variety of levels: individual, department, or Faculty. The activities in this section are targeted at one or more of these specific levels.
[bookmark: _Toc487467139][bookmark: _Toc488223482][bookmark: _Toc488405421][bookmark: _Toc490214077][bookmark: _Toc490222604][bookmark: _Toc490230529][bookmark: _Toc490742920][bookmark: _Toc490822707]Consultations
CTE provides instructional development support for individual instructors (primarily faculty members) through one-on-one consultations. Consultations typically pertain to course design, assessment design, teaching within LEARN, educational technologies, integrative learning, LITE grants, curriculum, course evaluations, as well as other topics. All of CTE’s instructional development staff members provide individual consultations, which support a number of our strategic priority areas. 
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CTE supports departments and programs that are developing or renewing curriculum by facilitating departmental retreats, consulting with curriculum committees, providing guidance in creating and implementing change-management strategies, and offering workshops to support faculty members when transitioning to a new curriculum. To further support this curriculum work, we have developed a series of online materials that detail the entire curriculum renewal process and provide additional resources for each stage, including designing, refining, and critiquing course and program learning outcomes. This work supports our strategic priority involving program-level learning outcomes.
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In addition to workshops that are open to all faculty, staff, and graduate students, CTE provides workshops on request to specific departments and programs. Recent examples include workshops on:
the flipped classroom for Biology, Earth Sciences, Optometry, and Pharmacy; 
course design and effective feedback for Pharmacy; 
peer assessment for Earth Sciences; 
teaching effective tutorials for Engineering; and 
WatCV for the School of Public Health and Health Systems and Knowledge Integration. 
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While we do not offer a formal leadership development program, we do provide and support opportunities for a variety of our colleagues, including the Teaching Fellows, faculty members, and graduate students, to hone their leadership in teaching development.
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Various staff members in CTE work collaboratively with our Teaching Fellows and help to promote their leadership within their Faculties. For example, adopting an apprenticeship-style, peer-based model, CTE has worked with the Teaching Fellows to develop or facilitate a range of workshops: an advanced course design workshop for graduates of CTE’s Teaching Excellence Academy, a lab instructor workshop, an enhanced course feedback process, the Instructional Skills Workshop, an integrative learning workshop, a workshop series on high-impact practices, a panel on clickers, a workshop on threshold concepts, LEARN retreats, various workshops for the New Faculty program, and more. A CTE staff member has travelled with two Teaching Fellows to UBC’s Centre for Teaching and Learning to learn about that centre’s support model for blended learning and to co-deliver a presentation on our Teaching Fellow model. Our staff members have co-submitted successful proposals with Teaching Fellows to the STLHE and EDC conferences. We have also offered a half-day retreat for the Teaching Fellows and have profiled Teaching Fellows in CTE’s Teaching Stories. Our work with our Teaching Fellows contributes to our strategic priority to support the Faculties’ strategic plans as well as the AP strategic plan. 
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CTE also collaborates with faculty members, beyond the Teaching Fellows, in the co-development and co-facilitation of educational development activities. Faculty members have been co-facilitators of the Teaching Excellence Academy and the Instructional Skills Workshop, and co-developers and facilitators of the Deepening Course Design workshop. We have involved faculty members as Learning Community leaders, panelists at events, conference workshop facilitators and presenters, and in the Graduate Supervision Series. We also support leaders within departments or Faculties when they plan to lead their own course design workshops or curriculum-related activities such as retreats.
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Since 1997, CTE has hired more than 100 graduate students to support the work of the Centre in relation to graduate student programs. These students have learned how to navigate the literature in higher education, design and facilitate workshops, and conduct teaching observations. While most of these students have secured faculty roles or positions in industry, some have been hired by CTE for full-time work, while others have secured jobs at other teaching centres in Canada and internationally. Their training with us has opened a career path in educational development.
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This core activity involves both supporting research and engaging in research. 
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Our grants program supports faculty and staff doing research on teaching and learning. CTE has administered a centrally funded learning grants program since 2004. In 2012, when the focus of these grants was expanded to include teaching-focused instructional development projects, the Learning Innovation and Teaching Enhancement (LITE) Grants were launched. Funding for the LITE Grants is provided by the AVP-A’s office. The Waterloo Centre for the Advancement of Co-operative Education (WatCACE) Research Grants are also now subsumed under the LITE Grants, although the funding for successful grant applications related to co-operative education and work-integrated learning comes from WatCACE. 
LITE grants provide support for investigations of student learning and alternative approaches to teaching and assessing learning at the individual, departmental, faculty, or institutional level. Proposals undergo a blind, peer-review, competitive process. The overall aims of the grants are to foster deep learning and to promote curiosity, reflection, and exploration in the areas of teaching and learning. Grant projects may focus on one or a combination of the following three themes: (1) assessing new approaches to teaching and learning, (2) critically examining student learning with existing instructional approaches, and (3) pursuing instructional development opportunities. We have two types of LITE grants: seed grants of up to $5,000 for one-year projects and full grants of up to $30,000 over two years. Both grant formats emphasize the contribution of the projects to Waterloo’s learning community and require a project report that appears on our website for dissemination. These grants fit with our strategic priority to promote deep learning, and they help to build community around the scholarship of teaching and learning since many grants include multiple researchers, often from different departments.
[bookmark: _Toc490214087][bookmark: _Toc490222614][bookmark: _Toc490230539][bookmark: _Toc490742929][bookmark: _Toc490822716][bookmark: _Toc487467161][bookmark: _Toc488223490]CTE Staff Members’ Research
Engaging in research is part of many of our staff members’ position descriptions. The research activity for fiscal year 2016/17 is captured in our Centre CV, and activity over the past six years has also been summarized (see Appendix C). Many of our staff are part of collaborative LITE grant projects, but we also engage in projects with external funding. For example, the teaching culture project, which is funded by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council, is a national project that is focused on developing and validating a survey to measure indicators of an institution’s teaching culture via its commitment to the importance of teaching. Such a survey, if used longitudinally, would help us to collect evidence about the teaching culture at Waterloo as well as shifts in that culture.
[bookmark: _Toc490214088][bookmark: _Toc490222615][bookmark: _Toc490230540][bookmark: _Toc490742930][bookmark: _Toc490822717]Core Activity 5: Communication of Best Practices and Importance of Teaching and Learning 
[bookmark: _Toc487467162][bookmark: _Toc488223491][bookmark: _Toc488405429]This core activity includes both CTE-driven and institutional-level projects and activities.
[bookmark: _Toc490214089][bookmark: _Toc490222616][bookmark: _Toc490230541][bookmark: _Toc490742931][bookmark: _Toc490822718]CTE Website
CTE’s website provides a wealth of resources to support both instructors and educational developers. Resources like our Teaching Tips and the Centre for Teaching Excellence Blog highlight best practices in teaching, and our Teaching Stories profile the teaching strategies and philosophies of Waterloo instructors to honour and inspire excellent teaching on campus and beyond. Our site also communicates key information about who we are and how we work with our campus community to support teaching excellence, including event and program descriptions and registration, information about grants and awards, our annual reports, staff profiles, and more. The Teaching Stories initiative stems from the AP strategic plan, and we began publishing annual reports in 2015 in response to that same plan.
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Institutional projects in which the Centre takes a role tend to support goals identified in the university strategic plan and typically involve CTE’s Director. Two recent projects include the Course Evaluation Project, which involved studying end-of-term course evaluation practices at Waterloo and recommending new practices, and the Teaching and Learning Spaces Committee, which is focusing on classroom renewal and renovation. Another project involved the SID, Blended Learning, the SID, Emerging Technologies, and the CTE Faculty Liaisons in the development of an inventory of the learning technologies used at Waterloo and a list of contacts willing to share their experiences with these technologies with others. The results of this project will be posted on CTE’s website by Fall 2017. All of these projects directly support the AP strategic plan. 
[bookmark: _Toc487467164][bookmark: _Toc488223493][bookmark: _Toc488405431][bookmark: _Toc490214091][bookmark: _Toc490222618][bookmark: _Toc490230543][bookmark: _Toc490742933][bookmark: _Toc490822720]Core Activity 6: Connection with and Contribution of Expertise to Colleagues On and Off Campus
Contributions to and connections with off-campus colleagues are plentiful and captured in our Centre CV (see Appendix C). Because collaboration is a key part of how we do our work, in this section, we focus on recent activities in which we engaged with our partners and collaborators.  
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CTE’s partners are groups or academic support units with whom we have formalized and ongoing relationships. We work closely and meet regularly with the partners identified below. One key partner group is the university’s Teaching Fellows, but activities done with this group have already been described in Section 5.3.1.
[bookmark: _Toc487467166][bookmark: _Toc488223495][bookmark: _Toc488405433]The Centre for Extended Learning (CEL)
CTE and CEL staff members have collaborated on projects such as writing guidelines for cloud computing, developing online labs for the Department of Earth and Environmental Sciences, creating a learning object for the School of Pharmacy, and piloting new educational technologies such as VoiceThread. The two units have also collaborated in submitting two successful grant proposals for course and module development through eCampus Ontario. As well, we collaborate in redesigning online courses as blended courses, and vice versa. CTE’s Liaisons and CEL’s Online Learning Consultants engage in joint professional development sessions twice a year.
CEL staff members facilitate workshops for CTE’s Educational Technologies week, deliver sessions at CTE’s annual Teaching and Learning Conference, and have co-facilitated CTE’s Teaching Excellence Academy for many years. CEL staff also contribute regularly to the CTE blog, and one CEL staff member has received funding for a project through CTE’s LITE Grant program. CEL staff have also helped interview candidates when CTE has needed to fill a position connected to online learning. 
CTE and CEL often draw upon each other’s areas of expertise. For example, CTE benefited from CEL’s input when developing criteria for ePortfolios for blended and online courses. In turn, CTE has provided feedback to CEL on new models for working with instructors on online courses and has offered workshops such as Decoding the Disciplines to CEL’s staff. 
[bookmark: _Toc487467168][bookmark: _Toc488223497][bookmark: _Toc488405435][bookmark: _Toc487467167][bookmark: _Toc488223496][bookmark: _Toc488405434]Graduate Studies and Postdoctoral Affairs (GSPA)
GSPA staff partner with CTE to support the Certificate in University Teaching (CUT) program by recording course and program completions on student transcripts and by issuing certificates. GSPA staff also record completion of the Fundamentals in University Teaching (FUT) program on student transcripts. A GSPA representative participates in the selection of the recipient of the annual CUT Award. In turn, CTE staff members participate in the GSPA’s orientation program for postdoctoral fellows. CTE is also a member of the GSPA-led Graduate Professional Skills working group and was consulted by the GSPA regarding the development of new staff positions. The Graduate Supervision Series, for faculty members seeking Approved Doctoral Dissertation Supervisor status, is jointly planned and delivered by the GSPA and CTE.
Instructional Technologies and Media Services (ITMS)
Both CTE and CEL staff members jointly participate in the Learning Environment Operations Group, which is led by the ITMS Director. CTE also works with ITMS to support other online learning technologies, such as Turnitin, PEAR, MapleTA, and CrowdMark. CTE collaborates with ITMS on special projects, such as an initiative to identify the preferred personal response system (clickers) to support on campus, an assessment of a peer review tool for students, a request for proposals (RFP) process for a new ePortfolio solution, and a provincially funded project to build a tool to assess learning outcomes at the program level. ITMS staff have helped facilitate CTE workshops, including one on screencasts and one on personal response systems, and provide in-class lecture recording for teaching observations coordinated by CTE. Our staff have assisted ITMS in interviewing job candidates. 
[bookmark: _Toc487467169][bookmark: _Toc488223498][bookmark: _Toc488405436]Student Success Office (SSO)
CTE works with the SSO with regard to ePortfolios and other integrative learning initiatives. CTE and the SSO have also collaborated in helping to develop a series of six workshops called Learning Modules to Teach Teamwork Skills to Engineering Students. Staff from CTE and the SSO have held two LITE seed grants together, along with a faculty member. Staff from the SSO have been panelists for sessions in CTE’s annual Teaching and Learning Conference and have taken some of CTE’s workshops, such as Supporting Students at Risk, Who Are Our Learners, and Cultivating Learning Cultures. Recently, the manager from AccessAbility Services, which is a support unit within the SSO, delivered a PD session to CTE staff members. This manager and CTE’s Director are currently working on a document about instructors’ issues and concerns regarding accommodation practices. More projects will emerge in the future.
[bookmark: _Toc487467170][bookmark: _Toc488223499][bookmark: _Toc488405437]The Writing and Communication Centre (WCC)
CTE and the WCC have collaborated on orientation workshops for all incoming graduate students, workshops for faculty who are using writing assignments in their disciplinary courses, and workshops for faculty enrolled in the Graduate Supervision Series (such as Guiding Writing and Research with Ethics and Integrity). The WCC has facilitated a workshop in CTE’s Educational Technologies Week (Using WriteOnline.ca in the Classroom) and in our annual Teaching and Learning Conference (Small Stakes, Big Learning: Building Writing Centre Practice into Assignment Design). The WCC also assists CTE in providing ePortfolio support to students, and a WCC and CTE staff member were members of a team of collaborators on a LITE-grant-funded research project (Bridging the Articulation of Skills Gap through WatCV: Career and Competency ePortfolios). The WCC partnered with CTE and CEL to purchase an annual membership in the Educause Learning Initiative, and a CTE staff member served on the hiring committee for the WCC’s Director. 
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CTE’s collaborators are groups and support units who work with us on an occasional basis in a collaborative manner (versus simply seeking or providing service). 
[bookmark: _Toc487467172][bookmark: _Toc488223501][bookmark: _Toc488405439]Centre for Career Action (CCA)
CTE works with the Centre for Career Action primarily with regard to our integrative and experiential learning initiatives and our graduate student programs. CTE and CCA collaborated on the recent Academic Career Conference for graduate students and postdoctoral fellows. CTE staff members have helped round out programs offered by CCA by facilitating sessions such as Statements of Teaching Philosophy, Skills Articulation and Awareness Training, Learning Outcomes, and Integrative and Experiential Learning. Our staff also co-organized a panel with  CCA called Landing an Academic Job and have participated on panels about alternatives to academic careers. CTE collaborated with CCA as they created ePortfolio support resources for students, and CCA staff have collaborated with CTE and others on the LITE-grant-funded WatCV project mentioned above. We have also worked collaboratively with CCA staff to help them identify outcomes for their workshops and redesign their workshop series. 
Faculty Association of the University of Waterloo (FAUW)
CTE’s main collaboration with FAUW is with regard to new faculty. For example, CTE and FAUW, along with Human Resources, plan the annual New Faculty Welcome event, where new faculty members socialize, receive orientation, and attend workshops. FAUW contributes to the funding for this New Faculty Welcome event and for CTE’s annual Teaching and Learning Conference. Plans are underway for FAUW and CTE to collaborate in identifying nominees each year for external teaching and service awards.
Human Resources (HR)
CTE, like all other support units, collaborates with HR with regard to personnel matters such as hiring new staff members, arranging secondments, staff departures, performance appraisals, and salaries. However, we have two particular connection points in HR that are unique to our work. One involves the institution-wide New Faculty Welcome event, as described in the FAUW description above. The other involves HR’s AODA Specialist who has begun to work with CTE to explore ways that we can best provide and promote an inclusive learning environment and address AODA requirements at Waterloo. While this latter collaboration is just emerging, it will become more crucial as we work on our new strategic priority about inclusive educational practices.
Institutional Analysis and Planning (IAP)
CTE collaborates with IAP by providing data analyses regarding elements of Waterloo’s strategic plan and government agreements that pertain to teaching and learning. IAP and CTE both support cyclical program review, and CTE has consulted with IAP regarding best practices and institutional procedures for data collection and survey design. IAP seeks collaboration from CTE (and other relevant units) for promoting and/or completing institutional surveys that involve teaching and learning, and solicits our input to help identify meaningful metrics for government agreements.
Library 
CTE has partnered with the Library on numerous projects, such as the development of an online Scholarly Teaching Guide, creating learning activities on Peer Assessment, and integrating information literacy into undergraduate courses. Staff from CTE and the Library have also collaborated on workshops such as Designing Teaching and Learning Research, and the Library has offered workshops for CTE’s graduate programs on copyright and how to search the higher education literature. Staff from both support units sit on committees and groups such as Learning Environment Operations (LEO) and the Copyright Advisory Committee. Ad hoc collaborations also arise: for example, a CTE staff member served on the hiring committee for a Library position, and the Library asked CTE staff members to provide feedback on some instructional videos they created. A CTE staff member also delivered a keynote talk at the Library Instructors’ Retreat. Library staff have occasionally participated in panels for our Teaching and Learning Conference and regularly attend Educational Technologies Week. 
Office of Research Ethics (ORE)
The number of instructors and staff doing research that involves students as participants has increased as CTE’s LITE grant program has flourished. Accordingly, CTE has worked with ORE to clarify and streamline policies and processes pertaining to such research. CTE and ORE have also collaborated in developing a workshop to help instructors who conduct research pertaining to teaching and learning. CTE, ORE, and the Library have also partnered to create an online Scholarly Teaching Research Guide to help navigate SoTL research.
Quality Assurance Office (QAO) and Office of Academic Integrity
CTE’s SID for Curriculum and Quality Enhancement supports the work of the QAO with regard to curriculum planning. Representatives from all academic support units, including CTE and the QAO, meet collectively every month to facilitate cross-unit sharing. CTE staff have also worked closely with the Academic Integrity Office to assist with developing and promoting best practices for using Turnitin, and one CTE staff member is involved in an eCampus-Ontario-funded project to develop a mobile app to teach students about academic integrity.
[bookmark: _Toc487467176][bookmark: _Toc488223505][bookmark: _Toc488405443]University Communications (UC)
CTE collaborates with UC with regard to communications that promote teaching and learning at Waterloo. This collaboration has grown slowly but surely over the past few years. It was initially challenging to find story approaches that worked for both UC and CTE: their approach leaned, understandably, toward marketing while CTE leaned, understandably, toward pedagogy. Our new Communications Associate, however, has had productive meetings with a UC counterpart, and a process for CTE to feed stories about excellent instructors to UC has developed. In the past, UC has also promoted CTE stories pertaining to teaching awards, including Waterloo’s Distinguished Teacher Awards, the Chakma Awards for Exceptional Teaching by a Student, the 3M awards, and more. Recently, UC also provided social media coverage and material support (banners) for our annual Teaching and Learning Conference.
Emerging Collaborations
Our network of collaborators continues to grow. The Equity Office and the Waterloo Aboriginal Education Centre (WAEC) are among units with which we have just begun to collaborate. The Equity Office Director contributes a session as part of the Graduate Supervision Series, and she recently consulted with CTE’s Director about ways to engage faculty in equity training. In May 2017, we held our annual PD Day at WAEC as a first step in learning more about indigenization. Our new strategic priority about inclusive educational practices will demand that we engage much more frequently with staff from both of these units. Other units such as the Waterloo Centre for the Advancement of Co-operative Education (WatCACE) and the Waterloo Professional Development Program (WatPD) will become stronger collaborators as Waterloo identifies plans for moving experiential education beyond co-operative education. WatCACE already collaborates with CTE regarding LITE grants, but additional connections are under discussion. Experiential education fits with our new strategic priority regarding high-impact practices. We also recognize that we have limited connections to our institution’s undergraduate students. Our Integrative and Experiential Learning workshops regularly include undergraduate panelists, institutional-level project teams that involve our staff members regularly include undergraduate student government representatives, and our Director meets periodically with these same representatives, but more could be done to connect directly with undergraduate students as part of our work.
[bookmark: _Toc488223509][bookmark: _Toc488405447][bookmark: _Toc490214094][bookmark: _Toc490222621][bookmark: _Toc490230546][bookmark: _Toc490742936][bookmark: _Toc490822723][bookmark: _Toc487467180]Core Activity 7: Professional Development and Operational Activities 
Our Centre CV (see Appendix C) captures our engagement in conferences and professional associations, which are our primary forms of professional development. One operational-level project to highlight in this section is our significant progress on our final current strategic priority: to devise and implement a sustainable plan for assessing our own work. In 2013, we started to investigate how to assess our work in a comprehensive yet sustainable manner. By 2015, a CTE working group had devised an assessment matrix that was vetted by our staff and the Teaching Fellows and then moved to the implementation phase. The results from our plan appear in the next section about assessing our work.
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The primary objective of our assessment plan, guided by our mandate, is to obtain and analyze evidence about the impact of our work both at Waterloo and on the broader post-secondary community. We strive to impact the “3 Cs” identified in our mission by building capacity in our clients, creating community with and amongst our clients and colleagues, and advocating for an institutional culture that values teaching and learning. 
To align with how we approach our work, our assessment plan was designed to be:
· Collaborative, by integrating contributions of staff, clients, and administrators;
· Comprehensive, by assessing all elements of our Centre, not just programs;
· Defensible, by being situated within the literature and best practices;
· Prioritized, by identifying what is most critical to assess and when; and
· Sustainable, by not requiring additional resources to execute the evaluation system on an ongoing basis.
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[bookmark: _Toc490214096][bookmark: _Toc490222623][bookmark: _Toc490230548][bookmark: _Toc490742938][bookmark: _Toc490822725]Our Assessment Process
To provide some initial context, we begin this section by briefly describing our assessment process.
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Prior to the introduction of our comprehensive assessment plan in 2015, our data collection varied across the Centre. While we consistently collected output data and workshop feedback, the feedback surveys were inconsistently designed across our various programs. As outlined in Section 5.7, we spent two years preparing for our launch of a new system. Our current assessment framework integrates a few existing assessment models and design approaches, including Wright’s (2011) question-based matrix model, logic models (Kellogg Foundation, 2004), and constructive alignment (Biggs & Tang, 2011). Our assessment plan seeks to answer four key assessment questions.
1. What is the reach of our services and activities? (e.g., demographics) Related questions: How did they hear about us? Who doesn’t come to CTE and why? Do they know what we do?
2. To what extent are we meeting our participants’/clients’ needs? Related questions: Why do they come to us? What other services/assistance are needed? Where are they receiving assistance with their teaching-related roles? Where are their networks?
3. What intended outcomes are our participants/clients meeting? Related questions: What outcomes, beyond what we have identified, did they meet? How are they meeting our outcomes (from what we offer)? How do they benefit from us? What changes occur? What has been the short/mid/long-term impact of our services?
4. How effectively do we work? Related questions: How can we do better? How effective are our organizational processes? How do we contribute to our staff members’ development? How and how well are we collaborating with others?
To identify how to answer these questions, we adapted Wright’s matrix model. As shown in Figure 5, we created a questions-based matrix, with each row representing one of our core activities, each column a data source, and the questions to be addressed appearing at the junction of the two. 
	
	Data Sources (Output, Needs, Outcome, Process Data)

	CORE ACTIVITIES
	Event Registrations
	Resource Hits
	Internal Planning
	Surveys
	Participant Reports, Narratives
	Interviews, Focus Groups

	CA1
	Q1, Q2
	
	Q4
	Q2, Q3, Q4
	Q2, Q3
	Q3, Q4

	CA2
	Q1, Q2
	Q1
	Q1
	Q2, Q3
	
	Q3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CA7
	Q4
	
	Q4
	Q4
	
	Q2, Q4


[bookmark: _Toc488414651][bookmark: _Toc488414652][bookmark: _Toc485718810][bookmark: _Toc485720688][bookmark: _Toc487529213][bookmark: _Toc490225791][bookmark: _Toc490740997][bookmark: _Toc490822792]CTE’s question-based assessment framework
The matrix helps us ensure alignment among our assessment questions, core activities, and data sources. When possible, we aim to triangulate our data, which provides a richer picture of our work. Creating the matrix also helped us to recognize that some of our initial ideas were too ambitious for our ongoing assessment process. Instead, we have identified these activities as potential research projects. As an example, one of our staff members is conducting research on the impact of the Teaching Squares program. The results of this study can be integrated into our continuous improvement activities. We further adapted the format of the matrix to reveal the coverage of data collection according to assessment question for each core activity: the summary overview appears in Appendix H.
Our assessment matrix is complemented by our assessment schedule, which we drafted in 2016. The schedule includes a comprehensive listing of our various assessment activities. For each activity, the schedule tracks several methodological decisions, including the assessment questions being addressed, the data collection and analysis process, who (based on role) is responsible for data collection and analysis, who needs the results (e.g., relevant program lead, external stakeholders), how results are reported, and the timing of each assessment activity. Some activities, such as analyzing our consultation data and workshop attendance, are completed at regular intervals, usually once per term. Other activities are completed on a less frequent basis, such as our planned focus groups with participants in our New Faculty programming, which we aim to run every three years.  
[bookmark: _Toc487105484][bookmark: _Toc487119416][bookmark: _Toc487467183][bookmark: _Toc488223512][bookmark: _Toc488405462][bookmark: _Toc490214098][bookmark: _Toc490222625][bookmark: _Toc490230550][bookmark: _Toc490742940][bookmark: _Toc490822727]Key Assessment Instruments
The Instrument Working Group (IWG) was formed in Winter 2015 to develop instruments for use with our Centre assessment activities. Their goal was to ensure consistency among instruments, both in their design and their use. Previously, survey instruments had been designed by facilitators or program leads and there was little consistency, which made it difficult to compare results. The IWG’s focus was to design surveys to gather feedback on the quality of the workshop and, for intensive workshops, participants’ development of the relevant core capacities (reflection, design, instruction, professional development, diversity, and collaboration). 
The IWG created two core instruments—the Short Feedback Survey (Short Survey) and the Intensive Workshop Survey (Intensive Survey)—which were launched in Fall 2015. The Short Survey measures the participants’ reactions only, specifically whether the session met their needs, whether they learned something, if they intend to apply ideas from the session, whether they had an opportunity to connect with other participants, and the overall quality of the workshop. The Intensive Workshop Survey gathers both reaction feedback and outcomes data based on the intended learning outcomes for each workshop. We also ask how their underlying thinking about the topic has changed as a result of the workshop, and additional questions about how they intend to use what they have learned. Examples of the Short Feedback Survey are provided in Appendix I and an example of an Intensive Survey is given in Appendix J.
For graduate programming workshops, the Short Survey includes additional questions to gather formative feedback for facilitators. This addition supports the professional development of our graduate student developers, the GIDs and TAWFs. Participants are asked to comment on the quality of the workshop facilitation, provide suggestions to improve the workshop, and recommend other topics for future CTE workshops.
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An important attribute of our assessment system is that it is sustainable: we have sufficient resources to execute the plan on an ongoing basis. As we created the matrix, we recognized that some of our initiatives would potentially require more in-depth analysis than we would normally do as part of our ongoing assessment activities. These areas include: 
· new programming, particularly intensive programs like the recently created Graduate Supervision Series; 
· the impact of a newly created CTE position; 
· mandatory programming (e.g., New Faculty programming is mandatory for faculty in Applied Health Sciences and Engineering); and
· our strategic priorities.
To complement our ongoing assessment work described in the assessment schedule, we will be conducting periodic evaluation projects. This evaluation might include process, outcomes, and impact. These more in-depth studies are a new part of our system. They differ from research projects:  the assessment of evaluation projects is for quality assurance purposes, and while the projects may be run by various CTE staff members, these projects will require involvement from the SID, Curriculum and Quality Enhancement, at minimum to ensure fit with our assessment plan. Research projects are expected to be done much more independently and need to follow research ethics principles and practices. This year, we will be creating a five-year plan for the assessment activities that will integrate these specialized projects into our process.
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While our process is based on existing assessment models, our assessment philosophy has been influenced greatly by the work of Diamond (2008). In describing the curriculum design process, Diamond states, “if there is one attribute that determines the success of a project, it is ownership” (p. 47). Like our strategic planning activities, collaboration was critical to the development of our assessment plan in order to establish ownership and buy-in across our Centre. We have had more than 30 staff meeting activities in the past four years to gather input and feedback. As well, different groups of CTE staff members were formed during the same timeframe to help create our assessment framework, our instruments, and the schedule, as shown previously in Figure 3. This collaborative process is one of the most important aspects of our assessment work. Not only have our staff contributed design ideas and given feedback, but their contributions have shaped the processes for data collection, analysis, and reporting. 
[bookmark: _Toc490822730]Additional Data Collected for the External Review 
As part of the external review process, we reviewed our assessment matrix to see if we had data from all of our stakeholders (see Appendix H). This review resulted in the identification of a few data gaps. As a result, we supplemented our existing assessment data with the following, and we integrate these data throughout Section 6:
a SWOT analysis with contributions from all centre staff (Appendix F); 
a Reputation Survey, distributed to directors of teaching centres at universities across Canada (Appendix K); 
a Needs Survey of Waterloo instructors (Appendix L);
individual and small-group Partner Interviews with CTE’s key partners (Appendix M); and
a Conference Participation Survey focusing on the impact of CTE staff members’ conference participation (Appendix N).
These supplementary data were collected between May 2016 and March 2017, and the method and results for each of these data tools are provided in the appendices noted.
[bookmark: _Toc490213809][bookmark: _Toc490213995][bookmark: _Toc490214101][bookmark: _Toc490217503][bookmark: _Toc490222628][bookmark: _Toc490225059][bookmark: _Toc490225169][bookmark: _Toc490225278][bookmark: _Toc490230553][bookmark: _Toc490230701][bookmark: _Toc490461863][bookmark: _Toc490213813][bookmark: _Toc490213999][bookmark: _Toc490214105][bookmark: _Toc490217507][bookmark: _Toc490222632][bookmark: _Toc490225063][bookmark: _Toc490225173][bookmark: _Toc490225282][bookmark: _Toc490230557][bookmark: _Toc490230705][bookmark: _Toc490461867][bookmark: _Toc490213815][bookmark: _Toc490214001][bookmark: _Toc490214107][bookmark: _Toc490217509][bookmark: _Toc490222634][bookmark: _Toc490225065][bookmark: _Toc490225175][bookmark: _Toc490225284][bookmark: _Toc490230559][bookmark: _Toc490230707][bookmark: _Toc490461869][bookmark: _Toc490213816][bookmark: _Toc490214002][bookmark: _Toc490214108][bookmark: _Toc490217510][bookmark: _Toc490222635][bookmark: _Toc490225066][bookmark: _Toc490225176][bookmark: _Toc490225285][bookmark: _Toc490230560][bookmark: _Toc490230708][bookmark: _Toc490461870][bookmark: _Toc487105488][bookmark: _Toc487119420][bookmark: _Toc487467187][bookmark: _Toc488223516][bookmark: _Toc488405466][bookmark: _Toc490214109][bookmark: _Toc490222636][bookmark: _Toc490230561][bookmark: _Toc490742943][bookmark: _Toc490822731]What Is the Reach of Our Services and Activities?
The data from our Partner Interviews revealed that many of them hold the perception that we work with a small group of the same people (see Appendix M). Our data about who is working with us clearly challenge this perception: overall, we see a healthy level of participation across our programs, activities, and services by a variety of CTE stakeholders. In this section, we start by briefly describing how our participants hear about us, then provide an overview of the participation in our programs and services, including detailed analyses for select specific programs and services (complete data tables are provided in Appendix O). We then explore our clients’ use of our resources and our service to our organization. Finally, we reflect on who does not come to us and why.
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In our Instructor Needs Survey, we asked how they find out about our services and programs (see Appendix L). More than 80% indicated that emails from CTE was the source. Word of mouth and our website were the next most common responses, but were significantly less common (both at 27%). These results reinforce the immense value of our listservs for instructors, for new faculty, and for department chairs in reaching potential participants. Electronic communications are also a key mechanism for communicating with our graduate student and postdoctoral-fellow participants. That our website was also one of the top three most frequent responses is also encouraging but not surprising given the usage data provided later in this section. The word-of-mouth response is very important for us to keep in mind since it is beyond our control. We are aware that our credibility as a Centre is on the line every time we engage with participants, but it is a good reminder that people’s perceptions about working with us get shared with their networks.
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To better understand how many participants used our services and how often they worked with us, we analyzed participation in each of the following key service areas for which we have data that include unique identifiers (e.g., Waterloo userID). As shown in Table 4, we use distinct definitions of participation based on the service used. Participants include faculty members, staff members, graduate students, and postdoctoral fellows.
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	Key Service
	Description of Participation

	Teaching and Learning Conference
	Registered for the conference

	Instructional and intensive workshops
	Completed at least one workshop

	Consultations
	Attended a consultation, either on their own or as part of a small group

	Curriculum design and renewal
	Contacted CTE for support related to curriculum initiatives

	Requested workshops
	Contacted CTE for workshop facilitation 



When we combined our data about unique individuals who participated in these five key services, we were able to calculate a reasonable estimation of our reach. Over a six-year period, more than 6,000 unique individuals worked with us.[footnoteRef:5] An individual who worked with us in multiple years counts as a unique individual in each relevant fiscal year but is counted only once in grand totals across the reporting period 2011/12 to 2016/17. [5:  The number of individuals calculated is lower than the actual number because we do not track attendees by name at curriculum retreats or requested workshops. For these events, we only track our departmental contact and leave it to the discretion of the department to track the participation of their members. ] 

Of these 6,000 individuals, many participated during multiple years. Since 2011, 1,452 individuals worked with us during at least three of the six years, with 284 people participating each of the six years (see Figure 6). The majority used only one of the five key services, primarily workshops (n=2,404) and consultations (n=1,760). It was exciting to see that 27 individuals participated in all five areas. All of these 27 individuals hold or have held leadership roles within their department or Faculty and, in addition to participating in our services, most contributed to our work as workshop facilitators, presenters, and panel members.

[bookmark: _Toc490225792][bookmark: _Toc490740998][bookmark: _Toc490822793]Number of unique individuals who participated across our five key service areas from FY 2011/12 to 2016/17
While we have many repeat participants in any given year, our reach is not small. In the 2016/17 fiscal year, for example, 2,161 unique individuals worked with us. We have also been making excellent headway on the academic programming strategic plan target to increase participation in instructional development programming. Figure 7 demonstrates an overall increase in the number of individuals working with CTE since FY 2012/13; note that in FY 2011/12, we were transitioning to a new LMS, so consultations and workshop participation were irregularly (although not unexpectedly) high that year.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Figure 7 calculates the unique individuals for each fiscal year while Figure 6 combines six fiscal years and determines the unique individuals for that whole dataset. While there are over 12,000 unique individuals across the years in Figure 7, our unique individuals across all years is just over 6,000, as shown in Figure 6.] 
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We also determined that our participants represent all six Faculties, the Affiliated and Federated Institutions of Waterloo (AFIW), and several academic support units (SUs) (see Figure 8). We have strong relationships with other support units on campus and sometimes assume that most of the support unit staff who use our services are from these partner and collaborator units. It was interesting to discover that staff from 59 different units across campus participated in our services during our reporting period. In addition to supporting members of the Waterloo community, during the same time period we worked with almost 170 people from more than a dozen institutions beyond Waterloo.

[bookmark: _Toc490225794][bookmark: _Toc490741000][bookmark: _Toc490822795]Number of unique individuals by Faculty/unit who have worked with CTE from FY 2011/12 to 2016/17 
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We provide participation summaries for each of the five key services areas reported on in the previous section to unpack the combined results and do further analyses. For both the annual conference and our workshops, we include additional results related to the participant’s role (i.e., faculty, staff, graduate student, postdoctoral fellow, other). We do not track the participant’s role for consultations, requested workshops, or curriculum events, although we have a general sense of the audience for each (primarily faculty). 
[bookmark: _Toc488405470]Annual Teaching and Learning Conference
As Figure 9 demonstrates, we have seen steady growth in conference attendance during the past six years. The conference focus shifted in May 2012 to include more shared practice sessions in an effort to meet the Provost’s request to make the conference more Waterloo-centric, expand the community around professional development in teaching and learning, and encourage a culture where teaching (and teaching development) is valued. This shift in focus corresponds to a significant increase in Waterloo attendees in 2013/14. We also introduced the popular Igniting Our Practice session, which showcases inspirational University of Waterloo professors as they recreate their learning spaces by giving a mini-lesson to conference attendees. In 2017, faculty (51%), staff (40%), and students (9%) from all six Faculties and seven support units attended the conference.
 
[bookmark: _Toc485718817][bookmark: _Toc485720695][bookmark: _Toc485720744][bookmark: _Toc490225795][bookmark: _Toc490741001][bookmark: _Toc490822796]Number of external and internal participants who have registered for the annual conference by fiscal year 
[bookmark: _Toc488405471]Instructional and Intensive Workshops
Overall, during our reporting period, we offered 1,220 workshops, which were completed by 16,769 participants (see Figure 10). Many (~62%) completed more than one workshop. These sessions include workshops for faculty, graduate students, and postdoctoral fellows. 

[bookmark: _Toc485718814][bookmark: _Toc485720692][bookmark: _Toc485720741][bookmark: _Toc490225796][bookmark: _Toc490741002][bookmark: _Toc490822797]Workshop participation by fiscal year 
Omitting the data from FY 2011/12 (which the LMs change inflated), from May 2012 to April 2017 we increased our workshop offerings by 54%, with an attendance increase of 53%. Some of the increased activity stems from more instructional developers. Since May 2012, we have gained two full-time equivalent positions (FTEs): in April 2014 the Faculty Liaison, Mathematics, role was increased from 50% to full time, and in September 2014 so was the Faculty Liaison, Applied Health Sciences, Psychology, Sociology & Legal Studies, and Support Units position, and we added one new position, ID TA Training and Writing Support, which started as a part-time position in February 2016 and became full time in April of that year. We also added six TA Workshop Facilitator positions, which replaced one GID position in September 2013. 
Another aspect of growth relates to designing workshops for specific audiences. Examples include the New Faculty workshop series (2012), LITE Grant workshops for grant applicants (2012), the Graduate Supervision Series for pre-tenure faculty (2015), and workshops intended for Teaching Excellence Academy alumni, including the ReTEA (2014) and Deepening Course Design (2016). The percentage increase in workshop offerings in Figure 10 closely matches the increased percentage in participation. Since more workshops do not necessarily result in more participants, this increase in participation indicates that our offerings are meeting our participants’ interests. We also saw a 26% increase in the number of unique individuals, which suggests that what we offer has expanded our reach. 
Some of our workshops are designed specifically for faculty members as well as those who support teaching. These workshops include our intensive and short workshops, such as sessions during Focus on Teaching Week and Educational Technologies Week. Figure 11 shows the participation results for these workshops. The trend shows greater peaks and valleys than the combined data in Figure 10, but some institutional initiatives affected the results. As stated above, in 2011/12, our institution was transitioning to a new LMS, which attracted many participants who wanted training on how to use the new system. Another key institutional initiative, the six-workshop Graduate Supervision Series, corresponds to the significant increase during the past two fiscal years. The two sessions of the series in FY 2015/16 accounted for 375 total participants and 297 in FY 2016/17. 

[bookmark: _Toc485718815][bookmark: _Toc485720693][bookmark: _Toc485720742][bookmark: _Toc490225797][bookmark: _Toc490741003][bookmark: _Toc490822798]Participation in faculty-focused workshops by fiscal year
The participation trend for graduate students and postdoctoral fellows had less of a dip between 2011/12 and 2012/13 (see Figure 12), which is not surprising as very few graduate students or postdoctoral fellows attended the LMS workshops (~11% of participants in FY 2011/2012). Growth starting in 2013/14 relates to the aforementioned addition of six TA Workshop Facilitator positions in September 2013 at 30 hours per term. These positions were charged with providing interdisciplinary and discipline-specific teaching workshops for graduate students. We also saw growth in participation by the postdoctoral fellows. With the exception of FY 2014/15, when we offered fewer sessions because we had addressed pre-existing unmet needs, total participation has grown steadily with 379 total participants in FY 2016/17. Participation in microteaching sessions within the graduate student Fundamentals program is not reflected in Figure 12 since they are not categorized as workshops. In the past fiscal year, 496 graduate students participated in 134 microteaching sessions. 

[bookmark: _Toc485718816][bookmark: _Toc485720694][bookmark: _Toc485720743][bookmark: _Toc490225798][bookmark: _Toc490741004][bookmark: _Toc490822799]Workshop participation by graduate students and postdoctoral fellows by fiscal year
With sessions designed for various audiences, we wondered about the reach of our workshops among those groups. Based on data from Institutional Analysis and Planning for the period May 2011 to April 2016, Table 5 shows the average participation rate among faculty members and graduate students. The only mandatory workshop participation is for four New Faculty workshops for those in two of our six Faculties. We also do not provide an institution-wide teaching assistant training orientation; such orientations are run by the Faculties or individual academic departments. As a result, our results are almost entirely from voluntary participation.

[bookmark: _Toc488756170][bookmark: _Toc488764379][bookmark: _Toc488766101][bookmark: _Toc490740302][bookmark: _Toc490822775]Average percentages of faculty members and graduate students who have participated in CTE workshops from FY 2011/12 to 2015/16
	Faculty
	Faculty Member*
	Graduate Student*

	AFIW
	33.0%
	N/A

	AHS
	27.0%
	15.9%

	ARTS
	27.6%
	12.1%

	ENG
	18.1%
	12.1%

	ENV
	31.2%
	18.2%

	MATH
	10.9%
	9.9%

	SCI
	26.8%
	13.2%

	Total
	22.7%
	12.8%


* We determined the number of unique faculty and graduate-student participants in our workshops for each year and divided that number by the total number of faculty and graduate students on campus each year. An average of the percentages from all five years was then calculated.
[bookmark: _Toc488405474]Individual and Small Group Consultations
During our reporting period, we conducted 33,345 consultations (see Figure 13). Each year, we conducted an average of just over 5,500 consultations, attended by more than 1,100 unique individuals. We consulted with staff, faculty, and students (typically graduate students who are teaching as an adjunct or supporting a course as a TA, although we work occasionally with undergraduate students). 

[bookmark: _Toc485718818][bookmark: _Toc485720696][bookmark: _Toc485720745][bookmark: _Toc490225799][bookmark: _Toc490741005][bookmark: _Toc490822800]Number of unique individuals who have consulted with a CTE staff member and total number of consultations conducted by fiscal year
Based on total number of consultations, the overall trend for this service area looks different than total participation in other service areas. While total participation has increased in the annual conference and the workshops, consultation participation has decreased significantly, particularly during the past two years. Why is this? First, the significant decrease in FY 2012/13 corresponds to the end of the transition to a new LMS; both workshops and consultations were affected by this transition. Second, while it may be that our consultation clients simply required less assistance—requesting one consultation versus many—during that period, we experienced a number of staffing changes, including temporary leaves, retirements, and staff moving to new roles in the department. Much of the decrease in the past two years can be accounted for by drops in consultation numbers in Arts, Engineering, Environment, and Science, all Faculties where we saw staffing changes in our Liaison positions. We recognize that our consultations are, to a certain extent, relationship dependent and that new people need time to develop relationships. We anticipate that the number of consultations will increase again in future as our staffing situation stabilizes, although we may find that as our faculty members increase their capacity (particularly with the LMS), we may maintain these lower numbers. 
Interestingly, when we consider the unique individuals, the trend for the five services, which had a slight dip in FY 2015/16, is similar to the trend for consultations. Indeed, while Figure 7 shows a smaller overall dip in FY 2015/16 (less than 2% compared to unique individuals involved in consultations, which decreased by almost 5%), the growth in FY 2016/17 is greater for unique individuals involved in consultations (just over 10% compared to growth of ~8% across the five services). Overall, given that the number of unique individuals has remained fairly consistent, our overall reach via consultations appears to be strong and stable.
[bookmark: _Toc488405475]Curriculum Design and Renewal
Since 2007, we have provided support for curriculum design and renewal across campus. Much of this work is tied to cyclical program reviews (e.g., running surveys or focus groups to gather feedback from students, running post-review retreats to look critically at reviewer feedback and recommendations). Between May 2011 and April 2017, we facilitated 646 curriculum events and consultations, which were attended by more than 3,400 participants.
 
* We calculate this value by the maximum number of attendees from each department. When there are multiple events for a department, there are sometimes different people at the event, which is why this is an approximate value. We do not record individual participants’ names so cannot calculate precise totals for individuals.
[bookmark: _Toc490225800][bookmark: _Toc490741006][bookmark: _Toc490822801]Curriculum events and consultations by fiscal year 
We work with faculty, staff, and occasionally students from all Faculties across campus in the area of curriculum design and renewal (see Table 6). Interestingly, although our total number of participating departments decreased in the past two fiscal years, the number of events and consultations has remained steady. As well, in FY 2016/17, we worked with 39 different departments and support units, significantly more groups than in previous years (see Appendix O, Table O5).  
Our work is well regarded by our external colleagues as well, and we have conducted nine consultations and facilitated three events at seven institutions. Following two days of facilitation at an Ontario institution, we received the following feedback: “as we grow our program review processes, the information you provided will be invaluable to the efforts of our staff and faculty to ensure program quality.” We also work collaboratively with other institutions (for example, we are involved in a five-institution project related to assessing learning outcomes), and we strive to have at least one of our Instructional Developers attend the annual session of the Curriculum Working Group of the Council of Ontario Educational Developers. 

[bookmark: _Toc490740303][bookmark: _Toc490822776]Waterloo departments and units by Faculty that have undertaken curriculum events or consultations with CTE by fiscal year
	
	2011/2012
	2012/2013
	2013/2014
	2014/2015
	2015/2016
	2016/2017
	Unique Dept/Units to Date*

	Affiliated and Federated Institutions of Waterloo
	1
	2
	3
	2
	2
	4
	6

	Applied Health Sciences
	2
	2
	1
	2
	2
	1
	2

	Arts
	4
	7
	8
	5
	7
	11
	25

	Engineering
	6
	5
	3
	5
	6
	7
	11

	Environment
	2
	1
	4
	3
	3
	2
	6

	Mathematics
	2
	2
	2
	4
	4
	0
	6

	Science
	3
	5
	2
	3
	2
	6
	8

	Campus-wide
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Support Units
	1
	2
	2
	3
	1
	6
	10

	Total	
	22
	27
	26
	28
	28
	39
	76


* Unique departments or units are the distinct departments within a given Faculty with which we have worked over the past 10 years. We often work with multiple programs within a given department.
Through this analysis, we recognized an important issue with our data collection. In FY 2015/2016, we decided to move membership on curriculum committees to our Centre CV rather than tracking our attendance at committee meetings. While it was aligned with other committee work, we no longer have a clear sense of workload associated with participating in these committees. From 2011 to 2015, our staff attended 111 committee meetings, including 53 in FY 2014/15. We need to revisit whether the Centre CV is the right place to track this important work. As well, despite the change in the tracking system, the number of events and consultations in this area has still increased more than 35% in six years and the number of departments we have worked with has increased by 77%. Only our SID, Curriculum and Quality Enhancement, has responsibility for our curriculum work; others, such as our Faculty Liaisons, assist as they are available, but the increased demand indicates that this area is short-staffed. 
[bookmark: _Toc485718820][bookmark: _Toc485720698][bookmark: _Toc485720747][bookmark: _Toc488405476]Requested Workshops
In addition to providing institution-wide workshops, we also facilitate workshops requested by departments or support units for faculty, staff instructors, and TAs. These sessions are designed to meet the specific needs of the group, which vary depending on the content and workshop participants. These workshops generally focus on the following three theme areas: the effective use of online components in on-campus courses, emerging technologies, and Faculty- or department-specific sessions for TAs.
As shown in Figure 15, the number of requested workshops and participants varies significantly each year. A review of workshop topics shows a shift from educational technologies to instructional topics. In FY 2011/12, 20 of the 30 workshops offered specialized training on the LMS, including e-portfolio workshops. However, of the 44 workshops requested in FY 2016/17, 10 were for learning communities (communities that were housed within a specific Faculty or a closed community that was not tracked through our registration system), eight focused on course design, three were specifically about the LMS, and the rest focused on a variety of instructional and assessment topics. In FY 2013/14, there were several sessions related to ePortfolios, including visits to courses, which account for 446 participants. That same year, we conducted workshops as part of ExpecTAtions (TA training in the Faculty of Engineering), which included 390 participants over two terms.

[bookmark: _Toc485718821][bookmark: _Toc485720699][bookmark: _Toc485720748][bookmark: _Toc490225801][bookmark: _Toc490741007][bookmark: _Toc490822802]Number of requested workshops offered and total number of annual participants by fiscal year 
For requested workshops, we do not use our existing registration system and instead track registration numbers (not individuals) with an internally maintained spreadsheet, a practice that has raised questions among CTE staff. As a part of the Human Resources system, our existing registration system is centrally supported and interfaces well with the university’s employee database. However, our Partner Interviews (see Appendix M) provided clear feedback that our registration system is not user friendly and as a result, for events requested by departments, we don’t require the participants from registering via our system. Now that we have several years of data about requested events and the numbers of participants and workshops are of some size, we may want to rethink this process. The university is moving to a new Human Resources software package in 2018, with changes to the existing workshop registration software scheduled for 2019. 
[bookmark: _Toc488405477][bookmark: _Toc488411771][bookmark: _Toc488405478][bookmark: _Toc488411772][bookmark: _Toc488405479][bookmark: _Toc488411773][bookmark: _Toc488405481][bookmark: _Toc488411775][bookmark: _Toc488414502][bookmark: _Toc488405482][bookmark: _Toc488411776][bookmark: _Toc488414503][bookmark: _Toc488405483][bookmark: _Toc488411777][bookmark: _Toc488414504][bookmark: _Toc488405484][bookmark: _Toc488411778][bookmark: _Toc488414505][bookmark: _Toc488405521][bookmark: _Toc488411815][bookmark: _Toc488414542][bookmark: _Toc488405522][bookmark: _Toc488411816][bookmark: _Toc488414543][bookmark: _Toc488405523][bookmark: _Toc488411817][bookmark: _Toc488414544][bookmark: _Toc488405529][bookmark: _Toc488411823][bookmark: _Toc488414550][bookmark: _Toc488405586][bookmark: _Toc488411880][bookmark: _Toc488414607][bookmark: _Toc487105490][bookmark: _Toc487119422][bookmark: _Toc487467189][bookmark: _Toc488223518][bookmark: _Toc488405587][bookmark: _Toc490214111][bookmark: _Toc490222639][bookmark: _Toc490230565][bookmark: _Toc490742947][bookmark: _Toc490822735]Use of Our Resources
People also come to us by using our resources. As discussed in Section 3.5, the Centre has a small library, which is housed in our main office. Here, we provide an overview of its use based on data provided by Waterloo’s Library system. We also present results related to our web resources, which receive nearly 1.3 million pageviews annually. 
[bookmark: _Toc488405588]Library Resources
As shown in Figure 16, most years more than 100 items are charged from our library, averaging 118 charge-outs per year. As part of the SWOT analysis conducted in 2016 (see Appendix F), our library was identified as a strength of the Centre, yet two concerns were raised. First, although two lounge chairs are available for reviewing materials in our space, no study space is available. Based on study space available in other areas of campus, we do not plan to add study space. Second, some staff shared that many people, particularly participants in our graduate programs, are unaware of our library. To address this concern, CUT participants are told about the library and an orientation tour for them will be added in Fall 2017. We will also need to carefully monitor our own staff members’ borrowing practices—we may not all be signing out the books we are using, which would make the data below inaccurate. If charge-out rates remain low and other resources like online journal articles are used more often, we might reconsider the need for our lending library, although our resources are part of our Tri-University Library System (with Wilfrid Laurier University and the University of Guelph).

[bookmark: _Toc485718823][bookmark: _Toc485720701][bookmark: _Toc487529217][bookmark: _Toc490225802][bookmark: _Toc490741008][bookmark: _Toc490822803]Charge-outs from the CTE library from FY 2011/12 to February 2017
[bookmark: _Toc488223519][bookmark: _Toc488405589]Web Resources
Our website features information about the Centre (e.g., history, strategic plan, and staffing), promotion of activities and services, dissemination of best practices through content sections (e.g., curriculum design and renewal, integrative learning, emerging technologies), and our Teaching Tips pages. As shown in Figure 17, the number of pageviews has increased steadily since 2013 (the earliest year for which we have Google Analytics data).

[bookmark: _Toc485718824][bookmark: _Toc485720702][bookmark: _Toc485720751][bookmark: _Toc487529218][bookmark: _Toc490225803][bookmark: _Toc490741009][bookmark: _Toc490822804]Number of CTE website pageviews by calendar year
Interestingly, the number of pageviews of our Teaching Tips has increased at a faster rate than our total pageviews. In other words, our Teaching Tips have become more popular faster. By 2016, pageviews of our Teaching Tips represented 74% of the total pageviews of our site (see Table 7). 
[bookmark: _Toc485719614][bookmark: _Toc485719778][bookmark: _Toc485990660][bookmark: _Toc487549408][bookmark: _Toc488756171][bookmark: _Toc488764380][bookmark: _Toc488766102][bookmark: _Toc490740304][bookmark: _Toc490822777]Number of CTE tip sheet pageviews by calendar year 
	
	Pageviews (total)
	Pageviews (Tip Sheets only)
	What percentage of our total pageviews is accounted for by just the Teaching Tip Sheets?

	2013
	584,510
	160,111
	27%

	2014
	850,185
	530,444
	62%

	2015
	1,005,475
	696,667
	69%

	2016
	1,265,524
	935,025
	74%



Since 2008, CTE has also published a blog devoted to ideas and issues pertaining to teaching and learning. New blog posts are published about once a week and are written by all CTE staff members and occasionally by instructors and staff from other academic support units. In the 2016/17 fiscal year, our blog received over 12,500 pageviews; however, the number of pageviews has steadily decreased since the 2012/13 fiscal year, as can be seen in Table 8: 
[bookmark: _Toc485719615][bookmark: _Toc485719779][bookmark: _Toc485990661][bookmark: _Toc487549409][bookmark: _Toc488756172][bookmark: _Toc488764381][bookmark: _Toc488766103][bookmark: _Toc490740305][bookmark: _Toc490822778]Number of CTE blog pageviews by fiscal year 
	Year 
	Pageviews (total)

	2012/13
	20,309

	2013/14
	18,766

	2014/15
	12,407

	2015/16
	11,646

	2016/17
	12,526



We are not certain why pageviews for our blog have decreased significantly over the last five years, especially when pageviews for our website have increased substantially in the same period. While the main link to access the CTE blog is on the CTE home page, it has become less conspicuous as we have added links to other resources. There may also be more teaching and learning blogs in 2017 than there were in 2012, meaning that readership is now more thinly distributed among them. The value of this medium requires further consideration.
[bookmark: _Toc487467191][bookmark: _Toc488223521][bookmark: _Toc488405591]Communications
We promote our programming and services through a number of channels. We send monthly emails to all instructors, as well as monthly emails specifically targeting graduate students and new faculty. We also use Twitter and Facebook to share news about our events, teaching awards, and resources from other teaching centres. Our Facebook page is followed by 835 individuals, most of whom appear to be graduate students, and our Twitter account has 437 followers. We have also established a CTE channel on YouTube where we publish video recordings of guest speakers and video tutorials created by our staff members. Of the 70 videos currently on our YouTube channel, the most popular is “Fundamentals of University Teaching: Microteaching Session Lesson Feedback,” which has received over 3,500 views since March 2016. 
[bookmark: _Toc487115418][bookmark: _Toc487115967][bookmark: _Toc487116099][bookmark: _Toc487116484][bookmark: _Toc487118463][bookmark: _Toc487118739][bookmark: _Toc487119015][bookmark: _Toc487119291][bookmark: _Toc487119426]CTE’s online communications are supplemented by several more traditional forms of media. Two times a year we publish a paper-based newsletter that is distributed to senior administrators (such as deans, department chairs, and program heads). An accessible PDF version of this newsletter is also available on our website. Similar to the blog, we wonder how effective this paper-based newsletter is: might there be a more effective means of informing our university’s administrators about our activities? Since Fall 2015, we have also produced an annual report that describes our programs and services and provides data on their usage and outcomes. It is also available as an accessible PDF on our website. Anecdotal feedback about our annual report from Waterloo colleagues and beyond has been very positive.
[bookmark: _Toc487102238][bookmark: _Toc487103540][bookmark: _Toc487105491][bookmark: _Toc487105867][bookmark: _Toc487114298][bookmark: _Toc487115829][bookmark: _Toc487116124][bookmark: _Toc487116616][bookmark: _Toc487118595][bookmark: _Toc487118871][bookmark: _Toc487119147][bookmark: _Toc487119423][bookmark: _Toc487119567][bookmark: _Toc487119713][bookmark: _Toc487177420][bookmark: _Toc487177567][bookmark: _Toc487177713][bookmark: _Toc487177859][bookmark: _Toc487190142][bookmark: _Toc487224878][bookmark: _Toc487391827][bookmark: _Toc487392927][bookmark: _Toc487405780][bookmark: _Toc487405991][bookmark: _Toc487449587][bookmark: _Toc487456292][bookmark: _Toc487465582][bookmark: _Toc487468801][bookmark: _Toc487472869][bookmark: _Toc487473095][bookmark: _Toc487480911][bookmark: _Toc487481137][bookmark: _Toc487529123][bookmark: _Toc487102239][bookmark: _Toc487103541][bookmark: _Toc487105492][bookmark: _Toc487105868][bookmark: _Toc487114299][bookmark: _Toc487115830][bookmark: _Toc487116125][bookmark: _Toc487116617][bookmark: _Toc487118596][bookmark: _Toc487118872][bookmark: _Toc487119148][bookmark: _Toc487119424][bookmark: _Toc487119568][bookmark: _Toc487119714][bookmark: _Toc487177421][bookmark: _Toc487177568][bookmark: _Toc487177714][bookmark: _Toc487177860][bookmark: _Toc487190143][bookmark: _Toc487224879][bookmark: _Toc487391828][bookmark: _Toc487392928][bookmark: _Toc487405781][bookmark: _Toc487405992][bookmark: _Toc487449588][bookmark: _Toc487456293][bookmark: _Toc487465583][bookmark: _Toc487468802][bookmark: _Toc487472870][bookmark: _Toc487473096][bookmark: _Toc487480912][bookmark: _Toc487481138][bookmark: _Toc487529124][bookmark: _Toc487102240][bookmark: _Toc487103542][bookmark: _Toc487105493][bookmark: _Toc487105869][bookmark: _Toc487114300][bookmark: _Toc487115831][bookmark: _Toc487116126][bookmark: _Toc487116618][bookmark: _Toc487118597][bookmark: _Toc487118873][bookmark: _Toc487119149][bookmark: _Toc487119425][bookmark: _Toc487119569][bookmark: _Toc487119715][bookmark: _Toc487177422][bookmark: _Toc487177569][bookmark: _Toc487177715][bookmark: _Toc487177861][bookmark: _Toc487190144][bookmark: _Toc487224880][bookmark: _Toc487391829][bookmark: _Toc487392929][bookmark: _Toc487405782][bookmark: _Toc487405993][bookmark: _Toc487449589][bookmark: _Toc487456294][bookmark: _Toc487465584][bookmark: _Toc487468803][bookmark: _Toc487472871][bookmark: _Toc487473097][bookmark: _Toc487480913][bookmark: _Toc487481139][bookmark: _Toc487529125][bookmark: _Toc487105494][bookmark: _Toc487119427][bookmark: _Toc487467193][bookmark: _Toc488223522][bookmark: _Toc488405592][bookmark: _Toc490214112][bookmark: _Toc490222640][bookmark: _Toc490230566][bookmark: _Toc490742948][bookmark: _Toc490822736]Service to Our Institution
[bookmark: _Toc487105495][bookmark: _Toc487119429][bookmark: _Toc487467194][bookmark: _Toc488223523][bookmark: _Toc488405593]Beyond individuals’ use of our programs and services, we are also asked to support institution-wide programs and initiatives. In general, these activities reflect services that involve multiple units and in which CTE has a significant role. These include our support of New Faculty initiatives, coordinated activities like the LITE Grants and teaching awards, and our service to our institution through project and committee work.
New Faculty Programming and Events
As part of the New Faculty Planning Committee, CTE co-hosts (with FAUW and HR) two new faculty welcome events each year in September. These sessions include an orientation to all parts of the faculty role (teaching, research, and service) as well as a family barbeque. The events introduce participants to the Waterloo context and provide them an opportunity to meet peers, support unit representatives, and academic leaders from across campus. 
These welcome events serve as one of the ways new faculty learn about CTE. Other ways we connect with this audience are through the Faculty Liaisons or Teaching Fellows, the Learning About Teaching Plan (a reflective exercise some faculty undertake), the core workshops listed in Section 5.1.5, and the Documenting Your Teaching for Tenure and Promotion session. In the 2016/17 fiscal year, 76 new faculty members attended workshops specifically designed for their career stage. The average participation rate in New Faculty programming over fiscal years 2012/13, 2013/14, and 2014/15 was 52%. 
LITE Grants
An important service we provide is the management of the institutionally funded LITE Grants, which include the WatCACE-funded grants related to co-operative education and work-integrated learning. Since the inception of these grants in 2012, 67 projects from across all Faculties have been funded. The range of project topics includes inquiries into online learning, experiential learning, case-based and community service learning, learning across disciplines, language learning, assessment, written communication, and teamwork. Most projects (n=52) are collaborations within or across units, and several projects include graduate or undergraduate students as co-applicants. In total, 169 individuals have received LITE Grant funding.
[bookmark: _Toc487102243][bookmark: _Toc487103545][bookmark: _Toc487105496][bookmark: _Toc487105872][bookmark: _Toc487114303][bookmark: _Toc487115834][bookmark: _Toc487116129][bookmark: _Toc487116621][bookmark: _Toc487118600][bookmark: _Toc487118876][bookmark: _Toc487119152][bookmark: _Toc487119428][bookmark: _Toc487119572][bookmark: _Toc487119718][bookmark: _Toc487177425][bookmark: _Toc487177572][bookmark: _Toc487177718][bookmark: _Toc487177864][bookmark: _Toc487190147][bookmark: _Toc487224883][bookmark: _Toc487391832][bookmark: _Toc487392932][bookmark: _Toc487405785][bookmark: _Toc487405996][bookmark: _Toc487449592][bookmark: _Toc487456297][bookmark: _Toc487465587][bookmark: _Toc487468806][bookmark: _Toc487472874][bookmark: _Toc487473100][bookmark: _Toc487480916][bookmark: _Toc487481142][bookmark: _Toc487529128][bookmark: _Toc487105497][bookmark: _Toc487119431][bookmark: _Toc487467196][bookmark: _Toc488223524][bookmark: _Toc488405594]Teaching Awards
The Centre manages two institution-wide teaching awards, the Distinguished Teacher Award (DTA) and the Amit and Meena Chakma Awards for Exceptional Teaching by a Student (AETS). We also offer the Certificate in University Teaching Award in coordination with the GSPA, which is given annually to a graduate student who demonstrates a strong commitment to teaching development upon the completion of the CUT program. For these institution-wide awards, as shown in Table 9, the number of individuals nominated varies each year. Our Program Coordinator, assisted by one of our co-op students, provides significant administrative support for the awards, which are selected by committees comprised of faculty, staff, and students.
[bookmark: _Toc490138283][bookmark: _Toc490225761][bookmark: _Toc487363583][bookmark: _Toc487391600][bookmark: _Toc487529198][bookmark: _Toc485718794][bookmark: _Toc485719613][bookmark: _Toc485719777][bookmark: _Toc487549410][bookmark: _Toc488756173][bookmark: _Toc488764382][bookmark: _Toc488766104][bookmark: _Toc490740306][bookmark: _Toc490822779]Number of individual award nominations processed and awarded for institution-wide teaching awards
 
	
	Distinguished Teacher Award
	Amit and Meena Chakma Award for Exceptional Teaching by a Student

	Year
	Nominations
	Awards Given
	Nominations
	Awards Given

	2011
	
Nomination data removed for confidentiality reasons

	4
	Nomination data removed for confidentiality reasons

	4

	2012
	
	4
	
	4

	2013
	
	4
	
	4

	2014
	
	4
	
	3

	2015
	
	4
	
	3

	2016
	
	4
	
	4

	2017
	
	4
	
	4



Centre staff also provide support for faculty nominations for external teaching awards. Our SID, Faculty Programs and Research, and our Communications Associate provide guidance on faculty nominations for major external teaching awards (i.e., the 3M National Teaching Fellowship, the Alan Blizzard Award, the OCUFA Teaching Award, the QS Stars Reimagine Education Awards, and the D2L Innovation in Teaching and Learning Award). One of the challenges in developing these award applications is that for the DTA, recipients do not prepare any documentation about their teaching and do not gain the valuable experience of writing about themselves as teachers, experience that is critical to applying for external teaching awards. 
[bookmark: _Toc487105498][bookmark: _Toc487119432][bookmark: _Toc487467197][bookmark: _Toc488223525][bookmark: _Toc488405595]Institutional Support via Projects and Committees
Our colleagues and senior administrators also ask us to bring our expertise to department, Faculty, and institutional projects and committees. During our reporting period, CTE staff members participated in 13 institutional projects or committees. Some of the initiatives were focused on specific issues, such as the Task Force on Innovative Teaching Practices to Promote Deep Learning at the University of Waterloo or the Project Team on Course Evaluations. Other committee work has involved an ongoing commitment over several years, with staff from the Centre serving on the Learning Environment Operations Group, for example, and on the Steering Committee for the English Language Competency Initiative. We also contributed to projects and sat on committees at the Faculty or department level, often as resource members. We have been members of seven such groups, including the School of Accounting and Finance Learning Outcomes Committee and the Faculty of Engineering IDEAS Clinic Committee. While these projects and committees often take several months or years, our involvement is critical in enabling us to meet institutional or Faculty strategic priorities. The time commitment, though, can make it difficult for our staff to balance their ongoing work with these larger projects. Periodic task analyses for positions taking on these kinds of projects can help, along with revising expectations for annual performance goals in order to make them more realistic and achievable. However, some of our senior roles in particular are so full already that these types of projects become overload, which is not sustainable.
[bookmark: _Toc487635715][bookmark: _Toc487636121][bookmark: _Toc488221133][bookmark: _Toc488221322][bookmark: _Toc488221496][bookmark: _Toc488223526][bookmark: _Toc488223747][bookmark: _Toc488405596][bookmark: _Toc488411890][bookmark: _Toc488414610][bookmark: _Toc487635716][bookmark: _Toc487636122][bookmark: _Toc488221134][bookmark: _Toc488221323][bookmark: _Toc488221497][bookmark: _Toc488223527][bookmark: _Toc488223748][bookmark: _Toc488405597][bookmark: _Toc488411891][bookmark: _Toc488414611][bookmark: _Toc487635717][bookmark: _Toc487636123][bookmark: _Toc488221135][bookmark: _Toc488221324][bookmark: _Toc488221498][bookmark: _Toc488223528][bookmark: _Toc488223749][bookmark: _Toc488405598][bookmark: _Toc488411892][bookmark: _Toc488414612][bookmark: _Toc487105500][bookmark: _Toc487119434][bookmark: _Toc487467199][bookmark: _Toc488223529][bookmark: _Toc488405599][bookmark: _Toc490214113][bookmark: _Toc490222641][bookmark: _Toc490230567][bookmark: _Toc490742949][bookmark: _Toc490822737]Who Does Not Come to Us?
Just as there is value in knowing who is using our services and resources, we also want to understand who is not coming to us. First, we consider those who intended to work with us, specifically people who registered for our workshops but did not attend them. Then, using data from our Instructor Needs Survey, we contemplate some reasons why they may not be working with us. 
[bookmark: _Toc487105501][bookmark: _Toc487119435][bookmark: _Toc487467200][bookmark: _Toc488223530][bookmark: _Toc488405600]Voided Workshop Registrations
Voided registrations are those that we cancel on behalf of participants, either before or after workshops. As shown in Figure 18, of the 4,701 registrations in FY 2016/17, 1,274 were voided, representing 598 individuals. Many of the registrations were voided when the person asked us to cancel their registration before the session date (n=413), while some registrations (n=52) were cancelled by us, usually because the person registered in a workshop designated for a different audience (e.g., a graduate student who enrolled in the postdoctoral fellow series). Our registration system does not allow registrants to cancel their own registrations: having almost 10% of registrants cancelling workshops generates additional work for our administrative coordinators, although we appreciate the advanced notice since it helps us accommodate people on waitlists.

[bookmark: _Toc487529219][bookmark: _Toc490225804][bookmark: _Toc490741010][bookmark: _Toc490822805]Workshop completions by participant type for FY 2016/17
A greater issue is the number of people who register but do not attend the workshop, categorized as “no-shows” in our registration system. Figure 19 represents the number of no-shows in terms of total registrations and unique individuals. We assume there will be a certain number of no-shows given the various demands on our clients’ time. Most individuals missed only one session (n=198) or two sessions (n=77). But several missed three or four sessions (n=43), and some of our registrants missed five or more sessions (n=30), including two who missed nine sessions. 

[bookmark: _Toc487529220][bookmark: _Toc490225805][bookmark: _Toc490741011][bookmark: _Toc490822806]Workshop registrants who did not attend, dropped, or canceled registration by participant type for FY 2016/17
[bookmark: _Toc487105502]With more than 235 individuals missing graduate workshops, we wondered about the composition of this group. About half of the individuals (n=122) missed only one session, many (n=55) missed two sessions, and the other 58 people missed three or more sessions. With 71 registrants left on waiting lists, this is problematic. Some workshops, such as Effective Lesson Plans, are offered multiple times each term so some waitlisted people are able to enroll in a later session. The issue of no-shows encourages us to think about both the timing of our registrations and whether we need to consider some sort of deterrent for missing workshops (e.g., charging a fee), particularly for our graduate students.
[bookmark: _Toc487105503][bookmark: _Toc487119447][bookmark: _Toc487467202][bookmark: _Toc488223532][bookmark: _Toc488405602]A Missing Cohort: Department Chairs
In their interviews, a number of the Teaching Fellows identified that CTE needs more and better engagement from department chairs to help encourage their promotion of CTE amongst their colleagues. Department chairs are a challenging group to engage. In 2012-13, the Director and an ID ran a learning community for chairs on peer review of teaching. Then in March 2017, the Director and the SID, Faculty Programs and Research, ran a workshop for faculty administrators about challenges with and strategies for evaluating teaching. This workshop was offered as part of a university-wide administrator leadership training program not run by CTE, and it is unclear when and how we will be allowed to contribute to this program in future. Department chairs are called upon to nominate colleagues for the annual Teaching Excellence Academy and the new Graduate Supervision Series, but these requests are limited. This cohort, however, feels vitally important to increasing the spread of faculty engagement in professional development on teaching. More discussions about how to engage this group need to occur in the Centre.
Why Do They Not Come to Us?
This is a question that requires ongoing investigation, but we gained some insights from the Instructor Needs Survey that we conducted earlier this year. The survey, which received 296 responses (for a response rate of ~10%), focused on instructor knowledge of and engagement with our various programs and services. 
One reason people may not come to us is that there are many ways to enhance teaching. We report the percentage of respondents who selected the options provided to the question, “What do you do when you are looking to enhance your teaching?” (respondents could select multiple reasons). Over half of respondents attended CTE programming (55.2%), while just over a third consulted with CTE staff members (39.1%) or used CTE web resources (35.0%). However, the most common responses were that they engaged in conversations with colleagues (82.2%) or sought feedback from students (81.8%). Some read scholarly research on teaching and learning (46.1%), some conducted their own research on teaching and learning (33.0%), and some travelled off campus to teaching-related workshops or conferences (24.9%).  Our partners and collaborators contribute to teaching development as well, such as CEL’s support of instructors developing fully online courses.
Another reason that clients might not come to us is their interest in engaging in discipline-specific activities. Our Teaching Fellows, for example, offer a variety of events that address teaching development within their disciplinary context, often run with involvement from a CTE staff member. Indeed, some now run the ISW within their department or Faculty, which nicely complements our institution-wide offerings. Many Needs Survey respondents indicated that they attended teaching-related events run by their Faculty or department (45.8%). 
We asked respondents to share what deterred them from accessing CTE’s services. As shown in Table 10, there were a variety of responses, with insufficient time or the timing of the events as the most common responses. The other options, beyond nothing deterring them, were selected by less than 10% of respondents.
[bookmark: _Toc487549412][bookmark: _Toc488756174][bookmark: _Toc488764383][bookmark: _Toc488766105][bookmark: _Toc490740307][bookmark: _Toc490822780]Percentage of responses to the question, “What has deterred you from accessing a CTE service and/or program?”
	Response
	Percentage*

	I did not have time
	41.4

	The timing of events was inconvenient
	32.7

	Nothing
	26.9

	Other
	11.4

	I already feel confident about my teaching
	9.1

	The programs and services were not relevant
	8.4

	The location for events was inconvenient
	7.7

	I was not aware of CTE’s services and/or programs
	7.1

	CTE staff members lack relevant expertise for my needs
	3.0

	Spending time developing my teaching is not valued in my department
	3.0

	I was unsure of the prior knowledge or background required to effectively participate
	2.4

	Teaching is not a priority for me
	0.3


* Percentage = percentage of respondents who chose each option (the question type was multiple select).
Our Needs Survey focused on faculty and staff at Waterloo. The results, which we discuss in more detail in the next section, leave gaps in our understanding of why other groups (e.g., graduate students) do not come to us. 
Overall, our reach is quite extensive and is increasing in many service areas. We connect with people from across our entire institution through our many programs and areas of service. We will need to find more ways to convey this level of participation to help increase our profile and ensure that senior administrators know that we are serving their faculty members, graduate students, postdoctoral fellows, and staff members as Waterloo continues its transition to a new budget model (see Appendix E). The data we have reviewed also suggest some areas for further reflection as we move forward.
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In many ways, our identity statements reflect our perception of the needs of our community. As articulated in our mission, we focus our efforts on developing capacities related to teaching and educational leadership, creating community, and promoting a culture that values teaching. Our services and resources are planned to address those needs. In this section, we review results from the Needs Survey (see Appendix L) and our assessment activities to evaluate why our clients participate in our services, what they need, how well we are meeting their needs, and what else is needed. 
[bookmark: _Toc487467205][bookmark: _Toc488223535][bookmark: _Toc488405605][bookmark: _Toc490214115][bookmark: _Toc490222643][bookmark: _Toc490230569][bookmark: _Toc490742951][bookmark: _Toc490822739]Identifying Needs
As discussed in Section 3.6.3, we set our directions based on contributions from several different groups within our community. To understand the needs of various stakeholders, we benefit from regular communication through meetings, consultations, and project work. For example, the Director and Faculty Liaisons meet periodically with the Dean and the Teaching Fellow of each of the six Faculties. The Liaisons also meet with department chairs/directors. These meetings provide us with important insights into issues that are priorities for each of the six Faculties. Meeting summaries are provided to the SID team, who integrate this feedback into their planning activities. We benefit as well from participating in projects and working on committees, which helps us stay informed about institutional needs. 
The Teaching Fellows also bring their perspective of faculty members’ needs to our work, and many recognized in their Partner Interviews that they are a conduit between us and their faculty (see Appendix M). Interestingly, many recommended a faculty advisory committee for CTE, and yet they informally function in this way through their input on various aspects of our operation (e.g., on reference questions for the external review and on conference calls for proposals). We may want to consider additional ways to solicit input from this group in future.
Additionally, we benefit from external sources of ideas about possible client needs, such as professional meetings with members of our educational development community. Our Director meets semi-annually with teaching centre directors from six other southwestern Ontario universities (i.e., Brock, Guelph, Wilfrid Laurier, McMaster, Western, and Windsor) to share new practices and challenges as well as identify provincial-level issues. In addition, many of our staff are involved in action groups or committees of the Council of Ontario Educational Developers, the Educational Developers Caucus, and the Professional and Organizational Development Network. These meetings, in conjunction with attendance at conferences, help our staff to stay current on a variety of areas related to teaching and educational leadership, which helps us anticipate our clients’ needs. Summary data from a sampling of these sources appears in the Strategic Priorities Backgrounder in Appendix E.
While these types of data sources help us, as discussed, we needed to hear directly from our clients about their needs to increase participation in our programs and services, which led to our Needs Survey. When asked what motivated instructors to access our services or programs, respondents selected all that applied from a list of 10 options and could share other ideas as well. Most often, respondents participated in our services because they wanted to develop their knowledge and skills, either for teaching (51.2%) or for educational leadership (17.5%). The topic was important, either because of its relevance (61.3%) or because of an immediate issue (24.6%). Many respondents were motivated because they valued CTE staff's knowledge and expertise (43.4%) and some wanted the opportunity to connect with other instructors (20.5%). Another motivator was a recommendation from a colleague (10.4%), the respondent's Chair/Director (8.8%), or the Teaching Fellow/Champion (5.7%); given our limited contact with Chairs, we note that recommendations from them are quite low and could be an area of growth. Some respondents (9.8%) indicated they had not accessed CTE's services and programs. 
We asked respondents to select all topics of interest for CTE programs and services from a list of 21 topics. The five topics most often selected were teaching strategies, assessing student learning, enhancing students' writing and communication skills, course design, and experiential learning in courses. Teaching strategies, assessing student learning, and enhancing students’ writing and communication skills were in the top five options regardless of the respondents’ role. Both part-time faculty and full-time, non-tenure track faculty, however, were more interested in emerging technologies than experiential learning. Tenure-track faculty indicated a strong interest in evaluating teaching while tenured faculty selected blending face-to-face and online teaching as an important topic. When we looked at the results according to years of teaching, again, teaching strategies and assessing student learning were important to all groups. Other topics of interest were teaching large classes (selected by respondents with less than 5 years of teaching experience), classroom management (selected by respondents with 6-10 years’ experience), and emerging technologies (selected by respondents with 11 or more years’ experience). The Teaching Fellows, when interviewed, suggested that we target faculty by career stage; our Needs Survey results support this recommendation.
Several other additional topics were shared by respondents. These ideas included teaching international students, addressing pressing issues, academic integrity, longitudinal effectiveness of teaching methodologies (e.g., educational technologies), writing grant applications for teaching development, assessing class participation in large classes, non-traditional teaching strategies, problem solving and critical thinking in assignments, advanced skills for using LEARN, and teaching in STEM fields.
[bookmark: _Toc487549414][bookmark: _Toc488756175][bookmark: _Toc488764384][bookmark: _Toc488766106]We also asked for feedback related to the preferred format of our services and programs. As shown in Table 11, the most preferred formats based on the averaged ratings were short workshops, one-on-one consultations, and using online resources. Other options suggested by respondents were an off-campus retreat, online sessions, simulations, and invited speakers. We currently do not have many online video-based resources; the Needs Survey results may encourage us to produce more, particularly since this format could enable us to serve our sessional instructors more easily. Sessionals are a difficult cohort to support at Waterloo due to central systemic barriers that make it hard to get access to their contact information in a timely way. A new system in Human Resources—to be implemented in the next two years—should help in this regard. Interestingly, the second-most common response that received a lot of interest was for grants to support teaching development. Teaching enhancement is already part of our LITE grants program but rarely do we receive grant proposals for this area of focus; perhaps we need to clarify that proposals about teaching enhancement are an option within this existing program. Given the valuable data received from this Needs Survey, we plan to distribute this type of survey again in the next three to five years.
[bookmark: _Toc490740308][bookmark: _Toc490822781]Preferred formats for CTE's programs and services
	Formats
	Percentage of Participants
	Averaged Rrating

	
	No Interest (Weight = 1)
	Some Interest (2) 
	A lot of Interest (3)
	

	Workshops (1-2 hours)
	6.9
	33.2
	59.8
	2.53

	One-on-one consultations (face to face, e-mail, phone)
	12.3
	44
	43.6
	2.31

	Online resources from the CTE website (documents and videos)
	9.7
	52.6
	37.7
	2.28

	Grants to support teaching development
	19.7
	34
	46.2
	2.26

	Events held in your department
	17
	42.1
	40.9
	2.24

	Grants to support teaching-related research
	29.3
	32.3
	38.4
	2.09

	Half-day workshops
	20.2
	57.1
	22.7
	2.03

	Peer-learning opportunities (e.g., user groups, learning communities)
	26.4
	49.4
	24.2
	1.98

	Small-group consultations
	26.3
	50.4
	23.3
	1.97

	Drop-in sessions
	36.9
	46.4
	16.7
	1.80

	Peer feedback programs (e.g., Teaching Squares)
	37.3
	46.2
	16.4
	1.79

	Day-long conferences or retreats
	43
	40.5
	16.5
	1.73

	Multi-day conferences or retreats
	62.6
	30.8
	6.6
	1.44


[bookmark: _Toc488223543][bookmark: _Toc488405613][bookmark: _Toc487467204][bookmark: _Toc488223534][bookmark: _Toc488405604][bookmark: _Toc487467207][bookmark: _Toc488223537][bookmark: _Toc488405607]In addition to the Needs Survey, we also started to collect data from our staff as of May 2016 about consultation topics as a means of determining what our faculty members want to learn more about. These one-on-one and small-group meetings play a major role in how our clients develop their teaching practice. We learned that the use of technology, specifically our LMS and educational technology, was the most frequent topic at consultations. As shown in Table 12, however, a broad range of topics are addressed at consultations. 
[bookmark: _Toc488766107][bookmark: _Toc488756176][bookmark: _Toc488764385][bookmark: _Toc490740309][bookmark: _Toc490822782][bookmark: _Toc487549416]Consultation topics in FY 2016/17 
	Consultation Topic 
	Number of Individuals
	Number of Consults

	LEARN
	872
	2195

	Educational Technology
	322
	634

	Instructional Development
	317
	526

	Research
	118
	137

	Integrative Learning
	126
	120

	Redirect (refer to another Waterloo unit based on client’s needs)
	109
	116

	Leadership
	64
	103

	Curriculum
	89
	66

	Career and Professional Development
	68
	61

	Writing/Communication Instruction and Assessment
	71
	48

	Graduate Students and Postdoctoral Fellows
	34
	37

	TA Programming External to CTE
	20
	17

	New Faculty Intake Meeting
	12
	12

	TOTAL
	1291
	3755


Note: The number of individuals can be greater than the number of consults for a topic due to multiple attendees for one consult.
The data about these topics can help to inform our work in a few ways. First, we can prioritize our development of Tip Sheets and other resources (including workshops) in areas of instructor need to support the work of our staff consultants. Second, we can identify areas of support that might be reduced or expanded. For example, we can identify areas where we are giving more support than may be desirable (e.g., LEARN support), areas where we give more support than anticipated for the human resources available (e.g., research consultations with only two available staff members), or areas with less uptake than expected (e.g., new faculty intake meetings). Finally, we can recognize our role as a conduit between faculty and other support units. Our Partner Interviews revealed that they see us as connectors to faculty members, and the consultation data reinforce this perception. We will likely track the consultation topics again in a few years’ time to monitor any emerging trends.
[bookmark: _Toc490214116][bookmark: _Toc490222644][bookmark: _Toc490230570][bookmark: _Toc490742952][bookmark: _Toc490822740]How Well Do We Meet Our Workshop Participants’ Needs?
While it is important to identify the needs of our clients, we also need to understand how effective we are at addressing them. As a result, we collect needs data through workshop Feedback Surveys and program Exit Surveys. For all workshops, we ask participants whether the workshop met their needs. Responses are a 5-point Likert from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Participants are also asked whether they learned something of relevance and if they intend to apply ideas from the workshop. As shown in Table 13, most respondents felt the workshops in which they participated met their needs.
[bookmark: _Toc490822783][bookmark: _Toc487549413][bookmark: _Toc488756177][bookmark: _Toc488764386][bookmark: _Toc488766108][bookmark: _Toc490740310]Average ratings on Feedback Surveys 
	Workshop
	No. of Workshops
	No. of Responses
	Met Needs
	Learned Something
	Intend to Use

	
	
	
	Average Rating out of 5

	Short Workshops

	
	Graduate Students
	149
	1814
	4.30
	4.47
	4.56

	
	Faculty
	50
	358
	4.18
	4.41
	4.26

	Intensive Workshops

	
	Course Design
	5
	30
	4.40
	4.45
	4.67

	
	Instructional Skills Workshop
	6
	34
	4.38
	4.53
	4.68

	
	Teaching Excellence Academy
	2
	21
	4.79
	4.85
	4.71

	Exit Surveys

	
	Fundamentals of University Teaching
	N/A
	115
	4.38
	4.53
	4.67

	
	Graduate Supervision Series
	4 series
	60
	4.32
	4.58
	4.50

	
	Teaching Seminar Series
	3 series
	42
	4.48
	4.74
	4.76


Note: The Short and Intensive Feedback Surveys were revised in September 2015. Data from then to April 2017 are included here.  
We currently do not have data about how well other aspects of our programs or services are meeting our clients’ needs. Such data may be collected in future according to the data collection schedule for our assessment plan.
[bookmark: _Toc490214117][bookmark: _Toc490222645][bookmark: _Toc490230571][bookmark: _Toc490742953][bookmark: _Toc490822741][bookmark: _Toc487391855][bookmark: _Toc487392955][bookmark: _Toc487405808][bookmark: _Toc487406019][bookmark: _Toc487449615][bookmark: _Toc487456320][bookmark: _Toc487465610][bookmark: _Toc487467208][bookmark: _Toc487468829][bookmark: _Toc487472897][bookmark: _Toc487473123][bookmark: _Toc487480939][bookmark: _Toc487481165][bookmark: _Toc487529151][bookmark: _Toc487391857][bookmark: _Toc487392957][bookmark: _Toc487405809][bookmark: _Toc487406020][bookmark: _Toc487449616][bookmark: _Toc487456321][bookmark: _Toc487465611][bookmark: _Toc487468830][bookmark: _Toc487472898][bookmark: _Toc487473124][bookmark: _Toc487480940][bookmark: _Toc487481166][bookmark: _Toc487529152][bookmark: _Toc487391858][bookmark: _Toc487392958][bookmark: _Toc487405810][bookmark: _Toc487406021][bookmark: _Toc487449617][bookmark: _Toc487456322][bookmark: _Toc487465612][bookmark: _Toc487468831][bookmark: _Toc487472899][bookmark: _Toc487473125][bookmark: _Toc487480941][bookmark: _Toc487481167][bookmark: _Toc487529153][bookmark: _Toc487391859][bookmark: _Toc487392959][bookmark: _Toc487405811][bookmark: _Toc487406022][bookmark: _Toc487449618][bookmark: _Toc487456323][bookmark: _Toc487465613][bookmark: _Toc487468832][bookmark: _Toc487472900][bookmark: _Toc487473126][bookmark: _Toc487480942][bookmark: _Toc487481168][bookmark: _Toc487529154][bookmark: _Toc487391860][bookmark: _Toc487392960][bookmark: _Toc487405812][bookmark: _Toc487406023][bookmark: _Toc487449619][bookmark: _Toc487456324][bookmark: _Toc487465614][bookmark: _Toc487468833][bookmark: _Toc487472901][bookmark: _Toc487473127][bookmark: _Toc487480943][bookmark: _Toc487481169][bookmark: _Toc487529155][bookmark: _Toc487391861][bookmark: _Toc487392961][bookmark: _Toc487405813][bookmark: _Toc487406024][bookmark: _Toc487449620][bookmark: _Toc487456325][bookmark: _Toc487465615][bookmark: _Toc487468834][bookmark: _Toc487472902][bookmark: _Toc487473128][bookmark: _Toc487480944][bookmark: _Toc487481170][bookmark: _Toc487529156][bookmark: _Toc487391862][bookmark: _Toc487392962][bookmark: _Toc487405814][bookmark: _Toc487406025][bookmark: _Toc487449621][bookmark: _Toc487456326][bookmark: _Toc487465616][bookmark: _Toc487468835][bookmark: _Toc487472903][bookmark: _Toc487473129][bookmark: _Toc487480945][bookmark: _Toc487481171][bookmark: _Toc487529157][bookmark: _Toc487391863][bookmark: _Toc487392963][bookmark: _Toc487405815][bookmark: _Toc487406026][bookmark: _Toc487449622][bookmark: _Toc487456327][bookmark: _Toc487465617][bookmark: _Toc487468836][bookmark: _Toc487472904][bookmark: _Toc487473130][bookmark: _Toc487480946][bookmark: _Toc487481172][bookmark: _Toc487529158][bookmark: _Toc487391864][bookmark: _Toc487392964][bookmark: _Toc487405816][bookmark: _Toc487406027][bookmark: _Toc487449623][bookmark: _Toc487456328][bookmark: _Toc487465618][bookmark: _Toc487468837][bookmark: _Toc487472905][bookmark: _Toc487473131][bookmark: _Toc487480947][bookmark: _Toc487481173][bookmark: _Toc487529159][bookmark: _Toc487391865][bookmark: _Toc487392965][bookmark: _Toc487405817][bookmark: _Toc487406028][bookmark: _Toc487449624][bookmark: _Toc487456329][bookmark: _Toc487465619][bookmark: _Toc487468838][bookmark: _Toc487472906][bookmark: _Toc487473132][bookmark: _Toc487480948][bookmark: _Toc487481174][bookmark: _Toc487529160][bookmark: _Toc487391866][bookmark: _Toc487392966][bookmark: _Toc487405818][bookmark: _Toc487406029][bookmark: _Toc487449625][bookmark: _Toc487456330][bookmark: _Toc487465620][bookmark: _Toc487468839][bookmark: _Toc487472907][bookmark: _Toc487473133][bookmark: _Toc487480949][bookmark: _Toc487481175][bookmark: _Toc487529161][bookmark: _Toc487391867][bookmark: _Toc487392967][bookmark: _Toc487405819][bookmark: _Toc487406030][bookmark: _Toc487449626][bookmark: _Toc487456331][bookmark: _Toc487465621][bookmark: _Toc487468840][bookmark: _Toc487472908][bookmark: _Toc487473134][bookmark: _Toc487480950][bookmark: _Toc487481176][bookmark: _Toc487529162][bookmark: _Toc487405820][bookmark: _Toc487406031][bookmark: _Toc487449627][bookmark: _Toc487456332][bookmark: _Toc487465622][bookmark: _Toc487468841][bookmark: _Toc487472909][bookmark: _Toc487473135][bookmark: _Toc487480951][bookmark: _Toc487481177][bookmark: _Toc487529163][bookmark: _Toc487405821][bookmark: _Toc487406032][bookmark: _Toc487449628][bookmark: _Toc487456333][bookmark: _Toc487465623][bookmark: _Toc487468842][bookmark: _Toc487472910][bookmark: _Toc487473136][bookmark: _Toc487480952][bookmark: _Toc487481178][bookmark: _Toc487529164][bookmark: _Toc487405822][bookmark: _Toc487406033][bookmark: _Toc487449629][bookmark: _Toc487456334][bookmark: _Toc487465624][bookmark: _Toc487468843][bookmark: _Toc487472911][bookmark: _Toc487473137][bookmark: _Toc487480953][bookmark: _Toc487481179][bookmark: _Toc487529165][bookmark: _Toc487405823][bookmark: _Toc487406034][bookmark: _Toc487449630][bookmark: _Toc487456335][bookmark: _Toc487465625][bookmark: _Toc487468844][bookmark: _Toc487472912][bookmark: _Toc487473138][bookmark: _Toc487480954][bookmark: _Toc487481180][bookmark: _Toc487529166][bookmark: _Toc487224906][bookmark: _Toc487391873][bookmark: _Toc487392973][bookmark: _Toc487405824][bookmark: _Toc487406035][bookmark: _Toc487449631][bookmark: _Toc487456336][bookmark: _Toc487465626][bookmark: _Toc487468845][bookmark: _Toc487472913][bookmark: _Toc487473139][bookmark: _Toc487480955][bookmark: _Toc487481181][bookmark: _Toc487529167][bookmark: _Toc487405825][bookmark: _Toc487406036][bookmark: _Toc487449632][bookmark: _Toc487456337][bookmark: _Toc487465627][bookmark: _Toc487467225][bookmark: _Toc487468846][bookmark: _Toc487472914][bookmark: _Toc487473140][bookmark: _Toc487480956][bookmark: _Toc487481182][bookmark: _Toc487529168][bookmark: _Toc487405826][bookmark: _Toc487406037][bookmark: _Toc487449633][bookmark: _Toc487456338][bookmark: _Toc487465628][bookmark: _Toc487468847][bookmark: _Toc487472915][bookmark: _Toc487473141][bookmark: _Toc487480957][bookmark: _Toc487481183][bookmark: _Toc487529169][bookmark: _Toc487467227]What Else Is Needed?
[bookmark: _Toc487105506][bookmark: _Toc487119450]In addition to gathering workshop feedback, our workshop and program Exit Surveys contribute to our understanding of our participants’ unmet needs. In the Exit Surveys of both the FUT and the Teaching Seminar Series, for example, we ask how we could make the program more useful to our participants. For intensive workshops, we ask a more general question about what worked best and what might be improved. Based on responses from the past two fiscal years, the following themes were identified.
Both graduate students and faculty indicated their preference for more discipline-specific programming. Graduate students requested we offer microteaching sessions more frequently and increase advertising to enhance awareness of the program across campus. Postdoctoral fellows suggested the Teaching Seminar Series include more practical components, such as short practice teaching sessions similar to the Fundamentals program. Both graduate students and postdoctoral fellows were interested in even more theory and research-based evidence being integrated into the programs. Further, they were interested in learning from other instructors (e.g., award-winning instructors on campus, postdoctoral fellows with teaching experience). Lastly, faculty made suggestions regarding scheduling, such as providing a daily schedule for intensive programming participants. 
Overall, we appear to be doing well at meeting our stakeholders’ needs, and our broad range of programs and services enable us to address many areas of interest. However, we are aware that needs evolve with changing environmental conditions, so we will continue to monitor needs to ensure that what we provide is on target.
[bookmark: _Toc487465630][bookmark: _Toc487468849][bookmark: _Toc487472917][bookmark: _Toc487473143][bookmark: _Toc487480959][bookmark: _Toc487481185][bookmark: _Toc487529171][bookmark: _Toc487105511][bookmark: _Toc487119455][bookmark: _Toc487467228][bookmark: _Toc488223538][bookmark: _Toc488405608][bookmark: _Toc490214118][bookmark: _Toc490222646][bookmark: _Toc490230572][bookmark: _Toc490742954][bookmark: _Toc490822742]What Intended Outcomes Are Our Participants Meeting?
As already identified in Section 4.2.1, we have articulated six specific capacities that those who come to us can hone, whether they are focused on teaching development or educational leadership. The capacities involve: reflection, design, instruction, professional development, diversity, and collaboration. These capacities represent what we believe good teachers and educational leaders should develop, and they serve as a framework for the specific intended learning outcomes for all of our workshops and certificate programs. In this section, we look at the outcomes that our clients have developed through participation in our workshops and certificate programs. We also consider the ways in which those who work with us develop capacities associated with educational leadership, including the impact of being a GID or TAWF at our Centre.
[bookmark: _Toc487467229][bookmark: _Toc488223539][bookmark: _Toc488405609][bookmark: _Toc490214119][bookmark: _Toc490222647][bookmark: _Toc490230573][bookmark: _Toc490742955][bookmark: _Toc490822743]Outcomes Achieved by Our Workshop and Program Participants 
In this section, we share our clients’ perceptions of the intended and unintended outcomes they have developed by participating in our workshops and certificate programs. This feedback is gathered for intensive workshops and at the completion of our certificate programs. Unless stated otherwise, these results are from September 2015, when we implemented our new Short and Intensive Feedback Surveys, to April 2017.
[bookmark: _Toc487467230][bookmark: _Toc488223540][bookmark: _Toc488405610]Graduate student Certificate Programs
The focus of the FUT is to provide hands-on teaching development opportunities for graduate students. Comprised of both workshops and microteaching sessions, participants have the opportunity to develop the outcomes listed in Figure 20, which shows how they rate their own achievement of these outcomes. However, given that all students’ work is assessed in these programs (as pass/fail), when they complete the program, they have met the intended outcomes to our satisfaction.

[bookmark: _Toc490225806][bookmark: _Toc490741012][bookmark: _Toc490822807][bookmark: _Toc487529221]Average ratings of participants in the Fundamentals of University Teaching Exit Survey 
Survey on a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). The Short and Intensive Feedback Surveys were revised in September 2015; data from then to April 2017 are included here. Number of survey respondents = 115; number of participants = 257; response rate = 45 per cent.
When asked about other outcomes they developed through the program, about a third of respondents shared examples. Prevalent themes related to comfort in teaching, improved communication, and a better understanding of teaching strategies, as reflected in the comments below.
“I feel that I also gained a better appreciation for how much time active learning strategies take during a lesson and how important they are to making a lesson engaging.”
“I felt the microteaching feedback is useful for a teaching dossier.”
“I now have an understanding of the basic terminology in play for the study of education and have a passing knowledge of the sorts of issues on which educators focus.... I leave this course with a much better sense of how to implement workshop concepts well and how poor implementation will negatively impact a lesson.”
The CUT program builds on participants’ experiences in the FUT, which is reflected in its outcomes, shown in Table 14. This Exit Survey was added to our assessment activities in Winter 2017. Although it is a small sample, survey responses reflect recent participants’ experience in the program and their high level of perceived outcome achievement.
[bookmark: _Toc490822784][bookmark: _Toc487549415][bookmark: _Toc488756178][bookmark: _Toc488764387][bookmark: _Toc488766109][bookmark: _Toc490740311]Respondents’ rating of perceived achievement of intended program outcomes for the Certificate in University Teaching program 
	CUT Intended Outcomes
	Average Rating

	Apply theoretical knowledge about teaching and learning in higher education to my teaching practice.
	4.17

	Adopt a reflective approach to teaching through collecting feedback and continually modifying instructional approaches.
	4.33

	Develop and implement active-learning teaching methods.
	4.08

	Articulate my teaching philosophy and document my teaching effectiveness in a teaching dossier.
	4.58

	Locate, summarize, and present research on teaching and learning as it applies to my field.
	4.58

	Demonstrate confidence and knowledge as an instructor in higher education.
	4.42


Note: Data are from the CUT Exit Survey administered in Winter 2017. Survey on a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Number of survey respondents = 12
[bookmark: _Toc487467231][bookmark: _Toc488223541][bookmark: _Toc488405611]Teaching Development Seminar Series for Postdoctoral Fellows
Like the FUT, the Teaching Development Seminar Series provides an introduction to key topics in university teaching and learning. As the Seminar Series does not include microteaching, the outcomes (see Figure 21) reflect the different focus of this series compared with the FUT. In their open-ended comments, other outcomes that participants identified included a better sense of goals as a teacher, feeling more prepared to design a course, and ideas around actively engaging students.

[bookmark: _Toc490225807][bookmark: _Toc490741013][bookmark: _Toc490822808][bookmark: _Toc487529222]Average ratings of participants in the Teaching Development Seminar Series 
Survey on a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Number of series = 3. The Short and Intensive Feedback Surveys were revised in September 2015; data from then to April 2017 are included here. Number of survey respondents = 42; number of participants = 89; response rate = 47 per cent.
[bookmark: _Toc487467232][bookmark: _Toc488223542][bookmark: _Toc488405612]Faculty Workshops
For short (non-intensive) workshops, our Feedback Survey does not ask about attainment of specific learning outcomes. However, in our workshop planning, we strive to ensure that these workshops are aligned with at least one of our six teaching development capacities. We also include a question that links to community-building (see Appendix I). Here, we share results for three of our intensive workshops that focus either on course design or instructional skills. 
Course Design Fundamentals is a core workshop in our New Faculty programming, although it is open to all faculty and instructional staff. The overall goal of the workshop is for participants to create an aligned course. Participants indicate good progress toward achieving the workshop’s outcomes, as shown in Figure 22. We also offer a version of this workshop for participants designing a blended course. In that version, alignment is still the focus, but the outcomes reflect the specific contextual factors for a blended course environment, such as identifying the advantages and challenges of developing and teaching blended courses and selecting appropriate technological tools. 

[bookmark: _Toc490225808][bookmark: _Toc490741014][bookmark: _Toc490822809][bookmark: _Toc487529223]Average ratings of participants in Course Design Fundamentals 
Survey on a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). The Short and Intensive Feedback Surveys were revised in September 2015; data from then to April 2017 are included here. Number of workshops = 5. Number of survey respondents = 30; number of participants = 42; response rate = 71 per cent.
Like Course Design Fundamentals, the overall goal of the Teaching Excellence Academy (TEA) is to create a course that aligns course concepts, intended outcomes, contextual factors, and assessments. The TEA goes beyond course design, with an emphasis on peer feedback and developing community.  Specific outcomes for the TEA are presented in Figure 23. This focus on design and community is reinforced by other events related to the TEA, specifically the TEA reunion and the ReTEA, which is a one-day course design session for TEA alumni. The value of the TEA is captured in feedback from participants:
“Finally wrote outcomes that I'm happy with for my design courses. Had written outcomes before as part of department accreditation exercise, but wasn't entirely happy with them. Had some new ideas for formative assessments that should help achieve the outcomes.”
“Gaining different perspectives on disciplinary teaching styles and expectations was valuable. Helped me build a better picture of how other Faculties view pedagogical success and how/why those tools could be used in reaching my students better.”
“It was very stimulating to hear about and meet people from other disciplines. I think that kind of stimulation, and the workshop environment, are very helpful for the kind of creative thinking necessary to re-imagine one's work.”
“I fostered new relationships with my colleagues.”


[bookmark: _Toc490225809][bookmark: _Toc490741015][bookmark: _Toc490822810][bookmark: _Toc487529224]Average ratings of participants in the Teaching Excellence Academy 
Survey on a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Number of workshops = 2. The Short and Intensive Feedback Surveys were revised in September 2015; data from then to April 2017 are included here. Number of survey respondents = 21; number of participants=29; response rate = 72 per cent.
The Instructional Skills Workshop (ISW) has been an important part of our workshop offerings since our first ISW in 2008. The workshop is attended by faculty and instructional staff at all career stages, several of whom have embraced the model and completed the Facilitators’ Development Workshop. As shown in Figure 24 and the comments below, participants achieve intended outcomes that reflect more than designing a solid lesson.
“I didn't know this would be a goal, but my teaching practice was re-ignited. I got some much-needed motivation.”
“I'm going to offer a wider variety of learning activities to address the diversity of learning preferences in my classroom. I'm going to design lecture content that more effectively integrates learning activities.”
“I will be re-designing my lesson plans to create more engaging classes. I have great handouts to pull interactive ideas from to keep my classes engaged. I will definitely mention to others in the department the importance of this workshop and will share the information I've acquired on designing a mini-lesson, lesson plan formats, and effective teaching and learning resources.”


[bookmark: _Toc490225810][bookmark: _Toc490741016][bookmark: _Toc490822811][bookmark: _Toc487529225]Average ratings of participants in the Instructional Skills Workshop 
Survey on a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Intended learning outcomes were revised in Spring 2016; data for Fall 2016 and Winter 2017 are included here. Number of workshops = 2. Number of survey respondents = 9; number of participants = 14; response rate = 64 per cent.
[bookmark: _Toc490742956][bookmark: _Toc490822744]Development of Educational Leaders
Our formal programming is less developed to meet the six capacities of an educational leader (see Table 2). This level of formalized support of educational leadership, however, is appropriate for a few reasons. First, in our Needs Survey, only 18% of respondents indicated that a desire to hone their educational leadership skills motivated them to access a CTE program or service, and the topic of leading teaching development opportunities for colleagues was the lowest-rated topic preference (see Appendix L). Second, educational leadership development is contingent on career paths and stages and so will not be appropriate for all instructors at all stages of their careers. However, while only a portion of our formalized programming focuses on educational leadership, it is still a necessary and important part of fostering a culture of teaching excellence on campus. 
Many of the educational leadership development opportunities we initiate and support stem from collaborations with leaders such as the Teaching Fellows and with our guest facilitators, presenters, and speakers. Another way we help to develop our educational leaders is through consultations with department and Faculty leaders, such as those leading curriculum initiatives or other educational development activities, including the requested workshops we run, which involved 169 consultations this past fiscal year. Within the Centre, we benefit tremendously from the GIDs and TAWFs and they concurrently experience an opportunity to develop their educational leadership skills. Outcomes from these various leaders are described in this section.
[bookmark: _Toc488223545][bookmark: _Toc488405615]Guest Facilitators, Presenters, and Speakers
CTE fosters leadership in teaching development by providing opportunities for instructors to present to their peers on topics pertaining to teaching and learning. Since 2007, we have benefited from 266 unique guest contributors who are members of the Waterloo community and other institutions. These guests have been facilitators who led workshops and learning communities, invited speakers at CTE events, presenters at workshops, and contributors to our blog. The number of guests varies annually, as shown in Figure 25; however, our guests represent all six Faculties, the Affiliated and Federated Institutions, several academic support units, and other institutions (see Appendix P). Over the past 10 years, 81 different individuals made multiple contributions to CTE events and the blog.

[bookmark: _Toc485718822][bookmark: _Toc485720700][bookmark: _Toc485720749][bookmark: _Toc487529226][bookmark: _Toc490225811][bookmark: _Toc490741017][bookmark: _Toc490822812]Guest contributors by fiscal year
As presenters and speakers, our guests share their reflective practice with colleagues across the institution. Examples include presenters at our learning communities or invited guests who lead the Igniting our Practice sessions at the annual conference. Some sessions, such as presentations that are part of the Waterloo High-Impact Practices Series or the Integrative and Experiential Education (IEE) Series, are given by instructors (and students for IEE) who participated in the teaching and learning experience. Guest facilitators lead teaching development activities related to a variety of topics. A key example are our guest ISW facilitators, some of whom now run independent sessions within their Faculty or AFIW. We plan to run a study in the near future to better understand these kinds of leadership opportunities, including development needs and the outcomes of engaging in this type of leadership.
[bookmark: _Toc488223546][bookmark: _Toc488405616]Teaching Fellows 
We have had many opportunities to collaborate with the Teaching Fellows, examples of which are given in Section 5.3.1. These faculty members embody the six capacities we strive to develop in educational leaders and so, as part of the Partner Interviews with our Advisory Group members (see Appendix M), we asked the Teaching Fellows to comment on ways CTE helped with their development in their leadership role and how we could improve. 
In describing their own development as educational leaders, the Teaching Fellows highlighted that through working with CTE, they were able to facilitate others’ discovery of good teaching, find opportunities to encourage faculty members to take more charge of teaching, and develop confidence in facilitating teaching discussions. They valued the peer-to-peer relationship established with CTE, which included co-designing and facilitating activities. They appreciated having responsive and flexible conversations about their mandates and directions, and saw CTE as a key resource around best practices and resources, including connecting them to SoTL. They appreciated how encouraging and supportive we have been to them in their role, and they identified mentoring by CTE to help prepare them for their Teaching Fellow role as one area of impact of the Centre. Overall, they recognized CTE’s role in helping with the development of their Teaching Fellow role.
Some Teaching Fellows also described their development as a teacher. Some of the changes they noticed included a greater focus on continuous improvement and reflection, more emphasis on outcomes-based design, and a willingness to customize their teaching. A central theme related to both their development as teachers and as educational leaders was that CTE provided a place to talk about teaching. The Teaching Fellows also recognized CTE as a conduit between them and central administration, and there was a widespread sense that there is increased interest in CTE and teaching, which was identified as a sort of “culture shift.”
While most responses related to the relationship between CTE and the Teaching Fellows were positive, the Teaching Fellows acknowledged that some issues existed.  At times, there was a lack of clarity regarding the boundaries of these roles. Sometimes attempts at coordination between CTE and the Teaching Fellow did not work, and a few interviewees felt that CTE wanted too big a role in their work. They encouraged CTE to see the Teaching Fellow role as complementary. From our perspective, identifying additional ways to connect with the Teaching Fellows may assist with these areas of concern since they seem indicative of communication issues. 
[bookmark: _Toc488223547][bookmark: _Toc488405617]Graduate Student Leaders in the Centre
Through their work as GIDs and TAWFs at the Centre, our graduate students have an opportunity to enhance their teaching, communication, and academic leadership skills; cultivate their knowledge of instructional practices within and across disciplines; collaborate on new ideas and reflect on their teaching experiences with our interdisciplinary CTE graduate team; participate in professional development activities alongside CTE staff; and develop their CVs and prepare for the job-search process in academic and non-academic settings.
We now conduct exit interviews with our departing graduate student staff to understand the impact of their experiences at CTE. They have identified four positive outcomes from their work at the Centre (see Appendix Q for examples of each): 
Having opportunities to expand their knowledge about teaching approaches and practices used in different disciplines.
Engaging in critical reflection on their own teaching approaches and integrating ideas from program participants and program content into their teaching.
Developing confidence in teaching, facilitation, and presentation abilities.
Shaping or solidifying career goals related to teaching and educational development.
In addition to the above, most or all GIDs identified the following two positive outcomes of their work with CTE: 
Gaining reputation as teaching mentors and champions for good teaching in home departments.
Adding important additional experience to doctoral education and overall graduate school. 
Overall, we have gathered data that indicate our participants are meeting the intended outcomes for our programs and services, although in most cases, the achievement is self-reported. We also note that most of our outcomes data focus on building capacity. In our mission statement, we seek to build capacity and community as well as promote a culture that values teaching and learning. We have begun to collect data about community-building on our workshop feedback forms; however, outcome data about our impact on the organization’s culture regarding teaching are missing. Our involvement in a national study to validate a survey to measure teaching culture will assist with this gap as may other future research or evaluation projects. We look forward to engaging in further work in this area and will continue to investigate methods for determining outcome achievement.
[bookmark: _Toc488221155][bookmark: _Toc488221344][bookmark: _Toc488221518][bookmark: _Toc488223548][bookmark: _Toc488223769][bookmark: _Toc488405618][bookmark: _Toc488411912][bookmark: _Toc488414622][bookmark: _Toc487472925][bookmark: _Toc487473151][bookmark: _Toc487480967][bookmark: _Toc487481193][bookmark: _Toc487529182][bookmark: _Toc487472926][bookmark: _Toc487473152][bookmark: _Toc487480968][bookmark: _Toc487481194][bookmark: _Toc487529183][bookmark: _Toc487472927][bookmark: _Toc487473153][bookmark: _Toc487480969][bookmark: _Toc487481195][bookmark: _Toc487529184][bookmark: _Toc487472928][bookmark: _Toc487473154][bookmark: _Toc487480970][bookmark: _Toc487481196][bookmark: _Toc487529185][bookmark: _Toc487472929][bookmark: _Toc487473155][bookmark: _Toc487480971][bookmark: _Toc487481197][bookmark: _Toc487529186][bookmark: _Toc487105512][bookmark: _Toc487119456][bookmark: _Toc487467236][bookmark: _Toc488223549][bookmark: _Toc488405619][bookmark: _Toc490214121][bookmark: _Toc490222649][bookmark: _Toc490230575][bookmark: _Toc490742957][bookmark: _Toc490822745]How Effectively Do We Work? 
In our assessment plan, we focus not only on our programs and services but also on how well we do our work. The related questions in this part of our plan ask about specific elements of how we do our work, including the quality of our work and processes, the development of our staff, and how well we collaborate with others. We address these questions in this section based on feedback gathered through the SWOT analysis (Appendix F), the Reputation Survey (Appendix K), Partner Interviews (Appendix M), and the Conference Participation Survey (Appendix N). 
[bookmark: _Toc490214122][bookmark: _Toc490222650][bookmark: _Toc490230576][bookmark: _Toc490742958][bookmark: _Toc490822746][bookmark: _Toc488223550][bookmark: _Toc488405620][bookmark: _Toc488223551][bookmark: _Toc488405621]The Quality of Our Services, People, and Operations
One measure of the effectiveness of our work is the quality of the services and resources we provide. Our staff are proud of the range of programming we offer and highlighted the importance of specific programs such as the Teaching and Learning Conference and the LITE Grants during the SWOT activity. The high quality of our events and workshops was identified by the Teaching Fellows as well. This feedback aligns well with the survey feedback we gathered through the Short and Intensive Feedback Surveys. As shown in Table 15, more than 90% of respondents rated our workshops as either good or excellent (the scale is poor, fair, good, excellent).
[bookmark: _Toc490822785][bookmark: _Toc488756179][bookmark: _Toc488764388][bookmark: _Toc488766110][bookmark: _Toc490740312]Respondents answering either good or excellent to the question, “Overall, how would you rate this session” 
	Workshop
	No. of Workshops
	No. of Responses
	Respondents Rating  Either Good or Excellent

	Short Workshops

	
	Graduate Students
	149
	1814
	95%

	
	Faculty
	50
	358
	94%

	Intensive Workshops

	
	Course Design
	5
	30
	97%

	
	Instructional Skills Workshop
	6
	34
	100%

	
	Teaching Excellence Academy
	2
	21
	95%

	Exit Surveys

	
	Fundamentals of University Teaching
	N/A
	115
	96%

	
	Graduate Supervision Series
	4 series
	60
	95%

	
	Teaching Seminar Series
	3 series
	42
	95%


Note: The Short and Intensive Feedback Surveys were revised in September 2015. Data from then to April 2017 are included here.  
The quality of our programs and services can only happen because of the quality of our staff members. The Partner Interviews revealed that CTE staff members are perceived as holding expertise that our partners value, whether that expertise is related to content, process, or relationship-building. The Instructor Needs Survey (see Appendix L) also highlighted our staff members’ expertise as a reason to engage with CTE. The Reputation Survey results—collected from our educational development community across Canada—also reinforced this sense that our staff members are a strength of the Centre. Nearly 80% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that “CTE has well-respected staff members in the educational development field” and more than 88% of respondents indicated that their overall impression of CTE was “excellent” or “good.” Our outward-facing work, overall, is of very high quality.
Internally, we may have more work to do to achieve the same high quality standard. We do have well defined procedures for much of the work we do, such as the processes documented in our staff handbook. As the department has grown, we have tried to provide a balance between formal guidelines and a flexible, autonomous work environment. We continue to be challenged, however, with consistency in the application of these processes. One example raised through the SWOT related to onboarding of new staff. While the staff handbook helped orient new staff, the rest of the process varied among managers. Our administrative assistant recently created a welcome package for new staff that incorporates a wider range of resources. Additional resources will be provided in the upcoming manager’s handbook to help improve consistency. 
We believe that a variety of factors may contribute to inconsistent use of the documented processes and procedures internally. For example, for the past several terms, our Program Coordinator has set a deadline for workshop descriptions several weeks before the start of term. There are still many descriptions, however, that are submitted well after the deadline, which impacts scheduling, workload, and work flow, particularly for our co-op students who support our workshops. Not meeting this deadline might be influenced by a number of factors, including: 
a lack of understanding of the impact on others’ work when the deadline is missed; 
varying perceptions of the importance of the deadline among staff; and
the need for flexibility to work creatively in response to changing issues and priorities or in response to external needs, like a request for a new workshop from a Faculty or department. 
More broadly, another factor that may affect the uptake of our internal processes is that staff might simply forget that processes are in place to help them with their work. 
Within the Centre, our SWOT analysis also revealed that we could enhance our processes for mentoring of our graduate student developers. Many strong relationships exist amongst colleagues in the Centre, and we recognize there is an opportunity to enhance those connections, particularly between our graduate student developers and the rest of the Centre staff. Additional mentoring process ideas are being discussed.
Overall, while we have many processes in place, they are not all used consistently and we have also not done any formal evaluation of the efficacy of our processes. Further investigation into the processes we use and their effectiveness would be helpful and is planned for the coming year. 
[bookmark: _Toc490214123][bookmark: _Toc490222651][bookmark: _Toc490230577][bookmark: _Toc490742959][bookmark: _Toc490822747]Professional Development of Our Staff
We are very committed to the professional development of our staff: it is the single largest budget item in our operating budget. How well is our investment paying off? Both internally and externally, our staff are viewed as knowledgeable, professional, and scholarly. At Waterloo, for example, the Teaching Fellows indicated that they appreciate the high level of expertise within the Centre and recommended we maintain our strong foundation of staff development. In this section, we consider our contributions to the educational development community, and then focus on two facets of development: our growth and development through contributions to our community and research and the professional development of all our staff.
[bookmark: _Toc488223556][bookmark: _Toc488405626]Contributing to Our Educational Development Community
In the Reputation Survey with educational developers, 82% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that our staff make valuable contributions to educational development professional associations, which helps to validate the great value that we place on being engaged members of our professional associations. We serve as active committee members and chairs and respond to requests to provide expertise to colleagues off campus. With the varied disciplinary backgrounds and areas of expertise of our staff, we have served on committees for 10 professional organizations, contributed editorial or reviewer expertise to 13 journals, given 61 invited workshops or presentations, and presented 159 sessions, workshops, or posters at conferences during our six-year reporting period (see Table 16). To illustrate the variety of service and research contributions, we provide our FY 2016/17 Centre CV in Appendix C.



[bookmark: _Toc488756180][bookmark: _Toc488764389][bookmark: _Toc488766111][bookmark: _Toc490740313][bookmark: _Toc490822786]Professional service or other contributions to our community by fiscal year
	Service or Contribution
	2011/
2012
	2012/
2013
	2013/
2014
	2014/
2015
	2015/
2016
	2016/
2017

	Professional service – committee membership
	2
	14
	18
	11
	24
	40

	Professional service – editorial,  reviewing, and other contributions 
	7
	6
	10
	13
	26
	29

	Publications (can include books/book chapters, other types of publications)
	6
	4
	2
	2
	5
	6

	Invited presentations/ workshops
	4
	16
	10
	13
	18
	7

	Peer-reviewed conference presentations & posters
	19
	18
	8
	24
	23
	30

	Courses developed/taught
	-
	9
	5
	6
	14
	8

	Total
	38
	67
	53
	69
	110
	120


Note: We did not start tracking courses taught on the Centre CV until FY 2012/13.
Table 16 shows significant growth in these contributions to our professional community, particularly in the past two years. Factors that have contributed to this change include the increase in full-time positions, career stage of our staff, and new opportunities. Our participation on these committees benefits our institution and associations, but it also serves as an integral part of our professional development. Project-based committees, for example, provide opportunities for deep learning as we delve into the relevant literature. That knowledge development carries over to Centre activities through the Journal Club, new workshops, and new web resources. Equally valuable, membership on these committees helps develop our communication and leadership skills. We gain a better understanding of how universities work, we are exposed to different leadership and facilitation styles, and we have the opportunity to develop skills such as tact and diplomacy as we learn how to navigate situations where various stakeholders’ needs and opinions vary. 
From the Reputation Survey, we also learned that most respondents saw value in reading articles by CTE staff (81% agreed or strongly agreed) or attending conference sessions led by CTE staff (79% agreed or strongly agreed). Many of our staff are also involved in research projects related to teaching, learning, and educational development. Often, these are collaborative projects with other CTE staff or colleagues from Waterloo or other institutions. Examples of current research projects involving Centre staff include:
Bridging the Articulation of Skills Gap through WatCV: Career and Competency ePortfolios 
Building Capacity for Case-Based Learning at Waterloo
Longitudinal Effects of Supported Learning Groups in a First-Term Biology Course: Did Students Learn How to Learn?
Unifying Experiences: Learner and Instructor Approaches and Reactions to ePortfolio Usage in Higher Education
Teaching Culture Indicators: Enhancing Quality Teaching 
Another facet of this work is participating in conferences. Research is a significant part of our work as nine of our staff have research components to their role, and it is an optional component for our six Liaisons. Last fiscal year, for example, we gave 30 peer-reviewed conference sessions. We asked staff to share how conferences impacted their work at CTE. We focused on this area, in part, because of the significant costs associated with conference travel. Staff shared several examples of personal development achieved through conference participation. They valued the chance to reflect critically on their own work and found the experiences affirming, intellectually stimulating, and, at times, inspiring. They also returned to CTE with a better appreciation of their Centre colleagues and our work. 
Professionally, they identified benefits to the Centre and our community. Staff developed new ideas, learned about emerging tools and techniques, and brought new resources to the Centre and our clients. The sessions they developed for conferences led to other opportunities, including new workshops at the Centre, publishing their work, and collaborations with colleagues at other institutions. Perhaps most importantly, our staff recognized that conference participation brought a level of accountability and credibility to their work. They saw themselves as ambassadors of CTE and Waterloo, and recognized the importance of presenting work that was grounded in research and best practices, thereby modeling our scholarly approach to practice. 
Currently we give our staff members a lot of autonomy when deciding which professional associations to join, which conferences to attend, when to pursue getting an article published, and which areas of research to pursue. Our plans have been more organic than strategic at the unit level. For example, each staff member discusses their ideas with their manager, but the managers rarely share this information across the different teams to enable Centre-wide strategic decision-making. As well, conference travel is typically only covered when staff get a proposal accepted, but our staff members’ proposals are now regularly successful, so this criterion is not limiting participation. We are also not yet consistent about finding ways to intentionally share what we learn from our PD experiences with our CTE colleagues or with our larger educational development community (e.g., via publications). Given our increased staff complement and the financial investment, we may need to revisit our approaches to professional development and seek to have a more strategic approach to maximize our networks, our possibilities for learning, and our impact on our field.
[bookmark: _Toc488221164][bookmark: _Toc488221353][bookmark: _Toc488221527][bookmark: _Toc488223557][bookmark: _Toc488223778][bookmark: _Toc488405627][bookmark: _Toc488411921][bookmark: _Toc488223558][bookmark: _Toc488405628]Enhancing Our Professional Skills
Several points, both strengths and areas for development, were raised related to skills development during the CTE staff members’ SWOT analysis. Staff recognized the variety of development opportunities available, which they consider a strength of the Centre. They suggested, however, that there are a few gaps in this training. They identified a lack of orientation for new staff, training on specific tools, and insufficient knowledge-sharing among staff members. Two new initiatives that have stemmed from this feedback are our Tech Club, in which colleagues showcase how to use different technology tools, and our enhanced onboarding practices and documents to better support new colleagues with their transition into the Centre. Staff members are asked to identify any areas for training or professional development every year as part of Waterloo’s performance appraisal process, so ongoing opportunities exist for staff to share their needs with their manager.
[bookmark: _Toc488223559][bookmark: _Toc488405629][bookmark: _Toc490214124][bookmark: _Toc490222652][bookmark: _Toc490230578][bookmark: _Toc490742960][bookmark: _Toc490822748]Collaborating with Others
A cornerstone of our work is our collaborative approach. This focus pertains to work within the Centre, such as the cross-functional teams for the assessment plan or the strategic priorities, as well as working cooperatively with others at Waterloo to better support our clients. The value of these interactions was identified by both our staff, through the SWOT and the Conference Participation Survey, and our colleagues, via the Partner Interviews and the Reputation Survey. Overall, these relationships were seen positively by all groups, with recognition that there were opportunities to strengthen these connections.
[bookmark: _Toc488221167][bookmark: _Toc488221356][bookmark: _Toc488221530][bookmark: _Toc488223560][bookmark: _Toc488223781][bookmark: _Toc488405630][bookmark: _Toc488411924][bookmark: _Toc488221168][bookmark: _Toc488221357][bookmark: _Toc488221531][bookmark: _Toc488223561][bookmark: _Toc488223782][bookmark: _Toc488405631][bookmark: _Toc488411925][bookmark: _Toc488223562][bookmark: _Toc488405632]Collaborative Activities
There are a variety of ways in which we work with other faculty and staff at Waterloo as well as members of the educational development community. For example, the Graduate Supervision Series and the New Faculty Welcoming Events are joint initiatives of CTE and other units on campus. Many of our staff, particularly the Faculty Liaisons, have worked closely with the Teaching Fellows. Together, we have co-facilitated Faculty-wide events, co-presented at conferences, and collaborated on a variety of CTE workshops, such as a session for the Waterloo High-Impact Practices group and an instructor panel on clickers. Table 17 shows a variety of ways in which we collaborate with faculty and staff at Waterloo and other institutions.
The Teaching Fellows described our relationships with them as supportive and encouraging and indicated that we are adaptive, responsive, flexible, and enthusiastic in our work with them. Our support unit partners also indicated that we are good collaborators by being authentic, having solid expertise in various areas, and bringing a needed perspective to our joint projects, and they place a high value on our existing collaborations. Our partners also valued our reputation and relationships with others (e.g., faculty, other support units, and central administration).
[bookmark: _Toc488756181][bookmark: _Toc488764390][bookmark: _Toc488766112][bookmark: _Toc490740314][bookmark: _Toc490822787]Collaborative projects and activities for FY 2016/17
	Project or Activity
	CTE Staff Only
	Waterloo Collaborations
	Across Institutions
	Total

	Grants
	0
	4
	1
	5

	Peer-reviewed publications
	2
	2
	2
	6

	Invited presentations/
workshops
	4
	0
	3
	7

	Peer-reviewed conference presentations and posters
	9
	11
	10
	30

	Professional service – committee membership
	N/A
	26 
(Waterloo Committees)
	14
(External Committees)
	40
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Both our staff and our partners saw value in continuing to develop our various relationships; we concur. Constructive suggestions from our Teaching Fellows about our relationships with them appears in Section 6.5.2. Our support unit partners also provided constructive feedback on how we can work together even better. They recognized the importance not only of formalized relationships, such as director-to-director interactions between support units, but also of informal interactions. Our review of the Partner Interviews and data collected from our staff brought out two key themes related to enhancing these collaborations, specifically to support our clients: (a) better communicating our roles and (b) formalizing structures for communication.
An issue identified in our staff SWOT activity related to potential confusion among clients as to who we are and what we offer. Our clients interested in learning technologies, for example, might seek support from CTE, CEL, or ITMS. Another example is the distinction between CTE, which supports instructors, and the SSO, which supports students. We, too, wondered about this issue and added a new consultation category last year to track redirects (i.e., we connected the client with another group on campus based on the client’s needs). This past year, 116 of our consultations required a redirect. While we see value in having different points of first contact to support the diverse needs of our stakeholders, we recognize that all partners involved must have a clear sense of the others’ role and services. To facilitate this level of understanding, there is value in ensuring that all CTE staff have a strong sense of the other units (and not just those who interact with them regularly) and that other units have a strong sense of who we are and what we do. 
To support this understanding, both our staff and our partners encouraged us to develop more formalized plans for interaction. They recognized the need to bring staff together other than at the director level to facilitate better knowledge sharing and coordination among the various support units, and to increase the likelihood of identifying and capitalizing on opportunities in areas of common interest. An interesting suggestion was to bring larger groups of support unit staff together for conversations around the same theme. While potentially quite generative, this practice would also help to expand connection points beyond single individuals. This practice exists, to a smaller degree, through our Journal Club, which now includes non-CTE staff from other units on-campus. Another example comes from interactions facilitated by the Quality Assurance Office, which invites staff who support program reviews together for semi-annual conversations. These meetings have been valuable in better understanding disparate perspectives about the same topic. Our AVP-A will start a new director-level group across multiple units supporting teaching and learning this Fall. Connections at this level can facilitate better cross-unit sharing and help to identify additional connections that managers can encourage amongst their staff members and those in the other units. Other communication-focused strategies, such as the creation of marketing materials for the various units for internal use or collecting data together (e.g., a graduate student needs survey) may help in facilitating cross-unit sharing and overall increased awareness. We could also regularly invite staff in our partner and collaborator units to join our listserv, which advertises our events and services.
[bookmark: _Toc487105514][bookmark: _Toc487119602][bookmark: _Toc487467238][bookmark: _Toc488223564][bookmark: _Toc488405634]Another type of relationship to examine is the one between CTE and senior administration. The Teaching Fellows in particular indicated that CTE could take on a more proactive rather than reactive role in promoting the value and importance of teaching at Waterloo, and even advocate for the use of particular approaches to teaching. They recommended that in meetings with Deans and Associate Deans, CTE could focus more on being agents of change than on seeking to understand the needs and plans of each Faculty with regards to teaching. This recommendation highlights a tension that runs as deep as our mission statement and our mandate. In our mission, we include “promoting an institutional culture that values effective teaching and meaningful learning” while our mandate focuses on us being a “resource” that “contributes expertise.” Neither statement identifies us as explicit advocates. Rather, our current approach is to work more from behind the scenes, supporting institutional committees versus leading them, helping to set agendas for Teaching Fellows’ meetings versus chairing them, serving on institutional strategic plan working groups versus leading them. It is challenging to lead from the middle, particularly in getting your contributions to initiatives recognized. Perhaps it is time to rethink the areas of responsibility for CTE’s Director and/or explore other senior-level options, particularly since the AVP-A’s portfolio has also been expanding. The current workload for the Director role is full, so a change would require some type of organizational change that may also affect other areas of the Centre’s structure.

This assessment question is quite broad, covering various facets of how we do our work. Overall, we have been working effectively, but we also recognize areas for improvement. Our work occurs in an ever-changing environment that requires us to remain aware of opportunities for continuous improvement. Our collaborative, consultative, and scholarly approaches will be assets moving forward.
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As was identified at the beginning of this self-study, our engagement in the external review process has provided us with an opportunity for critical reflection and the development of new ideas for further continuous improvement of what we do and how we do it. It has been exciting to pull into one document the results of many years of work and to recognize the strengths and opportunities for further change and enhancements that have emerged from our planning, implementation, and assessment stages. In this final section of the self-study, we will identify ideas for next steps for comment and feedback, including possible new directions and questions about our future. This section is organized similarly to the self-study—planning, doing, and assessing our work—and includes both short-term and longer-term ideas. 
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To be able to add new projects to support our next set of strategic priorities, we need to reduce or pivot some of our current activities. In August and September, we will be engaging all staff members in a “pruning activity” to review all projects within our current strategic plan to identify ones that we can stop, decrease, or change. Individuals and teams within the office will discuss their ideas. These will be reviewed by the Director and the SIDs team—in conjunction with the external reviewers’ recommendations about our work and our priority areas—to develop strategic decisions about workloads and areas of focus for our work. Once we have completed this activity, we will need to determine a schedule for repeating it in the future. 
To maximize the benefits of our assessment plan, we need to be able to feed more assessment results into our planning practices. Since our assessment plan is still fairly new, we have not yet had the opportunity to produce comprehensive reports for individuals and managers about how well our work is addressing our four assessment questions. Soon we will have this capability and we look forward to learning more about how our assessment data can be used to better inform our planning. We can also learn whether we are collecting the most useful types of assessment data—new or better questions may emerge as we work with the reports as well as process the feedback from our reviewers about the meaningfulness of our assessment data.
To enhance the planning of new programs and services, we need staff to provide more comprehensive information about their plans. Very recently we created a program-planning template that will request information about intended participants’ needs, program goals and intended outcomes, program design, and program assessment. Using such a template will: (a) help to provide clarity about gaps that new programs (or services) are intended to address so that more strategic decisions can be made about these ideas, (b) facilitate clearer communication amongst our staff about new programs at the development stage, and (c) enable new programs to become part of our assessment cycle from inception.
To assist with our new strategic priority to enhance our profile, we need to make the Communications Associate role permanent. This position was proposed as a two-year contract in the previous year’s budget request for the AP strategic plan to enable us to test the value of the role to the Centre and to the university. Activity around external teaching award nomination submissions has already increased due to having this position in place, and CTE needs ongoing help to promote our work and the importance and value of teaching at Waterloo. Feedback from our partners suggests that they do not fully understand the breadth and scope of what we do nor do our current and potential client groups. Before having this contract position, our SID, Emerging Technologies, had been the main CTE staff member doing communications work on behalf of the Centre (primarily our website), but this was above and beyond his job responsibilities. Approval for making this position permanent will need to come from the Provost.
To support our university’s next strategic plan, we need to focus on longer-term future possibilities. In a recent meeting with our President, we learned that he is very interested in our ideas and vision about the future of teaching and learning at Waterloo. Our senior staff will participate in a brainstorming session with our AVP-A, senior staff from CEL, and possibly staff from some of our other partner units to contemplate ideas for our institution’s future. We anticipate that promising ideas will be considered for inclusion in our next institutional strategic plan. Insights from our reviewers on emerging ideas and issues in higher education would be valuable input.
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To support our new strategic priorities, we need to develop new programming and resources. This fiscal year, we received AP strategic plan funding to develop and launch an Assessment Institute, a multi-day event where individuals, course teams, and program teams will redevelop key assessments of students’ learning through cycles of peer feedback. We also need to develop new programming and resources in the areas of high-impact practices, inclusive educational practices, and assessing learning outcomes. To develop these programs and resources, we will need to further educate our staff about these practices, which we can do through our Professional Development (PD) sessions at monthly staff meetings and annual PD Day as well as through increased connections with key partners and collaborators.  
To extend our reach to our faculty members, we need to connect with more faculty leaders. Our Teaching Fellows identified that we could expand our reach by engaging more with department chairs. We currently provide almost no formal programming in the area of educational leadership, nor do we regularly connect specifically with department chairs about our work and our potential support of them and their faculty. How do we best connect with these leaders? How do we do so within the context of an existing university leadership development program for current administrators that is run outside of our Centre? And how do we staff such support? Both the Director and SID, Faculty Programs and Research, already have full workloads, and yet they seem to be the people best positioned to lead work in this area. Without some structural changes or the elimination of whole projects or programs, it is not clear how we can free up the right human resources to dedicate to expanding our services in this area. We look forward to the reviewers’ insights on this possible new direction.
To ensure that our communications vehicles are effective, we need to review their structure and their usage. While our website generates good traffic overall, as evaluated by pageviews, not all parts are equally well used. We perceive our website to be of great value to our various client groups and other stakeholders, but it is time to do a review of our site, as well as of additional communication vehicles such as our blog and our newsletter. Our Communications Associate will lead this review, which should include some way to solicit stakeholder feedback and input. Insights on ways to collect such feedback would be valued.
To reinforce both our commitment to research and the promotion of Waterloo’s excellence in teaching and learning, we need to review our publication activity levels. While we have identified the need to review our processes around professional development more generally, our publication activity appears to warrant specific attention. We have a very active profile at professional association conferences, but we do not often take these conference sessions and research to the next step of being published. To ensure that our good work is shared beyond conference attendees, we should explore what strategies and/or resources can help lead to more publications, whether they be journal articles, professional association guides, or book chapters. We may want to investigate launching our own white paper series as an additional way of publishing our ideas and our practices. We have many staff members who review journal articles and sit on editorial boards: we could leverage their experience in helping one another with publications. We may also want to reconsider the areas of responsibility for our Educational Research Associate role. This role is currently under review before advertising for a permanent hire. What role could this position play in assisting us with the preparation of publications and/or research on the work of the Centre? We have many ideas and look forward to our reviewers’ feedback.
To assist with role clarity with the Teaching Fellows, we need to invite them into in our program planning processes. Our Teaching Fellows have different areas of focus, but many provide some type of programs (e.g., workshops, panel discussions) and services (e.g., faculty consultations) for their faculty. Currently, the Director is part of a monthly Teaching Fellows meeting, led by the AVP-A, where we share updates and discuss university-level issues about teaching. We also attempt to complete a listing of upcoming events offered by CTE, CEL, and the Teaching Fellows. The Director aims to meet individually with the Teaching Fellows every one to two years to learn about their plans and ask how we can help, but currently there are no regular meetings with the Teaching Fellows as a group to work on program planning together. Inviting them to join our program planning meetings may be helpful. Beyond serving to clarify who wants to offer what programs and services, these meetings could also help us to figure out how best to promote these plans to instructors and what resources or training any of us may need. Many will contact us for resources when needed, but overall, our current support to them is more ad hoc than intentional, which becomes even more of a concern when new Teaching Fellows come on board. Inviting the Teaching Fellows into the program planning process, however, will need to be balanced with their expressed need for autonomy from CTE. Ideas from our reviewers on how to achieve this balance would be appreciated. 
To enhance our working relationships with our support unit colleagues, we need to develop and implement more opportunities for communication. Working collaboratively with our partners and collaborators, we could develop new opportunities for exchanging ideas across our units. More formalized meetings amongst staff at varying levels (not just Directors) seem feasible and desirable. Exploring additional means of communication exchange, such as creating internal promotional pieces about the scope and services of our different units, may also be of value to our partners and our client groups. Additional ideas and insights from our reviewers could assist us in determining how best to approach others as well as strategies for information exchange and relationship-building.
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To raise the profile and utility of our internal processes, we need to launch a process working group. We identified that we have many existing processes but that not all of them are used consistently nor have they been evaluated in any systematic way. This working group could compile a list of our various processes, verify consistency across processes, and identify ways to assess the effectiveness of our various processes. This project may also be of interest to other staff units, and could become a point of common interest as we work to increase communications across units. Ideas on how to review the effectiveness of processes would be useful.
To more fully implement our assessment plan, we need to develop plans for larger and longer-term projects. In our assessment matrix, we identified a desire to engage in projects such as: follow-up assessments for our intensive programs to look for additional evidence of outcomes (including community-building and culture shifts), quality-assurance-focused evaluation projects for new programs, and research projects. The next steps for our assessment plan should focus on these larger projects and should identify ways to prioritize these projects and who should be involved. In particular, we need to clarify the possible role of our Educational Research Associate in these larger projects, including whether this position will provide any in-house data collection and/or analysis. To help support the research agendas of our various staff members when their research focuses on the work of the Centre, we should contemplate various ways that we can internally support their efforts. Hearing our reviewers’ insights on strategies for achieving larger assessment and/or research projects would assist us.
To ensure that we have an organizational structure to meet future needs, we need to review our current structure. This self-study has identified some challenges at the senior level of our Centre. Increasing demand for organizational-level work, suggestions about the need for more visible advocacy about teaching, and the existing quantity of responsibilities in the Director role all raise concern about the viability of the existing organizational structure. At the operational level, at least one area of responsibility is short-staffed; curriculum work is growing but our available human resources have not increased. Our reviewers have been asked for feedback on the organizational structure and we look forward to their recommendations. 
In this self-study, we have attempted to provide a comprehensive picture of the work of our Centre for Teaching Excellence. Through rich descriptions, we have aimed to illustrate our breadth, and have shared both positive and constructive feedback about what we do and how we do it. The ideas expressed in this concluding section represent key issues that emerged for us from engaging in the self-study process, and they include possible strategies for moving forward. However, they are not intended as an exhaustive list. Additional or alternative ideas are most welcome as are feedback and questions for further consideration. We are grateful for our reviewers’ experience and expertise and look forward to benefiting from their ideas and recommendations in relation to the Terms of Reference questions and the ideas expressed throughout this self-study.
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	Acronyms
	Full Form

	AA
	Administrative Assistant

	AETS
	Amit and Meena Chakma Awards for Exceptional Teaching by a Student

	AFIW
	Affiliated and Federated Institutions of Waterloo

	AVP-A
	Associate Vice-President, Academic

	CCA
	Centre for Career Action

	CEL
	Centre for Extended Learning

	CTE
	Centre for Teacher Excellence

	CULT
	Certificate in University Language Teaching

	CUT
	Certificate in University Teaching

	DTA
	Distinguished Teaching Award

	EV1
	Environment 1

	FAUW
	Faculty Association of the University of Waterloo

	FDW
	Facilitator Development Workshop

	FTE
	Full-time equivalent

	FUT
	Fundamentals of University Teaching

	FY
	Fiscal year

	GIDs
	Graduate Instructional Developers

	GSPA
	Graduate Studies and Postdoctoral Affairs

	HR
	Human Resources

	IAP
	Institutional Analysis and Planning

	ID
	Instructional Developer

	ISW
	Instructional Skills Workshop

	ITMS
	Instructional Technologies and Media Services

	IWG
	Instrument Working Group

	LEO
	Learning Environment Operations

	LITE
	Learning Innovation and Teaching Enhancement

	LRI
	Learning Resources and Innovation

	LT3
	Centre for Learning and Teaching through Technology

	ORE
	Office of Research Ethics

	PD
	Professional development

	PSE
	Post-secondary education

	QAO
	Quality Assurance Office

	RFP
	Request for proposals

	SIDs
	Senior Instructional Developers

	SMA
	Strategic Mandate Agreement

	SoTL
	Scholarship of Teaching and Learning

	SSO
	Student Success Office

	STLHE
	Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education

	SWOT
	Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats

	TA
	Teaching Assistant

	TAWFs
	Teaching Assistant Workshop Facilitators

	TEA
	Teaching Excellence Academy

	TRACE
	Teaching Resources and Continuing Education

	UC
	University Communications

	WCC
	Writing and Communication Centre
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The following biographies are for full-time CTE staff members. They are presented in the order given in Section 3.2. Biographies are not provided for the Centre’s student positions (i.e., GIDs, TAWFS, and co-op students).
Management
Donna Ellis, Director
PhD, Management Sciences
Since 1996, Donna Ellis has supported the teaching development of Waterloo faculty members and graduate students. In her role as Director, she oversees the strategic direction of the Centre which includes individual faculty consultations; events directed at graduate students, new faculty, and established faculty regarding face-to-face teaching, blended learning, emerging technologies, and integrative learning; online resources; curriculum and program review consultations; and research support services. She also engages in both research and institutional-level projects about teaching and learning.
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Mary Power, Senior Instructional Developer, Blended Learning
PhD, Microbiology
Mary Power develops programming that promotes the effective use of the online environment in on-campus courses. Working closely with faculty liaisons, the Centre for Extended Learning (CEL), and Instructional Technologies and Media Services (ITMS), she helps manage initiatives related to blended-learning courses. Mary is also involved in research projects related to the impact and effectiveness of blended learning.  Prior to moving into this role, Mary was the CTE Liaison for the Faculty of Science for eight years.
Veronica Brown, Senior Instructional Developer, Curriculum and Quality Enhancement
MDE, Distance Education
Veronica Brown provides oversight and facilitative support for departmental and Faculty-wide curriculum planning initiatives. She also leads the development and implementation of the Centre’s assessment plan for understanding the impact and quality of our work. Veronica works closely with colleagues across campus who support program development and review, including members of the Office of the Associate Vice-President, Academic, the Quality Assurance Office, and the Graduate Studies and Postdoctoral Affairs Office.


Mark Morton, Senior Instructional Developer, Emerging Technologies
PhD, English Literature
Mark Morton helps instructors and staff discover and use new learning technologies in pedagogically effective ways. His role encompasses: sourcing and assessing new educational technologies (hardware, software, apps for mobile devices, etc.) with a view to developing best practices; delivering workshops for departments (at their request); developing online resources, such as Teaching Tip Sheets and screencasts, pertaining to educational technologies; providing one-on-one consultations with instructors and staff; and coordinating CTE's annual Educational Technologies Week. Mark also provides oversight for CTE's external communications.
Trevor Holmes, Senior Instructional Developer, Faculty Programs and Research
PhD, English Literature
Trevor Holmes oversees the planning, delivery, and evaluation of workshops and events for faculty, departments, and support units. He also provides oversight for the research-related activity of our ID, Research and Consulting, and Educational Research Associate, as well as for the New Faculty programming with the ID, Faculty Programs and Consulting. 
Svitlana Taraban-Gordon, Senior Instructional Developer, Graduate Programs and Internationalization
PhD, Education
Svitlana Taraban-Gordon oversees a broad range of programs and services in support of teaching development for graduate students and postdoctoral fellows. She provides guidance on the design, delivery, and assessment of teaching certificate programs including the Fundamentals of University Teaching and the Certificate in University Teaching. She also oversees the process of hiring, training, and mentoring 10 CTE graduate student employees each year who assist with the delivery of graduate programming. 
Katherine Lithgow, Senior Instructional Developer, Integrative Learning
MET, Educational Technology
Katherine Lithgow facilitates e-Portfolio and integrative learning initiatives, supporting instructors across campus with the design and implementation of high-impact practices that help students integrate learning in academic, workplace, community, and social environments. 
Monica Vesely, Instructional Developer, Faculty Programs and Consulting
MSc, Biochemistry
Monica Vesely designs and delivers instructional development programs and provides confidential consultations for faculty members and staff instructors in course design, instructional skills, and evaluation. She oversees our New Faculty programming, including our ISW and FDW offerings. 
Crystal Tse, Instructional Developer, Research and Consulting
PhD, Social Psychology
Crystal Tse supports faculty and staff members conducting research on teaching and learning by providing consultations, facilitating workshops on the design of teaching and learning research projects, managing the Learning Innovation and Teaching Enhancement (LITE) grants program, and chairing the University’s annual Teaching and Learning Conference.
Stephanie White (on leave), Instructional Developer, Teaching Assistant Training and Writing Support
PhD, English
Stephanie White supports teaching development programs for graduate students with a focus on the Fundamentals of University Teaching and Certificate in University Teaching programs. She also supports writing instructional development at the course, department, and faculty levels. Stephanie works closely with the Writing and Communication Centre to design and deliver writing and communication workshops and consultations for faculty members and teaching assistants. 
Tommy Mayberry (covering Stephanie White’s leave): Instructional Developer, TA Training and Writing Support
PhD ABD, English and Cultural Studies
Tommy Mayberry supports graduate student teaching development with a focus on the Fundamentals of University Teaching and Certificate in University Teaching programs. Tommy also supports writing and TA training initiatives and consults with instructors on aspects of their teaching including student writing, assignment design, feedback, and teaching dossiers and statements. Additionally, Tommy supervises the team of six graduate students who work at CTE as TA Workshop Facilitators.
Christine Zaza, Faculty Liaison: Applied Health Sciences, Psychology, Sociology & Legal Studies, and Support Units
PhD, Health Studies & Gerontology
Christine Zaza facilitates the uptake of teaching and learning initiatives established by CTE, emphasizing blended learning, learning technologies, and course design. Christine helps instructors integrate technology into their teaching through innovative learning activities in our learning management system (LEARN). She also serves as a guide for instructors who wish to access other CTE resources. 


Kyle Scholz, Faculty Liaison: Arts and Affiliated and Federated Institutions of Waterloo
PhD, German Applied Linguistics
Kyle Scholz works with instructors in the Faculty of Arts and the AFIWs to reflect on their teaching, design learning activities, and incorporate blended learning opportunities into their teaching. Kyle has taught numerous German language and culture courses at Waterloo, and enjoys finding any opportunity to get back in the classroom and teach, finding ways to incorporate technology into classroom-based and extramural learning environments.
Samar Mohamed (on leave), Faculty Liaison: Engineering 
PhD, Electrical Engineering
Samar Mohamed helps instructors in the Faculty of Engineering integrate technology into their teaching through innovative learning activities. She also serves as a guide for instructors to access other CTE resources. Samar is a member of the Ideas Clinic Committee with the Faculty of Engineering. 
Tiuley Alguindigue (covering Samar Mohamed’s leave), Faculty Liaison: Engineering
MEng, Industrial Engineering; MCT, Catholic Thought 
Tiuley Alguindigue helps instructors in the Faculty of Engineering integrate technology into their teaching through innovative learning activities. She also serves as a guide for instructors to access other CTE resources.
Scott Anderson, Faculty Liaison: Environment; Accounting & Finance; Political Science; Economics 
BSc, International Development, Geography
Scott Anderson helps instructors in the Faculties of Arts and Environment integrate technology into their teaching through innovative learning activities. He also serves as a guide for instructors to access other CTE resources. Prior to joining the Centre for Teaching Excellence, Scott worked as a consultant primarily with environmental organizations. 
Paul Kates, Faculty Liaison: Mathematics
BSc, Mathematics and Computer Science
Paul Kates helps instructors in the Faculty of Mathematics integrate technology into their teaching through innovative learning activities. He also serves as a guide for instructors to access other CTE resources. Prior to joining the Centre for Teaching Excellence, Paul lectured in the School of Computer Science at the University of Waterloo.
Jason Thompson, Faculty Liaison: Science
BEd, Experiential Education, BSc, Environmental Biology
Jason Thompson supports instructors in the Faculty of Science with teaching and learning and the effective use of technology in their courses. As a Liaison, Jason also works closely with the Science Teaching Fellows to facilitate the uptake of teaching and learning initiatives established by CTE and with the Teaching Fellows in the Faculty of Science, with an emphasis on blended learning, course design, and learning technologies when warranted. His role also involves serving as a guide for instructors to access other CTE resources.
Kristin Brown, Educational Research Associate 
PhD ABD, Public Health & Health Systems
Kristin Brown supports the Centre for Teaching Excellence’s assessment and evaluation work. She also consults with faculty and staff members conducting teaching and learning research and applying for Learning Innovation and Teaching Enhancement (LITE) grants. Further, she is involved with planning the University of Waterloo’s annual Teaching and Learning Conference.
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Lisa Kabesh, Communications Associate
PhD, English
Lisa Kabesh provides guidance on the development of faculty nomination dossiers for external teaching awards. She also supports CTE’s communications, manages the Centre’s online presence with the SID, Emerging Technologies, and supports initiatives to help promote the excellent teaching happening across campus at Waterloo.
Verna Keller, Program Coordinator, Faculty Programs
MDE, Distance Education
Verna Keller provides support to the instructional development staff in CTE. She co-ordinates the University’s Distinguished Teacher Award and the Exceptional Teaching by a Student Award programs.
Monika Soczewinski, Program Coordinator, Graduate and Postdoctoral Programs 
MEd, Education
Monika Soczewinski works with the Graduate and Postdoctoral Programs at CTE. She is responsible for coordinating the events and programs for the Fundamentals of University Teaching, Certificate in University Teaching, Certificate in University Language Teaching, and the Teaching Development Seminar Series for Postdoctoral Fellows, including managing the scheduling and registration processes for these programs. She provides student advising assistance, including advice and information for graduate students and postdoctoral fellows regarding CTE programs, requirements, and registration procedures.
Christina Pace, Administrative Assistant
BSW, Social Work
Christina Pace provides a wide range of departmental support, including administrative support, financial management, human resource management, technical support, safety planning, and support to the Director.
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Centre CV Summary
Table C1. 	Number of contributions by staff members on Centre CV by fiscal year
	
	2008/
2009
	2009/
2010
	2010/
2011
	2011/
2012
	2012/
2013*
	2013/
2014
	2014/
2015
	2015/
2016
	2016/
2017
	Total

	Awards
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	6

	Grants
	3
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1
	4
	2
	5
	19

	Publications (e.g., journal articles, book chapters, other)
	0
	6
	10
	6
	4
	2
	2
	5
	6
	41

	Courses Developed or Taught
	-
	-
	-
	-
	9
	5
	6
	14
	8
	42

	Invited presentations or workshops
	0
	0
	0
	4
	16
	10
	13
	18
	7
	68

	Peer-Reviewed Conference Presentations
	5
	32
	33
	19
	18
	8
	24
	23
	30
	192

	Professional Service – Committee memberships
	0
	0
	0
	2
	14
	18
	11
	24
	40
	109

	Professional Service – Editorial, Reviewing, other contributions 
	4
	13
	20
	7
	6
	10
	13
	26
	29
	128

	Total
	12
	53
	64
	40
	69
	55
	74
	113
	125
	605


The data refer to total number of contributions (e.g., number of committee memberships), not the number of individuals.
* 2012/2013 was the first year courses taught or developed were tracked on the Centre CV.
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CTE staff members’ names are bolded.
[bookmark: Grants]Grants
Project title: 	Teaching culture indicators: Enhancing quality teaching. 
Investigators: 	Kustra, E., Borin, P., Dawson, D., Ellis, D., Meadows, K., Taylor, L., Wolf, P., Beer, J., Goff, L., & Grose, J.
Grant:	Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council, Insight Development Grant 
Grant duration: 	2016-2018

Project title: 	Using CBPR to examine technology-related distractions in the AHS classroom
Investigators: 	Neiterman, E., & Zaza, C.
Grant:	Learning Innovation and Teaching Enhancement LITE Grant, University of Waterloo 
Grant Duration: 	September 2016-August 2017

Project title: 	Longitudinal effects of supported learning groups in a first term Biology course: Did students learn how to learn?
Investigators: 	Prier, A., McKellar E., Engelhardt, H. & Power, M.
Grant:	Learning Innovation and Teaching Enhancement LITE Grant, University of Waterloo
Grant duration: 	May 2016-April 2017

Project title: 	Evaluation of the impact of a peer review process on teaching practice and perception at the School of Pharmacy
Investigators: 	Richard, C., Lillie, E., MacFarlane, T., & Power, M.
Grant: 	Learning Innovation and Teaching Enhancement LITE Grant, University of Waterloo
Grant duration: 	September 2016-August 2017

Project title: 	Foundations for academic success: Innovative mobile learning to enhance academic integrity. 
Investigators: 	Schmidt-Handbidge, A., McKenzie, A., Scholz, K.W., Furino, S., Sanderson, N., Tin, T., Devedzija, E., Carter, C., & Forstner, S.,
Grant:	eCampus Ontario Research and Innovation Grant 
Grant Duration: 	January 2017-April 2018
[bookmark: Awards]Awards
No awards were received during FY 2016-2017.
[bookmark: Courses]Courses Developed and/or Taught:
Devries, S. PHIL 110B: Philosophy: Ethics and Values. University of Waterloo. Winter 2017.
Holmes, T. WS 101: An Introduction to Women’s Studies. University of Waterloo. Winter 2017.
Mayberry, T.R. ENGL 101B: Introduction to Rhetorical Studies. University of Waterloo. Winter 2017.
Taraban-Gordon, S. PD8: Intercultural Skills. University of Waterloo. Spring 2016.
Taraban-Gordon, S. PD8: Intercultural Skills. University of Waterloo. Winter 2017. 
Timmermans, J. PSYCH 212R: Educational Psychology. Renison University College. Fall 2016.
Tse, C.T. PSYCH101R: Introductory Psychology. Renison University College. Fall 2016.
Zhang, S. ACTSC 232: Life Contingencies 1. University of Waterloo. Winter 2017.
[bookmark: Publications]Peer-Reviewed Journal Publications
Graves, R., & White, S. (2016). Undergraduate assignments and essay exams. In K. Hyland and P. Shaw (Eds.), The Routledge handbook of English for academic purposes (pp. 297-308). London: Routledge.
Hosseini, H., & Hartt, M. (2016).  Game-based learning in the university classroom. Teaching Innovation Projects, 6(1). Available at http://ir.lib.uwo.ca/tips/vol6/iss1/4/
Meyer, J.H.F., & Timmermans, J. (2016).  Integrated Threshold Concept Knowledge (ITCK). In R. Land, J.H.F. Meyer, & M. Flanagan (Eds.). Threshold concepts in practice (pp. 25-38). Rotterdam: Sense.
Schulze, M., & Scholz, K.W. (2016). CALL theory: Complex adaptive systems. In C. Caws & M.-J. Hamel (Eds.), Learner-computer interactions: New insights on CALL theories and applications (pp. 65-87). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Taraban-Gordon, S., & Page, E. (2016). Integrating intercultural competencies into the professional skills curriculum. In G.M. Garcia-Pérez & C. Rojas-Primus (Eds.), Promoting intercultural communication competencies in higher education (pp.119-139). Hershey, PA: IGI Global. 
Timmermans, J.A., & Ellis, D.E. (2016). Reconceptualizing the scholarship of teaching and learning at the University of Waterloo: An account of influences and impact. New Directions for Teaching and Learning, 146, (Summer): 71-78.
[bookmark: Invited]Invited Presentations/Workshops
Bruyere, L., Holmes, T., & Key, A. (2016, October). Making Indigenous Languages Official. Integrating Knowledges Summit, St. Paul’s University College, Waterloo, ON.
Campbell, L., Holmes, T. (Moderator), Smith, E., Smoke, A., & Wente, J.  (2017, April). Inclusion for Success. Panel at OHD Annual Staff Conference, Waterloo, ON. 
Holmes, T., & Mighty, J. (2017, February). So What? Now What? A Critical Conversation about Educational Development in Canada. Keynote at Educational Developers Caucus Annual Conference, Guelph, ON. 
Scholz, K.W. (2017, March). Digital game-based language learning: Encouraging free play. Guest lecture at York University, Toronto, ON.
Timmermans, J.A. (2016, May). Visiting Professor, Pedagogy, Université de Toulon, La Garde, France.
Timmermans, J.A. (2016, September). Course Design and Teaching Workshop, Osaka University, Osaka, Japan. 
Vesely, M.J. (2017, January). Instructional Skills Workshop. Conestoga College, Kitchener, ON.
[bookmark: Conference]Peer-Reviewed Conference Presentations & Posters
Anderson, S., Anthony, K., Hrynchak, P., & De Carvalho, D. (2016, June). Making the case: Building capacity for case-based learning. Presented at the annual Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education Conference, London, ON.
Boghaert, E., Grove, J., Ioannidis, M., Pantazi, F., & Power, M. (2017, April). Student and faculty experience with blended learning in a first-year Chemistry for Engineers course. Presented at the annual University of Waterloo Teaching and Learning Conference, Waterloo, ON.
Brown, V., Ellis, D.E., & Power, M. (2016, November). So what do they really think? Uncovering our Centre’s reputation. Presented at the annual Professional and Organizational Development Network Conference, Louisville, KY.
Brown, V.M., Kolomitro, K., Mueller, R., Tse, C., Ives, C., Braun, D., & Hoessler, C. (2017, February). Educational development evaluation: How do we use assessment evidence to inform our practice? Presented at the annual Educational Developers Caucus Conference, Guelph, ON.
Dea, S. & Holmes, T.  (2016, October). Supporting the evolution of assessment: Authentic assessment, accessibility, and deepened course alignment. Workshop presented at Learning Outcomes: The Evolution of Assessment Symposium, Toronto, ON.
Elliot, T., & Power, M. (2017, April). Can treating students like experts, and giving them practice making holistic comparisons, improve their learning? Presented at the annual University of Waterloo Teaching and Learning Conference, Waterloo, ON.
Ellis, D.E., Brown, K.M., & Meadows, K.N. (2017, April). Being curious about where we teach: Studying the teaching culture at the University of Waterloo. Presented at the University of Waterloo Teaching and Learning Conference, Waterloo, ON.
Ellis, D.E., Brown, V.M., & Power, M. (2017, February). Uncovering reputation: Gathering feedback from our external stakeholders. Presented at the annual Educational Developers Caucus Conference, Guelph, ON.
Ellis, D.E., Wolf, P., Chu, S., Le-May Sheffield, S., Popovic, C., Rolheiser, C., & Wright, A. (2016, June). Learning from external reviews: A lever for change in teaching centres. Presented at the annual Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education Conference, London, ON. 
Geobey, S., Humphreys, S., Boger, J., Wilson, W., & White, S. (2017, April). Joining the conversation: Written assignments across the curriculum. Presented at the University of Waterloo Teaching and Learning Conference, Waterloo, ON.
Holmes, T., Ackerman, K., Blackwell, J., Bennett, B., Brierley, T., Lorentz, E., Shred, M., & Voll, M. (2016, August). Trust a large intro class with archive materials? You bet! (2016, August). Presented at the Teaching and Learning National Institute, Evergreen State College, Olympia, WA.  
Kampen Robinson, C., Brown, K.M., Riley, M.K., Wagler, F.-A., & Refling, E. (2017, April). Increasing the visibility of skills development in graduate education: The Skills Awareness and Articulation (SKAATR) Module. Presented at the University of Waterloo Teaching and Learning Conference, Waterloo, ON.  
Lewitzky, R., Thomson, R., Scott, S., Kates, P., & Elliott, T. (2017, April). Möbius: a new and improved way to build online STEM courses. Poster presented at the annual University of Waterloo Teaching and Learning Conference, Waterloo, ON. 
Lithgow, K., Scholz, K., & Tse, C.T. (2016, June). Mythbusting ePortfolios: Instructor-specific factors leading to ePortfolio efficacy. Presented at the Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education Conference, London, ON.
Lithgow, K. & Tomasson Goodwin, J. (2016, June). Empowering learners to bridge the ‘articulation of skills’ gap through eportfolio reflections. Presented at the Centre for Recording Achievement/The Association of Authentic, Experiential and Evidence-Based Learning International Conference, Edinburgh, Scotland. 
Marquis, E., Holmes, T., Apostolou, K., Centea, D., Cockcroft, R., Knorr, K., Maclachlan, J., Monteiro, S. (2016, June). Effecting change through a SoTL Fellows program. Presented at the Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education Conference, London, ON.
Marquis, E., Knorr, K., Holmes, T., Apostolou, K., Centea, D., Cockcroft, R., Maclachlan, J., Monteiro, S. (2016, November). Intentional community and the formation of SoTL scholar identities. Presented at the International Consortium for Educational Development Conference, Cape Town, South Africa.
Morton, M. (2017, February). The Instructional Skills Workshop: 38 Years of Faculty Development. Poster presented at the annual meeting of Educause Learning Initiative (ELI), Houston, TX. 
Riley, M.K., Mayberry, T., Chaudet, M., Orr, L., & MacEachern, O. (2017, April). Cultivating curiosity in women’s, gender, and transgender studies across disciplines. Presented at the annual University of Waterloo Teaching and Learning Conference, Waterloo, ON.
Scholz, K.W. (2016, June). Digital game-based language learning: Disintermediation in the extramural learning environment. Presented at CAUCE-CNIE Conference, Waterloo, ON.
Timmermans, J. A., & Meyer, J.H.F.  (2016, June). Facilitating the creation and integration of “Integrated Threshold Concept Knowledge” (ITCK).  Paper accepted to the Sixth Biennial Threshold Concepts Conference, Halifax, NS. 
Tomasson Goodwin, J., Lithgow, K., & Goh, J. (2016, June). Empowering learners to bridge the ‘articulation of skills’ gap through ePortfolio Reflections. Presented at the Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education Conference, London, ON.
Verkoeyen, S., Roberts-Smith, J., Lithgow, K., Tomasson Goodwin, J. (2017, April). Are you curious about which professional skills you already have embedded into your courses? Presented at the annual University of Waterloo Teaching and Learning Conference, Waterloo, ON.
Vesely, M.J. (2016, May). Teaching Squares: Exploring today’s classrooms. Presented at the Great Lakes Conference on Teaching and Learning, Mount Pleasant, MI. 
West, K., Hoessler, C., Ellis, D.E., Beaudoin, JP, Wilson, M., Kenny., N., & Brown., V.M. (2017, February). Reflecting on & rethinking our approach to rapport building in educational development. Presented at the annual Educational Developers Caucus Conference, Guelph, ON.
White, S. (2016, June). New audience, new approach: Findings from a qualitative study of a community-engaged Engineering Communications course. Presented at the International Writing Across the Curriculum Conference, Ann Arbor, MI.
Winer, L., & Ellis, D.E. (2016, November). Course evaluations as organizational levers: Changing the conversation. Presented at the annual Professional and Organizational Development Network conference, Louisville, KY.
Zaza, C. & Holbrook, J. (2016, June). Decreasing social distance in online courses and large classes. Presented at the Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education Conference, London, ON.
Zaza, C. & Holbrook, J. (2016, June). Using technology to increase social presence in the virtual and physical classroom. Presented at CAUCE-CNIE Conference, Waterloo, ON.
Zaza, C. & Neiterman, E. (2017, April). What should we do about laptops in the classroom? A survey of behaviours and attitudes in AHS. Presented at the annual University of Waterloo Teaching and Learning Conference, Waterloo, ON.
[bookmark: Service]Professional Service – Committee Membership
Brown, Veronica
Resource Member, Faculty of Engineering Outcomes-Based Assessment Group, University of Waterloo
Resource Member, School of Accounting and Finance Learning Outcomes Committee, University of Waterloo
Ellis, Donna
Chair, Awards committee, Professional and Organizational Development (POD) Network 
Core Committee Member, POD Network (2014-2017)
Member, International Outreach subcommittee, POD Network
External Examiner, Doctoral dissertation, McGill University
External Reviewer, Teaching and Learning Centre, Simon Fraser University
Member, Course Evaluation Project Team, University of Waterloo
Member, Teaching and Learning Spaces Committee, University of Waterloo
Holmes, Trevor
· Member, Indigenization Working Group, Educational Developers Caucus
Lithgow, Katherine
Associate Member, Waterloo Centre for the Advancement of Co-operative Education
Member, Arts 130 Working Group, University of Waterloo
Member, Arts First Advisory Committee, University of Waterloo
Member, Learning Environment Operations Committee, University of Waterloo
Resource Member, Next Generation Digital Learning Environment Working Group, University of Waterloo
Mayberry, Tommy
· Co-coordinator, English Teaching Assistant and Graduate Instructor Support Network, University of Waterloo
Mohamed, Samar
Member, Faculty of Engineering IDEAS Clinic Group, University of Waterloo
Member, Faculty of Engineering Assessments subgroup, IDEAS Clinic Group, University of Waterloo
Member, Faculty of Engineering Team Work subgroup, IDEAS Clinic Group, University of Waterloo
Morton, Mark
Member, Clicker Review Committee, University of Waterloo
Power, Mary
Member, Copyright Advisory Committee, University of Waterloo
Member, Engineering Education Enhancement and Research (E3R) Asia Network, University of Hong Kong
Member, Learning Environment Operations Committee, University of Waterloo
Member, Next Generation Digital Learning Environment Working Group
Member, Online Course Evaluation Advisory Group, University of Waterloo 
Member (ex officio), Science Teaching Fellows, University of Waterloo
Member, Syllabus Repository Working Group, University of Waterloo
Riley, Meghan K. 
Councillor, Graduate Student Association, University of Waterloo 
Founder and Co-coordinator, English Teaching Assistant and Graduate Instructor Support Network, University of Waterloo
Point Person, Center for Education of Women Scholar Circle, University of Michigan
Taraban-Gordon, Svitlana
Internal-external examiner, Sara Ghaffarian’s PhD thesis committee, Department of Germanic & Slavic Studies, University of Waterloo
Resource Member, Amit & Meena Chakma Award for Exceptional Teaching by a Student, University of Waterloo
Member, Graduate Professional Skills working group, University of Waterloo
Member, Program Accreditation Committee, Educational Developers Caucus (EDC)

Timmermans, Julie
Member, Seung Beom (Bill) Hamm’s M.Sc. thesis committee, Department of Geography and Environmental Management, University of Waterloo
Program Co-Chair, Sixth Biennial International Threshold Concepts Conference, Dalhousie University, 2016
Tse, Crystal 
Member, Educational Developers Caucus (EDC) action group on Educational Development Evaluation
Vesely, Monica
Member, Instructional Skills Workshop (ISW) Facilitator Spring Institute Planning Committee, Tatamagouche, NS
Member, ISW Task Group for International Certificates / Equivalencies, ISW Network
Member, Orientation and Training Community of Practice, University of Waterloo
White, Stephanie
Member, Steering Committee, English Language Competency Initiative (SCELCI) Workshop Working Group, University of Waterloo
Member, Steering Committee, English Language Competency Initiative (SCELCI) Assessment Working Group, University of Waterloo
Professional Service – Editorial and Reviewing Contributions
Brown, Veronica
Proposal Reviewer, Educational Developers Caucus annual conference
Proposal Reviewer, Professional and Organizational Development (POD) Network annual conference
Proposal Reviewer, Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education annual conference
Reviewer, The Christine A. Stanley Award for Diversity and Inclusion Research in Educational Development, POD Network
Reviewer, Canadian Journal of Higher Education
Reviewer, Learning Innovation and Teaching Enhancement (LITE) Grants
Ellis, Donna 
Editorial Review Board Member, Innovative Higher Education
Editorial Board Member, To Improve the Academy: A Journal of Educational Development (2017 – 2019)
Proposal Reviewer, Professional and Organizational Development (POD) Network annual conference
Proposal Reviewer, Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education annual conference
Holmes, Trevor
Reviewer, International Journal for Academic Development
Reviewer, The Canadian Journal for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning
Reviewer, Learning Innovation and Teaching Enhancement (LITE) Grants
Keller, Verna
Proposal Reviewer, Threshold Concepts conference
Lithgow, Katherine
Reviewer, Higher Education Quality Council of Ontario
Reviewer, Learning Innovation and Teaching Enhancement (LITE) Grants
Morton, Mark
Reviewer, Advances in Physiology Education
Power, Mary
Proposal Reviewer, Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education annual conference
Proposal Reviewer, Western Conference for Science Education
Proposal Reviewer, University of Waterloo Teaching and Learning conference
Timmermans, Julie
Co-ordinator, Educational Developers Caucus Resource Review
Reviewer, Teaching and Learning Inquiry
Tse, Crystal
Proposal Reviewer, Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education annual conference
Proposal Reviewer, Threshold Concepts conference
Reader, Taylor Institute’s Teaching and Learning SoTL and Ethics Guide
Vesely, Monica
Proposal Reviewer, University of Waterloo Teaching and Learning conference
Proposal Reviewer, Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education annual conference
White, Stephanie
Proposal Reviewer, Canadian Association for Studies in Discourse and Writing (CASDW) annual conference
Reviewer, the Canadian Association for Studies in Discourse and Writing (CASDW) annual research article award 
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In 2016 and 2017, a number of activities were undertaken to ensure that CTE’s new strategic priorities would be informed by CTE staff, by other University of Waterloo stakeholders, and by the larger external context of higher education, primarily in Ontario. As part of following the Precede-Proceed model, the following document was created by members of the Strategic Priorities Working Group as an environmental scan and was used by that Working Group when creating the new strategic priorities and by the SIDs in reviewing the draft priorities. The attachments identified in the scan are not included.
CTE Strategic Priorities Backgrounder – March 27, 2017
Inputs and Drivers – An Environmental Scan of Available Data
Created by: Donna Ellis, Katherine Lithgow, Christine Zaza, CTE

Within CTE
Key Themes from Staff Priority Setting Activity at January 2017 staff meeting 
· Teaching development by career stage (connects to AP strat plan)
· Inclusivity
· Learners – development as learners and engagement in deep learning, including via educational technologies (technologies connect to AP strat plan) and high-impact practices
· Assessment of learning outcomes, including SoTL and learning analytics (connects to AP strat plan)
· Support institutional strategic plans – experiential education, importance of teaching
· Reputation and visibility of CTE
· Enough resources to provide support?

Within Waterloo
Feedback from Deans’ Meetings
In August and September 2016, CTE’s Director met with each Faculty Dean, along with the CTE Liaison for each Faculty and the Teaching Fellow (where that role was filled). For one Faculty, the Associate Dean, Undergraduate also participated in the meeting. The focus of each meeting was to solicit information from these Faculty administrators about: the strategic priorities and plans about teaching and learning for each Faculty, the priorities for their Teaching Fellows, and feedback/questions for CTE.  The main topics that emerged in relation to feedback for CTE were:
· guidance on how to do peer review of teaching that is formative and useful
· guidance for Chairs/Directors on how to assist the professional development of their faculty members as teachers
· guidance on how to assess changes made to teaching – how well are faculty achieving their goals and students achieving the intended learning outcomes
· an investigation of how aware faculty members are about CTE and the factors that encourage uptake and engagement
· promotion of CTE “success stories” to highlight what faculty can gain from working with CTE
· a review of CTE’s New Faculty program to determine strengths to promote and areas for improvement
· provision of opportunities for graduate students to learn about teaching, particularly those in programs without any TA positions

Other topics on the radar in the Faculties about teaching included:
· new Faculty-wide courses for first-year students to set them up for success
· new faculty hires – some Faculties have hired more than in the recent past
· program reviews, particularly for problematic programs
· experiential education opportunities in courses/programs (including entrepreneurship, field courses, and international experiences)
· teaching larger classes
· student evaluations of teaching
· scholarship of teaching and learning, particularly in relation to innovations in teaching
· intra- and cross-departmental connections and discussions about teaching as well as team teaching and better integrated curricula
· recognition of teaching
· curricular integration of Faculty-defined goals for teaching (e.g., problem-solving, critical thinking, collaboration)
· mandatory teaching for PostDocs and graduate students
· fully online course development (Math, ENV) 
· more blended and active learning, starting in first-year courses (Science) – may precipitate classroom redesigns – help identify “baselines” for instruction to be able to measure changes
· varying assessments of student learning for different levels of students (in Math)
· achieving alignment in course designs between outcomes and assessments

Overall, the Faculties identified a variety of projects and topic areas. It may be most critical to: 1) ensure that at least some of our strategic priorities address their input, and 2) reach back out to them once we have determined our strategic priorities to close the loop with them.
Feedback from Instructor Needs Survey
An instructor survey was distributed by email to ~3,000 instructors at Waterloo (faculty and staff who have attended our events). A total of 266 instructors responded during a two-week period (Feb 21 to Mar 7) for a 10% response rate. Responses to question 10 seemed particularly informative for this exercise of identifying themes that are of interest to our instructor stakeholders: “To help us understand your preferred topics for CTE’s programs and services, please rate your interest in the following options”. The scale choices were: No interest, Some interest, and A lot of interest. Key results are as follows:
· Nearly 60% of respondents expressed a lot of interest in Teaching Strategies (59%) and Assessing Student Learning (56%)
· More than 40% of respondents indicated a lot of interest in Enhancing Students’ Writing and Communication Skills (47%), Course Design (41%), and Experiential Learning in Courses (41%)
· When the scale choices of “a lot of interest” and “some interest” were combined, the topics with the most interest were: Teaching Strategies (96%), Assessing Student Learning (93%), Course Design (89%), and Emerging Educational Technologies (86%)
· The options for which more than 40% of respondents chose “no interest” were: Indigenizing the Curriculum (43%), Internationalizing the Curriculum (45%), Graduate Supervision (46%), and Leading Teaching Development Opportunities for Colleagues (48%)
· For the Student Diversity and Inclusion option, 71% of respondents indicated a lot (26%) or some interest (45%) in this topic
Feedback from Campus Partners 
This feedback was not available until after this document was produced.
Program Review and Accreditation Requirements 
All programs at Waterloo are evaluated as part of our Institutional Quality Assurance Process. The self-study for the external review includes learning objectives, curriculum maps and a section on program challenges, strengths, and weaknesses. All programs must demonstrate how they fulfill the Degree-Level Expectations (graduate or undergraduate) created by the Council of Ontario Universities (COU). The Quality Council of the COU has in recent years expected feedback from students to be integrated into the self-study.
Some programs undergo more complex program review processes as a result of accreditation. In professional programs (e.g., Engineering, Public Health), they must meet the standards set by their profession, which include competency-based frameworks.  In other programs (e.g., Computer Science), the program is accredited by their professional association although students do not necessarily work toward a specific license or designation.  These accredited programs must be able to provide evidence about students’ attainment of competency-based learning outcomes and/or skills.
Representatives from most programs often look to us for guidance about collecting, interpreting, and conveying evidence to meet the requirements.
Current Organizational Climate 
CTE works within the organizational climate of the University of Waterloo (UW). A few notable pieces of context include:
· The institutional strategic plans – UW is nearing completion of its existing strategic plan (2013-2018). One of the six key themes for this plan is Academic Programming (AP), a theme which is overseen by Mario Coniglio (Associate Vice-President, Academic) and Jeff Casello (Associate Provost, Graduate Studies). The CTE Director has been a member of the AP strategic plan team, and had significant input on the initiatives identified to advance this strategic theme. See Attachment 1 to see the AP strategic plan goals, objectives, actions, and activities, in addition to CTE’s projects that align with and support this plan. The other themes are: Experiential Education, Transformative Research, Entrepreneurship, Internationalization, Vibrant Student Experience, Robust Employer-Employee Relationship, and A Sound Value System. Our university president has already started to discuss the next institutional strategic plan to begin in 2020 in this way: Impact = I3 (Interdisciplinarity + Internationalization + Innovation). We need to align our next set of strategic priorities with the current institutional strategic plan, since our priorities will be in effect before the next institutional plan is created. Transparent alignment with this plan has been critical when requesting new funds and positions for our unit – everything we do needs to be perceived as supporting the achievement of the institutional strategic plan.
· The pending adoption of a new institutional budget model – This New Resource Allocation Model (NRAM) is explained as follows on the Provost’s website: “It follows a very basic principle that revenue earned by a Faculty belongs to that Faculty. Part of that income is returned to create a university fund which is used to support university-wide strategic initiatives and plans; and part in the form of allocated  charges equal to each Faculty’s fair share of administrative and facilities costs…”. In essence, the Faculties will be subject to a re-allocation of their financial resources to support centrally approved initiatives and central support units, which includes CTE. This shift increases the importance of CTE ensuring that the Faculties, particularly their senior administrators, are aware of what CTE offers to their constituents (e.g., faculty and staff members, graduate students, and postdoctoral fellows) and the uptake of what is offered. We need to demonstrate that our programs and services are being used; ideally, we would also be able to show the impact of engaging with us. 
· The release of the 2017 NSSE results – UW continues to run the National Survey for Student Engagement (NSSE), which surveys a random selection of first- and fourth-year students about their experiences at UW. While the Ministry of Advanced Education and Skills Development mandates the use of NSSE for Ontario universities, Institutional Analysis and Planning (IAP) has had very moderate success at interesting the Faculties in the NSSE results from 2014, but they continue to push the survey results and advertised heavily amongst students for completion of the 2017 survey.  Based on responses to specific NSSE questions in 2014, IAP has identified four key gap areas to address: 1) improving the quality of course instruction by professors; 2) ensuring a better fit between course content, assignments, and tests/exams; 3) improving the quality of study spaces; and 4) improving the quality of interaction with academic advisors, faculty and administrative staff.  Attachment 2 provides a breakdown of the NSSE questions that relate to these four priority areas.  When asking students to complete this year’s survey, IAP included this statement: “In 2014, you told us you wanted improved quality of course instruction. Since then, we’ve seen over a 30% increase in instructor participation in teaching workshops at the Centre for Teaching Excellence.”  This statement recognizes CTE's prominent role in addressing the quality of instruction at UW.  We need to pay attention to the 2017 NSSE results when they become available and identify what we offer that can help to address the areas of deficit regarding teaching. Overall, it is important for IAP to continue to look to CTE for input on issues regarding the enhancement of teaching at Waterloo. We will also need to monitor their analysis of the NSSE results so we understand the source of their conclusions and respond accurately and appropriately. In addition, it appears that the Ministry will be looking for institutions to report on a subset of NSSE scores as part of the new Strategic Mandate Agreement (SMA) template; in particular, they are interested in higher order learning (4 questions) and experience with high-impact practices (6 options) and expect all institutions to report on the results from these questions although the results will not affect funding for the current SMA.

Outside of Waterloo
Given that the University of Waterloo is part of the provincially funded higher education system, it is important to note what trends are emerging from the Ministry of Advanced Education and Skills Development as well as other bodies that have at least a loose association with this Ministry.
Report from the Academic Colleagues to the Council of Ontario Universities (COU) (Jan 2017 –reproduced fully in the March 2017 Senate agenda at UWaterloo)
Areas of discussion from the COU Academic Colleagues include:
· Exploring how to measure the quality of student experiences (experiential or not). While it is relatively straightforward to measure and define ‘work’, measuring the learning is more important and more challenging. With work-integrated learning, measuring and defining the “work” is straightforward; measuring the “learning” is not.  While we are quite good at measuring input, more work is required to measure outputs, and to develop a better understanding of the impacts of the learning experience.  MAESD is interested in looking for deeper and more accurate measures beyond student perceptions, which is what NSSE measures. What makes experiential learning meaningful – accountability, working for others, applying knowledge to areas of interest? Of note are changes to the Strategic Mandate Agreements’ funding formula that reflect the government’s interest in funding outcomes rather than inputs.
· Capturing student reflections following learning experiences to help deepen and strengthen the educational experience.  The COU Academic Colleagues’ suggestions included having faculty focus on helping students describe what they know and who they are, and helping them explain their own learning outcomes and backing up claims with evidence.  The group suggested that ePortfolios developed over a students’ academic career may be valuable in this respect as they integrate courses with co-curricular activities and can engage students in the reflective process. 
· Measuring a variety of learning outcomes, skills, and competencies over the duration of a program in ‘milestone’ courses may be more useful than trying to measure these on a course-by-course basis. 
The Academic Colleagues also met with Harvey Weingarten of HEQCO. He noted the following important issues related to Ontario’s PSE landscape: 
· Universities used to be more highly regarded than they are today. Government is concerned that universities are self-absorbed; colleges have done a better job interacting with government.
· Media coverage about universities has not been as positive in recent years.
· Sustainability is an important concern: in particular, government is concerned about the quality of student experiences. Universities need to focus on addressing this issue.
COU Task Force on Quality Indicators of the Undergraduate Learning Experience
Ontario Council of Academic Vice-Presidents (OCAV) approved the Task Force proposal, including metrics in two categories: 1) student experience, and 2) teaching and learning. These categories are likely to be included as part of a framework for outcomes-based funding in the second round of Strategic Mandate Agreements. For each category, the Task Force proposed three required metrics (universities will report on each of the metrics), and a set of metrics universities may choose to report on. 
· The three proposed required metrics related to teaching and learning are: graduation rate; composite score on NSSE questions related to students’ perceived gains in higher order learning outcomes; and proportion of programs with explicit curriculum maps and articulation of learning outcomes. [CTE’s current strategic priorities (i.e., assistance with LO outcome development and supporting assessment of LOs) along with our curriculum work lend support to the 2nd and 3rd metrics.] 
· Proposed required metrics related to student experience include student retention rate from year one to year two; proportion of fourth year students with 2 High-Impact Practices (HIPs) or average number of HIPs per student; and proportion of operating expenditures on student services. [Supporting the development of high-impact practices is an area of growth for CTE. We currently support HIPs through initiatives such as the WHIP series, ePortfolios, and support we offer for First Year Experience/Writing courses associated with the Undergraduate Communications Outcomes Initiatives.]
The Task Force proposal was been submitted to MAESD for review and a new SMA template has been developed. Institutions will need to report on the system-wide metrics and will need to identify additional institution-specific metrics that will continue to be worked on over the next 3 years.	
Ministry of Advanced Education and Skills Development (MAESD) Subgroup on Experiential Learning 
This subgroup has been discussing definitions of experiential learning. Given the challenges associated with definitions, the subgroup will be gathering information regarding definitions and available data, and will produce a report.
HEQCO’s Three Central Research Priorities 
1. Access: The goal is to improve access to higher education for non-traditional and under-represented groups, including first-generation students, students with disabilities, low-income students, Aboriginal students, and students whose first language is not English.
2. Learning Outcomes: HEQCO's discussion of learning outcomes is organized into four classes: basic cognitive skills (numeracy and literacy), discipline-specific skills (specialized knowledge and skills), higher-order cognitive skills (communication and critical thinking), and transferable skills (teamwork, initiative, and resilience). ​ The research focus is now on reliable and valid instruments for assessing and measuring the learning outcomes, with testing embedded into ongoing assessments already familiar to students. 
3. System Design: This priority examines how Ontario can provide a high quality postsecondary education in times of continued growth and diminishing resources. Central function of HEQCO is the development and design of models of postsecondary education. Work in this area includes exploring opportunities for greater differentiation, outcomes-based funding formulae, methods for assessing regional economic impact, and structures for academic quality assurance. 

The latter two priority areas are of most importance to us, particularly the focus on finding valid and reliable ways to assess learning outcomes and the focus on redefining key systems such as the funding model and quality assurance.
eCampus Ontario
eCampus Ontario’s 2016-2018 Calls for Proposals (CFPs) were for the Open Content Initiative, Research and Innovation, New Program Development, and Course Development. Through the CFPs, eCampus Ontario encouraged cross-institutional collaboration, while focusing on areas of high labour market demand. Helping to make highquality education more accessible for students was a major goal for the CFP, encouraging online course development to accommodate busy schedules, or distant geographical locations. “The funding breakdown for the winning proposals included 38% for Open Education Initiatives, 37% for New Program Development and the remaining 25% for converting face-to-face programs to online delivery”. While CTE’s scope does not include fully online courses, our work in relation to blended course design and delivery intersects with the focus of this relatively new organization.
The Ontario Premier's Highly Skilled Workforce Expert Panel
This panel has recommended that all postsecondary students have at least one work-integrated learning opportunity before they complete their studies to better prepare them for the demands of today's changing workforce and ensure their labour market success. 
In response to the government’s Highly Skilled Workforce report, COU is creating a Highly Skilled Workforce Steering Committee.
In the Ontario context, the jobs agenda is driving conversations about PSE. The jobs agenda is helping transform universities from content providers (traditional role) to providers of skills, competencies, and meaningful credentials. It is likely that funding will be provided for work-integrated learning. With the emphasis on measuring whether skills are achieved, we should think about how we teach, and assess skills, and whether we should credential it. Work in this area is underway in Florida, Tennessee, the United Kingdom, and Australia – see for example Griffith University Employability Framework.  Closer to home, some universities, (see for example Carleton University, University of Guelph), are making explicit the professional transferable skills that students develop while completing a degree.  Some universities also explicitly state the kinds of activities and assignments that help students develop these professional transferable skills. While these are not best practice examples, they do provide a sense of how universities are responding to governments. The WatCV project and CCA’s SKAATR Program are examples of work being done at Waterloo in this area. CTE is in a good position to work with faculty to help them help students identify, articulate, and develop professional transferable skills. While there will likely be some resistance from faculty, this is an area of importance to the government and stakeholders outside the university.  Ideally, it is better to have faculty involved rather than have the process driven by industry and government.
Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA)
The AODA aims to identify, remove, and prevent barriers for people with disabilities.  There are five standards outlined in the AODA. They are Accessibility Standards for Customer Service, Accessible Information and Communications standards, Employment Accessibility standards, Accessible Transportation standards, and Accessible Built Environment standards (pending). The university must meet the five standards outlined in the AODA. CTE will be working with the HR staff member who oversees our institutional compliance with AODA to determine how we can best contribute to the requirements. 

Directions from Our Profession 
The themes being discussed in our educational development profession represent another driver for our work. In particular, conference themes identify issues deemed to be important for those doing our type of work.
Educational Developers Caucus
The 2017 conference theme was to examine, evaluate, challenge and defend the traditions of educational development, providing an opportunity to explore the traditions of our work, and to present the evidence for the continuation of an established practice or to rethink those traditions that continue without justification or merit. The 2016 conference theme was to explore the borders that shape our options and the factors that inform our decisions at these borders, offering new insights about how we get to “there”, however we envision that goal, from “here."
Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education
From the 2017 call for conference proposals: In the realm of theory and practice of technology, pedagogy, and assessment, it seems as though higher education is continually at a gateway, a liminal space, where possibility and advancement is available. In this context, what is the role of the post-secondary institutions, classrooms, and teachers in supporting students in their quest for higher learning? Understanding where we have come from, and where we are now, is key to understanding where we are going, and how we can develop and change over the next century to meet the needs of our changing student demographics, which includes considerations of our collective contributions to social, political, economic and human well-being.
IUPUI Assessment Institute
Special tracks included: Community Engagement, ePortfolios, Faculty Development, Global Learning, Graduate/Graduate Professional Education, High Impact Practices, STEM Education, and Student Affairs Programs and Services. General session tracks included: Accreditation, Assessment Methods, Assessment in Online Courses and Programs, Competency-Based Education, Institution-Wide Data Collection and Use, and Use of Technologies in Assessment.
POD Network
The 2017 conference theme is Defining What Matters: Understanding and Enhancing the Impact of Educational Development. This theme in part is a response to the membership’s desire to refine the ways we assess the impacts of our work, but also as an opportunity to explore more deeply what it means to matter in our field–to ourselves, our colleagues, our clients and collaborators, and our communities. By examining that broader view of impact, the goal is to recognize and share the value of our work, as well as discover paths for expanding our opportunities to matter within higher education. The 2016 conference theme was Transformative Relationships: Fostering Cultures of Deep Learning. This theme was meant to inspire participants to consider the ways that our work impacts change on a broader level through the relationships that we forge within our communities of teaching and learning. The goal was to look outward to consider the types of relationships that would help to expand impact and engage in dialogic leadership. The 2015 conference theme was Back to the Future: Critical Reflection, Effective Practice. The goal was to explore the organization’s rich past, as well as progress in promoting meaningful change in higher education. Since its inception, POD and its members have sought to advance the field of educational development in higher education. Along the way, new ideas have emerged, old ideas have been reinvented, some have been discarded, and other have stood the test of time. This year’s conference represented a perfect time to appraise progress and prepare for the future of educational development.

Overall, these themes suggest that our profession is working on defining its boundaries as well as identifying and promoting new tools and practices for teaching, learning, and assessing the work being done. There is an emphasis on deep, transformative learning, high-impact teaching practices, reflective practice, and assessment of learning outcomes and the work of educational development.
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Overview
In Spring 2016, a SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats) analysis was conducted with all CTE staff. At the May 2016 department meeting, a SWOT activity was completed. Staff formed four cross-functional groups and, through a gallery walk, provided feedback related to each of the four SWOT areas. Those not present were invited to participate at two additional meetings, including one group of our graduate students. 
To analyse the results, CTE staff members Veronica Brown and Mark Morton aggregated themes and then categorized them as common or diverging responses. Through an iterative process, these common responses were grouped into common theme areas. 
Results
Through the analysis, six themes emerged, which were presented by Donna Ellis to CTE staff at a department meeting in February 2017. As part of the presentation, responses to each theme were provided. A key response related to setting our new strategic priorities. Concerns about feeling overloaded, mission creep, and redundant overlap with others on-campus might be addressed by aligning our work with these new priorities. 
Table F1.	SWOT themes and responses
	Theme
	Responses

	Theme 1: We are too busy. Some identified that many of us are too busy and there is possible mission creep while others suggested we need more programming.


	· Generating new strategic priorities (2017/18 to 2020/21) – identify a focus for our projects and our programming – finalize after external reviewer input
· New process working group – document our processes and identify gaps with goal of continuous improvement but also workload management
· Need to identify how we can stop doing things – generate criteria, consider when setting our own annual goals, may be part of this year’s PD Day and the Spring Programming Retreat, may include a “remove a goal” activity at mid-year reviews


	Theme 2: We need to connect more with CTE colleagues. Some identified that connecting was hard, particularly between graduate students and full-time CTE staff members, while others indicated that we had good trust and cohesion amongst our staff.
	· Consider how we might form mentoring kinds of relationships between our graduate students and our staff
· Remember our Centre-wide events:  journal club, tech club, walks, PD Day, staff meetings – avoid booking conflicts with these

	Theme 3: People do not know our brand. Some felt there is a lack of awareness of who we are and what we do, especially on campus, while others thought we have a good reputation on campus and beyond.
	· Data collected from other Canadian university teaching centre staff about our reputation – results will appear in our self-study, but we will also share at a future staff meeting
· Instructor needs survey being developed to run this term – some questions help to identify level of awareness on campus (although only from those who complete the survey)

	Theme 4: We need to enhance our skills and knowledge. Some felt that we need to develop new skills or enhance existing ones and ensure training for new staff (e.g., SharePoint), while others indicated we have ample opportunities for professional development.
	· Prompt re: training on performance reviews – discuss your needs with your manager
· Consider the impact of PD opportunities in which you have engaged
· Available options: IST courses (including Lynda.com), CTE’s tech club, OHD courses, CE courses, conferences, staff meeting PD (open to suggestions!)
· Clarifying an onboarding component as part of Admin Assistant responsibilities

	Theme 5: There is too much overlap with other departments. Concerns were expressed about potential overlap with other units or positions, while others highlighted our collaborations with others.
	· External review terms of reference includes one question about our relationships with others
· Data being collected for self-study (interviews with TFs and CEL, ITMS, SSO, Writing Centre, and the Graduate Studies Office) PLUS
· Will book time on the 2-day site visit itinerary for meetings with our partners and collaborators
· Consider necessary response(s) after we receive the external review report

	Theme 6: We need to update our space. Some said our workshop rooms are cramped and dingy and our library is unknown and has no study space, while others indicated that our library is a strength.
	· No imminent plans to move so we have what we have
· Consider options for making the space more attractive (e.g., artwork)
· Library is in our space to enable easy access to the books that we purchase vs be a study space



[bookmark: _Toc490221312][bookmark: _Toc490235892][bookmark: _Toc490240871][bookmark: _Toc490742972][bookmark: _Toc490822760]Sample from Our Curriculum Map
	

Attribute 
	Working with CTE on a) teaching development and b) educational leadership means working on your ability to:
	ISW
	Ed Tech Week 
	Teaching & Learning Conference

	Critically Reflective 
	1a) Reflect on your teaching practice in disciplinary contexts and in light of theories or frameworks
	P
	p
	P
F [Peer Review, Fb form]; F (igniters)

	
	1b) Share your reflective practice with colleagues within or across disciplines
	p, f
	f
	p, F (presenters) [Peer Review]; F (igniters) 

	Design-oriented 
	2a) Design aligned learning experiences for a variety of learners
	P
	P
	F (Keynote only)

	
	2b) Foster the development of these instructional design skills in others (course, curricular, program)
	F
	
	

	Skilled in instruction
	3a) Develop instructional skills for evolving and context-specific environments
	P
	P
	f (presenters and Igniters)

	
	3b) Facilitate the development of these instructional skills in others
	p, F
	f
	F (igniters)

	Committed to Professional Development
	4a) Plan for teaching development opportunities
	
	
	P

	
	4b) Lead teaching development opportunities at the individual or organizational level
	
	
	F (presenters, igniters, keynote)

	Responsive to Diversity
	5a) Address the diversity of learners and teachers
	P
	P
	p

	
	5b) Embody in your leadership practice a principled commitment to this diversity in teaching and learning at Waterloo	
	F
	f
	

	Collaborative
	6a) Connect with a network of colleagues who are supportive of teaching development	
	P
	P
	P, F [feedback form, CTE assess plan conf outcomes]

	
	6b) Cultivate significant networks of colleagues who are supportive of teaching development
	F
	(not yet but soon as LC or CoP)
	(CTE cultivates this via the conference itself)


Legend:  P=major opportunity for participant; p=minor participant. F=major facilitator, f=minor facilitator. Additional text in [square brackets] describes any assessments.
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The following materials provide a summary overview of our assessment matrix. Table H1 displays the matrix according to the assessment questions and core activities. This version of the matrix was compiled to enable us to check: 1) whether each assessment question was being addressed for each core activity, 2) which specific tools were being used, and 3) whether our various stakeholder groups were being represented as data sources. These materials were shared with the Advisory Working Group for the external review to provide summary information about our assessment plan and to spark a discussion about any data gaps. We identified a few gaps and sought to fill them with supplementary data sources collected specifically for the purpose of the self-study. These supplementary data sources have been added to table H2 for completion.
The input data for our assessment plan includes the following:
· CTE strategic plan 
· Budget 
· Staffing 
· CTE communications plan
· CTE roster of workshops and events
These inputs are data sources not included in Table H2 below; rather, the data in H2 represent output, needs, outcome, and process data. Table H1 lists the various internal and external data sources for the data in Table H2. In Table H2, the number representing each relevant stakeholder group appears in parentheses after each data collection tool identified.
Table H1.  CTE stakeholders who provide data
	Internal
	External

	1. Instructors
2. Graduate students/Postdoctoral Fellows
3. Academic support unit staff
4. Senior administrators (Chairs and up)
5. Teaching Fellows
6. CTE staff members
	7. Educational development community members





Table H2.	Overview of data collected through the CTE assessment plan 
Note: Stakeholders are identified in parenthesis—see Table H1 for numbering system.
	Core Activity
	Output Data
What is our reach? 
	Needs Data
What are our participants/clients’ needs? 
	Outcome Data
What happens as a result of working with us?
	Process Data
Are we working effectively? 

	1. Provide cross-disciplinary, institution-wide events and programs
	Workshop registrations 
(1-3, 7)

Teaching award nominations (1-2)
	Analysis of workshop attendance (1-3)

Unsolicited client feedback (1-5,7)  [limited]

Workshop/ conference surveys  (1-5)

Instructor needs survey (1, 3) [done for self-study]

	Unsolicited client feedback  [limited] (1-5,7)

Workshop/
conference surveys (1-3, 7)

Pre/Post survey data and Teaching Perspectives Inventory (2)
	Use of participant feedback in subsequent planning (6) [informal vs documented changes]

Ongoing monitoring of CTE staff members’ workload via performance evaluations (6)

	2. Support instructional and curriculum development for individuals, departments, and faculties
	Curriculum consultations and events (1, 4)

Consultation numbers (1-3)

Usage of LMS & educational technologies (1-3)
	Consultation type (1-3) [just started]

Consultation feedback survey (1-3) [not done yet]

Instructor needs survey (1, 3) [done for self-study]


	Consultation feedback survey (1-3) [not done yet]

Pilot funding report on educational technologies (1, 3) [none received yet]
	Ongoing monitoring of CTE staff members’ workload via performance evaluations (6)

	3. Foster leadership in teaching development
	List of non-CTE facilitators (1, 3, 5)
	Interviews with Teaching Fellows (5) [done for self-study]

Instructor needs survey (1, 3) [done for self-study]

	Exit interviews with graduate student developers and Linkedin group for follow-up (2)

Interviews with Teaching Fellows (5) [done for self-study]
	Exit interviews with graduate student developers and Linkedin group for follow-up (2)


	4. Promote and conduct research on teaching, learning, and educational development
	LITE grant recipients (1-3, 6)

CTE staff research activity via Centre CV (6)
	Topics of LITE grant research consultations (1-3, 6)

Instructor needs survey (1, 3) [done for self-study]
	LITE grant reports (1-3, 6)
	Ongoing monitoring of CTE staff members’ workload via performance evaluations (6)

	5. Communicate best practices and promote the importance of teaching and learning at Waterloo
	Institutional projects involvement  (6)

CTE website visits, linking to website, requests to re-use our materials (1-3, 7)

List of teaching stories (1, 5)

Library use (1-3)

Listserv participation (1-3, 7)
	Ongoing discussions with University Communications (3)

Interviews with Teaching Fellows and collaborators (3, 5) [done for self-study]


	Interviews with Teaching Fellows and collaborators (3, 5) [done for self-study]
	Ongoing monitoring of CTE staff members’ workload via performance evaluations (6)

	6. Connect with and contribute expertise to colleagues on and off campus

	Collaboration with colleagues via Centre CV (1-3, 5)
	Reputation survey with teaching centre colleagues in Canada (7) [indirect measure, done for self-study]

Instructor needs survey (1, 3) [done for self-study]
	Interviews with Teaching Fellows and collaborators (3, 5) [done for self-study]
	Ongoing monitoring of CTE staff members’ workload via performance evaluations (6)

	7. Engage in individual and centre-wide professional development and operational activities

	CTE staff member service via Centre CV (6)



	SWOT analysis with CTE staff (6) [done for self-study]

(Bi)annual check-in meetings with Deans and Teaching Fellows (4, 5)

	CTE staff feedback on conference participation (6) [done for self-study]
	Documentation of continuous improvement in all of our processes (e.g., use of data collected via assessment plan) (6) [informal]

Ongoing monitoring of CTE staff members’ workload via performance evaluations (6)
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Example 1: Faculty Programming
Please take a few moments to give us your feedback on this session. 
Please rate your agreement with the following statements. 
	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neither Agree Nor Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. This session met my needs. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2. I learned something of relevance.
	
	
	
	
	

	3. I intend to apply ideas from this session. 
	
	
	
	
	

	4. I had the opportunity to connect with other participants. 
	
	
	
	
	


If you would like to expand on any of your responses above, please do so. 
	



5. Overall, how would you rate this session? 
· 1 - Poor 
· 2 - Fair 
· 3 - Good 
· 4 - Excellent 
Comments 
	



Thank you for your input. If you would like further information about this session or if you have ideas for future sessions, please write to CTE at cte@uwaterloo.ca. 
Example 2: Graduate Programming

Please take a few moments to give us your feedback on this session.

1. Using the following scale, please rate your agreement with the following statements. 

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neither Agree Nor Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	This session met my needs.
	

	

	

	

	


	I learned something of relevance.
	

	

	

	

	


	I intend to apply ideas from this workshop.

	

	

	

	

	


	I had the opportunity to connect with other participants.
	

	

	

	

	




If you would like to expand on any of your responses above, please do so.
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

2. Overall, how would you rate this workshop?
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent



Comments: 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

3. Please rate the quality of workshop facilitation. 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent



Comments about the quality of workshop facilitation: 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________



4. What suggestions do you have to improve the workshop? 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

If you need more space please use the back of the form.

Thank you for your input. If you would like further information about the workshop topic or if you have ideas for future workshops, please write to CTE at cte-grad@uwaterloo.ca.
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Example: Teaching Excellence Academy Post-Survey
1. Please take a few moments to give us your feedback on this session. 
	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neither Agree Nor Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	This session met my needs. 
	
	
	
	
	

	I learned something of relevance.
	
	
	
	
	



2. The following are the intended learning outcomes of this session. To what extent do you agree that you can better…
	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neither Agree Nor Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Create an "aligned" course that capitalizes on your strengths and contextual factors. 
	
	
	
	
	

	See value in having a community of practice about teaching and learning. 
	
	
	
	
	

	Explain your course design to others orally and in writing. 
	
	
	
	
	

	Give and receive constructive feedback on course design plans.
	
	
	
	
	



3. What other outcome(s), if any, do you feel you achieved? 
	


4. How has your underlying thinking about design and instruction changed, if at all, as a result of participating in this session? Please explain. 
	



5. 
I intend to apply ideas from this session. 
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neither Agree Nor Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	
	
	
	
	



6. How, if at all, do you intend to use what you learned to design a course? 
	



7. I had the opportunity to make connections with other participants. 
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neither Agree Nor Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	
	
	
	
	



8. How did making those connections contribute to your learning? 
	



9. How will you share your knowledge of the course design process with others in your own department or across campus more widely? 
	



10. Overall, how would you rate this session? 
· 1 - Poor 
· 2 - Fair 
· 3 - Good 
· 4 - Excellent 
11. What worked best for you, and what suggestions do you have about the workshop, the facilitators and your time in this session? 
	


Thank you for your input. If you would like further information about the workshop topic or if you have ideas for future workshops, please write to CTE at cte@uwaterloo.ca.
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Overview
Part of CTE’s mandate is to “contribute expertise to the broader external discussion on post-secondary education,” and one of our core activities involves us sharing expertise with colleagues on and off campus. To help assess these, we conducted a research project to measure the reputation of our Centre in which we used Lange, Lee & Dai’s (2011) definition of reputation, which “is characterized by a level of familiarity with the organization, beliefs about what to expect from the organization in the future, and impressions about the organization’s overall appeal” (p. 178). Based on a reputation model we adopted from the literature (Suomi, 2014), we developed a survey to gather feedback from external colleagues.
The reputation survey was intended to help us assess how CTE meets our mandate and to provide input to two terms-of-reference questions for our external review: one about how we compare to similar units at other institutions and another about well we build or maintain relationships with our various stakeholders. The survey was developed by Donna Ellis and Veronica Brown; Mary Power would later join this team. The survey was distributed by email to directors of 59 teaching centres at universities across Canada in January of 2017. In the email invitation, directors were asked to complete the survey and to share it with their staff. 
References
Lange, D., Lee, P.M., & Dai, Y. (2011). Organizational reputation: A review. Journal of Management, 37(1), 153-184.
Suomi, K. (2014). Exploring the dimensions of brand reputation in higher education: A case study of a Finnish master's degree programme. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, 36(6), 640-660.
Results
We received 34 responses to the survey from 23 directors/administrators, 10 educational developers and 1 person who identified a different role. Because we cannot verify the number of people to whom the survey was forwarded, we did not compute a response rate. The respondents were from Ontario (44%) or outside Ontario (56%). From Ontario, there were 8 administrators, 6 educational developers, and 1 librarian. Outside Ontario, there were 15 administrators and 4 educational developers. Most respondents had heard of our Centre (85%) and of the five respondents who had not, all were from outside Ontario. Many respondents knew at least one staff member (82%).  
The survey asked respondents to rate 10 dimensions of reputation using a 5-point Likert scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree) or to select “I don’t know”. As shown in Table K1, some questions were difficult for respondents to answer (i.e., greater than 20% responded “I don’t know”). These statements are shaded in the table. 
Qualitative responses were generally favourable as well, with respondents stating we are a “very responsive” centre with a “strong reputation for its research-based work”. This was not a universal perspective as one respondent had a negative experience working with someone at the Centre.  Many commented positively about our staff, who were seen as experienced, professional, highly-respected contributors to the educational development field as demonstrated by the following comments:
· “Several CTE colleagues have given presentations or facilitated workshops at my institution with highly positive feedback from our faculty.  The CTE is one of the teaching centres we look to as an outstanding centre that models excellence in educational development when we consider new initiatives and programs.”
· “Professional and scholarly”
· “One of Canada's leading centres for teaching and learning, with professional staff known for their expertise across the country and around the world.”
· “A Centre that does really good work, is well led, and is very successful in supporting their institution.”
· “I don't know many of the staff but am impressed by the ones I do know. My impression is that they are making a difference at their institution and in the field of educational development.”
· “Knowledgeable contributors to the educational development field.”
When asked “My overall impression of CTE”, most respondents answered favourably, responding “Excellent” (n=18) or “Good” (n=12). When asked why they held this view, many listed attending conference sessions presented by CTE staff, our staff members’ publications, and support that our staff has provided to new educational developers. 
The complete numeric results appear in Table K1.
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	Dimension
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	I don't know
	Response Count

	I would consider inviting a CTE staff member to present at my institution or at conferences that I am organizing
	14
	15
	3
	2
	0
	0
	34

	If in need of advice from a teaching centre colleague,  I would contact someone at CTE
	10
	9
	10
	2
	0
	1
	32

	I find the CTE web resources useful
	8
	11
	3
	0
	0
	12
	34

	I see value in reading articles or other works authored by a CTE staff member
	12
	14
	1
	0
	0
	5
	32

	I see value in attending conference sessions provided by a CTE staff member
	14
	13
	3
	1
	0
	3
	34

	Leaders at our teaching centre look to the work of CTE for ideas when developing strategic directions
	5
	13
	7
	1
	1
	7
	34

	CTE has well-respected staff members in the educational development field
	15
	12
	3
	0
	0
	4
	34

	If interested in pursuing a collaborative project,  I would strive to include a CTE staff member
	3
	16
	9
	1
	0
	4
	33

	CTE appears to be a good place to work
	8
	13
	5
	0
	0
	7
	33

	CTE staff members make valuable contributions to educational development professional associations (e.g. provincial, national, and/or international)
	17
	11
	2
	0
	0
	4
	34
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Overview
The External Review Working Group drafted a needs survey in December 2016 in order to assess the teaching development needs of instructors at the University of Waterloo. The SIDs, CTE’s Instrument Working Group, the Advisory Working Group, and the AVP-A provided feedback on two drafts. 
The survey comprised three demographic questions (current faculty/unit, primary role, years teaching); one question on approaches to teaching development; six questions about CTE, its services, and their preferences; and two open-ended questions.
The survey was sent by email to 3006 faculty and staff who are on our faculty and instructor listserv and our new faculty listserv. 
Results
We received 296 responses for a response rate of ~10%.  Most respondents (n=254) identified as faculty (91 tenured faculty, 52 tenure-track, 58 full-time non-tenure track, and 53 part-time faculty). Other respondents were staff instructors (n=31) or non-teaching staff (n=8). Three respondents did not specify their role. As shown in Figure L1, respondents represented all six faculties, the AFIWs, and academic support units. We also asked respondents to share how many years of teaching experience they had. Responses were distributed across the four options: 5 years or less (30.6% of respondents); 6-10 years (25.6%); 11-15 years (16.8%); and more than 15 years (26.3%). The tables in this appendix provide the quantitative results for the remaining survey questions. For questions that asked respondents to select all options that apply, the percentages represent the percentage of respondents who chose each option.

Figure L1.  The number of respondents to the Needs Survey by Faculty/Unit.
Table L1.	What do you do when you are looking to enhance your teaching? (Select all that apply)
	Option
	Percentage

	Engage in conversations with colleagues in my department, faculty, or discipline (face to face or online)
	82.2

	Seek feedback from students
	81.8

	Participate in CTE programming (e.g., workshops, conferences, user groups, the Teaching Excellence Academy, the Instructional Skills Workshop, Teaching Squares, etc.)
	55.2

	Read scholarly research on teaching and learning
	46.1

	Participate in teaching-related events run by my department/Faculty
	45.8

	Consult with CTE staff members
	39.1

	Read other publications related to teaching and learning (e.g., Chronicle of Higher Education, University Affairs)
	35.7

	Read CTE’s online resources (e.g., Teaching Tips, resources for blended or integrative learning)
	35.0

	Engage in conversations with instructors outside of my discipline (face to face or online)
	33.3

	Conduct my own research on teaching and learning
	33.0

	Consult with staff from other Waterloo academic support units (e.g., Library, Writing Centre, Student Success Office, Centre for Extended Learning, etc.)
	27.3

	Attend off-campus teaching-related workshops or conferences
	24.9

	Read CTE’s teaching stories featuring Waterloo faculty
	14.5

	Other
Examples given: Using online resources, personal reflection, collaborating with others, and experimenting with new ideas in the classroom, do not look to enhance teaching.
	6.4





Table L2.	How do you find out about CTE’s services and programs (e.g., workshops, consultations, web resources, curriculum events, etc.)? (Select all that apply)
	Option
	Percentage

	E-mails from CTE
	83.5

	Word of mouth
	27.3

	CTE’s website
	26.9

	Teaching Fellows/Champions
	14.5

	CTE’s newsletter
	12.1

	Social media (e.g., Twitter, Facebook)
	3.4

	I have no previous knowledge of CTE services or programs
	2.4

	Other
Responses: CTE faculty liaison, New Faculty orientation
	2.0




Table L3. 	In the past two years, how often have you used CTE’s services and/or programs (e.g., attended a workshop, consulted a staff member, used website resources, participated in a curriculum event, etc.)?
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Not at all
	19.9

	Once
	15.7

	2 to 4 times
	36.7

	5 or more times
	27.8






Table L4.	What has motivated you to access a CTE service and/or program? (Select all that apply)
	 Option
	Percentage

	Topics were relevant to me
	61.3

	I wanted to hone my teaching knowledge/skills
	51.2

	I valued CTE staff members’ knowledge and expertise
	43.4

	I needed help with an immediate problem
	24.6

	I wanted to connect with other instructors about teaching
	20.5

	I wanted to hone my educational leadership skills
	17.5

	A colleague recommended CTE
	10.4

	I have not accessed CTE’s services and programs
	9.8

	My Chair/Director recommended CTE
	8.8

	Other
Responses: Wanted to enhance knowledge, it is a requirement to attend CTE’s events, wanted to recommend CTE services to others
	6.1

	My Teaching Fellow/Champion recommended CTE
	5.7



Table L5.	What has deterred you from accessing a CTE service and/or program? (Select all that apply)
	Option
	Percentage

	I did not have time
	41.4

	The timing of events was inconvenient
	32.7

	Nothing
	26.9

	Other
Responses: Teaching is not a priority for the university or for promotion/tenure, not teaching anymore, CTE workshops conflict with schedule, CTE workshop content not relevant or useful to me
	11.4

	I already feel confident about my teaching
	9.1

	The programs and services were not relevant
	8.4

	The location for events was inconvenient
	7.7

	I was not aware of CTE’s services and/or programs
	7.1

	CTE staff members lack relevant expertise for my needs
	3.0

	Spending time developing my teaching is not valued in my department
	3.0

	I was unsure of the prior knowledge or background required to effectively participate
	2.4

	Teaching is not a priority for me
	0.3



Table L6.	To help us understand your preferred formats for CTE's programs and services, please rate your level of interest in the following options (1 – no interest, 2 – some interest, 3 – a lot of interest)
	Formats
	Percentage of participants

	Averaged rating

	
	No interest
	Some interest
	A lot of interest
	

	Workshops (1-2 hours)
	6.9
	33.2
	59.8
	2.53

	One-on-one consultations (face to face, e-mail, phone)
	12.3
	44
	43.6
	2.31

	Online resources from the CTE website (documents and videos)
	9.7
	52.6
	37.7
	2.28

	Grants to support teaching development
	19.7
	34
	46.2
	2.26

	Events held in your department
	17
	42.1
	40.9
	2.24

	Grants to support teaching-related research
	29.3
	32.3
	38.4
	2.09

	Half-day workshops
	20.2
	57.1
	22.7
	2.03

	Peer-learning opportunities (e.g., user groups, learning communities)
	26.4
	49.4
	24.2
	1.98

	Small-group consultations
	26.3
	50.4
	23.3
	1.97

	Drop-in sessions
	36.9
	46.4
	16.7
	1.80

	Peer feedback programs (e.g., Teaching Squares)
	37.3
	46.2
	16.4
	1.79

	Day-long conferences or retreats
	43
	40.5
	16.5
	1.73

	Multi-day conferences or retreats
	62.6
	30.8
	6.6
	1.44





Table L7.	To help us understand your preferred topics for CTE's programs and services, please rate your interest in the following options (1 – no interest, 2 – some interest, 3 – a lot of interest) 
	Topics
	Percentage of participants

	Averaged rating

	
	No interest
	Some interest
	A lot of interest
	

	Teaching strategies
	3.9
	37.3
	58.8
	2.55

	Assessing student learning
	6.9
	36.7
	56.3
	2.49

	Enhancing students' writing and communication skills
	15.9
	36.6
	47.4
	2.31

	Course design
	11.3
	47.9
	40.8
	2.30

	Experiential learning in courses
	16.5
	42.6
	40.9
	2.24

	Emerging educational technologies
	14.5
	49
	36.5
	2.22

	Evaluating teaching
	17.1
	48.3
	34.6
	2.18

	Teaching large classes
	19.1
	45.1
	35.7
	2.17

	Classroom management
	18.6
	50.6
	30.8
	2.12

	Blending face-to-face and online teaching
	21.9
	44.3
	33.8
	2.12

	Learning and motivation theories
	19.7
	48.1
	32.2
	2.12

	Existing educational technologies (e.g., LEARN)
	19.2
	57.1
	23.8
	2.05

	Student diversity and inclusion
	28.6
	45.5
	26
	1.97

	Program design
	30.4
	44.9
	24.7
	1.94

	Documenting your teaching
	33.9
	41.4
	24.7
	1.91

	Conducting research on teaching
	36.4
	37.2
	26.4
	1.90

	Accessibility/accommodation requirements
	31
	20
	19
	1.88

	Indigenizing the curriculum
	42.7
	38.2
	19.1
	1.76

	Graduate supervision
	45.8
	33.3
	20.9
	1.75

	Internationalizing the curriculum
	45.1
	38.9
	15.9
	1.71

	Leading teaching development opportunities for colleagues
	47.9
	36.5
	15.5
	1.68
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Overview
Individual and small-group interviews were planned to gather feedback from our partners: the Teaching Fellows and specific academic support units. Interview questions were drafted by the Director in December 2016. They were then reviewed and revised by the External Review Working Group, after which they were shared with the Advisory Working Group and the SIDs for feedback. In order to solicit open and honest feedback, it was decided that CTE staff should not conduct these interviews. Instead, Jill Tomasson Goodwin and Glen Weppler, non-CTE members of the Advisory Working Group, conducted the interviews with nine current or former Teaching Fellows (individual interviews), and Judene Pretti, a non-CTE member from the same working group, conducted group interviews with our five Partner academic support units in January and February of 2017. Students working with Judene transcribed the interviews, and George Freeman, also a non-CTE member of the working group, conducted a content analysis and developed overarching themes, with descriptive subthemes, that emerged from the two main data sets (Teaching Fellow interviews and academic support unit interviews). Formal frequency counts of the data were not recorded as part of the analyses; however, a general sense of the prevalence was included (indicated as “widespread”, “moderate”, or “individual”). The subthemes were also categorized as being either positive or negative in nature, with positive representing something done well or a new idea to try and negative meaning an area for improvement or something to consider not doing. Both the interview transcriptions and thematic analysis results were sent to CTE for further analysis.
Interview Guides
Interview Questions for Individual Teaching Fellows 
1. CTE aspires to provide support to the Teaching Fellows in the development of this leadership role.  In what ways have CTE staff members worked with you in your leadership role as a Teaching Fellow? 
a. What was helpful?
b. What could be improved?  
2. What has resulted for you from working with CTE staff members? 
3. In what ways have CTE staff members worked with faculty members in your Faculty?  
a. What was helpful?
b. What could be improved? 
4. From your perspective, what has resulted for your Faculty as a whole from working with CTE staff members?  
5. How have CTE staff members fostered relationships with you?  
a. What has worked well? 
b. What could be improved?  
c. What relationships, if any, need to be strengthened, reassessed, or clarified?  Why?  How?
6. From your perspective, how have CTE staff members fostered relationships with your faculty members?  
a. What has worked well? 
b. What could be improved?  
c. What relationships, if any, need to be strengthened, reassessed, or clarified?  Why?  How?
7. In what ways, that you know of, have CTE staff members fostered relationships with staff in other academic support units?  
a. What has worked well? 
b. What could be improved?  
c. What relationships, if any, need to be strengthened, reassessed, or clarified?  Why?  How?
8. In the short term, what are the opportunities that CTE should be aware of?
a. What are the challenges that CTE should be aware of?
9. What should CTE prioritize in the future? 

Focus Group Interview Questions for Partner Academic Support Unit Heads/Reps 
1. In what ways have CTE staff members worked with you and/or staff members in your unit? 
a. What was helpful?
b. What could be improved?  
2. What has resulted for your unit from working with CTE staff members? 
3. How have CTE staff members fostered relationships with you and your staff?  
a. What has worked well? 
b. What could be improved?  
c. What relationships, if any, need to be strengthened, reassessed, or clarified?  Why?  How?
4. In the short term, what are the opportunities that CTE should be aware of?
a. What are the challenges that CTE should be aware of?
5. What should CTE prioritize in the future? 

Results
The following overarching themes arose from the interviews. The subtheme results identified as “widespread” or “moderate” are provided in Tables M1 and M2. Blank rows or cells in the tables indicate that none of the coded comments fit into that category.
	Teaching Fellow Themes 
· CTE’s relationship with Teaching Fellows
· CTE’s relationship with faculty
· CTE’s relationship with other academic support unit staff
· CTE’s impact
· Priorities and improvements for CTE
· Institutional political structure
· CTE’s communication with stakeholders

	Support Unit Themes
· CTE’s impact and relationship with support units 
· Priorities and improvements for CTE
· Institutional political structure
· CTE’s communication with stakeholders




Table M1.	Themes from the Interviews with the Teaching Fellows
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Theme: CTE’s relationship with Teaching Fellows

	Prevalence of Subthemes
	Positive Subthemes
	Negative Subthemes

	Widespread

	Encouraging, supportive, someone to talk to, a safety net, developed friendships
	

	
	Mentoring, assistive, took on a co-designer role
· Professional, respected TF process as peer-to-peer
· Encouraged faculty to take more charge of teaching
	

	
	Adaptive, responsive, flexible, willing to customize, allowed mandate to evolve
	

	
	Impressive range of modalities
· Telephone, email
· Meetings: individual or group
· Impromptu, go for coffee
· CTE attendance at events
	

	
	Valuable reference point re: SoTL, best practices, contacts, resources
	




	Theme: CTE’s relationship with faculty

	Prevalence 
	Positive Subthemes
	Negative Subthemes

	Widespread
	Adept at personalizing interactions
· Remembering people
· Remembering threads of activities
· Clicking with people
	Need to be better known among non-participating faculty

	
	Multimodal, adaptive, flexible
· Find common interests
· Bring right people together
· Move things forward
	



	Theme: CTE’s impact

	Prevalence
	Positive Subthemes
	Negative Subthemes

	Widespread
	Assistance/training re LMS (Waterloo LEARN)
	

	
	Help at program level: reviews, onboarding of conclusions, accreditation
	

	
	Expertise of CTE personnel
	

	
	Quality of events, workshops, publications
· New-faculty workshop/activities
· Teaching and learning conference
	

	
	Increased awareness of CTE/teaching
· More general literacy re: teaching/learning
· Osmotic spread, clusters of teaching-interested faculty (spread across departments)
· Seeing culture shift, diversity of teaching approaches, valuing of soft skills
	

	
	More thoughtful, outcomes-aligned course outlines
	



	Theme: Priorities and improvements for CTE

	Prevalence
	Positive Subthemes
	Negative Subthemes

	Widespread

	Keep up good work, CTE is valuable overall
· Continue striving to raise profile/value of teaching
· LITE grants (teaching research support)
· Annual conference (teaching research dissemination)
	

	
	Grow impact beyond small group of teaching-interested faculty
	

	
	Take advantage of new blood in admin/dean/chair levels
· Way in to units which are not so engaged
· Good time for renewed/changed focus, fresh ideas
	

	
	Target activities at different career stages
· Follow up with new faculty a few months in
· Encourage post-tenure participants
· TA training in short term (not certificate program)
	

	
	Activities aimed at specific interests
· Respectful inclusion of diverse perspectives in courses
· Instructors of large multi-section courses
· Team teaching
· Case development of case-based teaching
· Differences in online teaching
· Changed nature/amount of student contact
	




	Theme: Institutional political structure 

	Prevalence
	Positive Subthemes
	Negative Subthemes

	Widespread
	
	Lack of political clout around teaching
· Convince deans of importance of teaching
· Faculty reputation/importance not measured by teaching
· Teaching awards are not much of a motivator
· Promote use of OPAs for teaching
· More involvement by associate deans
· CTE-SSO interaction might be facilitated
· Other schools (Harvard, MIT) manage both research and teaching excellence thrusts



Table M2.	Themes from the Interviews with the Support Units (SUs)
	Theme: CTE’s impact and relationship with support units

	Prevalence of Subthemes
	Positive Subthemes
	Negative Subthemes

	Widespread

	CTE is a good collaborator
· Authentic, relationship-building, multimodal
· Good reputation on campus
· Value of LEARN-related expertise
· Value of specific expertise (non-LEARN)
	

	
	CTE has a good relationship with faculty, knowledge of campus
	

	
	CTE as multimodal, inviting, engaging, supportive
· Facilitates connection with liaisons, TFs
· Arranges conversations, coffee, lunch, etc.
	



	Theme: Priorities and improvements for CTE
Note: Respondents seem to generally want better cross-knowledge and coordination among CTE and other SUs, generally place a high value on existing collaborations.

	Prevalence
	Positive Subthemes
	Negative Subthemes

	Widespread
	Continue/strengthen existing (or similar) collaboration
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Overview
To understand the impact of conference participation (i.e., attending and/or presenting) for CTE staff professional development, a survey of six open-ended questions was sent to CTE staff asking them to comment on the outcomes of their conference participation. We asked staff to comment on the benefits to their work and our community, and to consider what they gain from conference participation that they might not develop through other activities. We also asked how they decide which conference(s) to attend. The survey was reviewed by the External Review Working Group, and the Director provided a summary of the aims of the survey at a CTE staff meeting in January of 2017. It was sent by email to the 15 CTE staff members who participate in conferences in late March 2017 and 10 responses were received.
Results
Many staff identified developing connections with colleagues as a critical benefit of conference attendance. These networks help create an invaluable support system that has led to new projects and collaborations, and provides an invaluable resource. Conference participation gave our staff the opportunity to see new ideas, tools, techniques, and skills. Some respondents listed the value of staying connected to research and new developments in the ED field, which helps them ensure our work is grounded in research and best practices. They also described how participation provided an opportunity to reflect on their work and reassurance that they are doing good work.
Staff were also asked to discuss how their participation contributed to others’ work. Respondents identified several ways that they integrate new ideas into our workshops, curriculum work, and our assessment processes. They shared resources with other CTE staff and repurposed conference presentations into new CTE workshops and sessions at our Teaching and Learning conference. They also identified the value to the Centre and Waterloo by solidifying our reputation, and acting as Centre and institutional ambassadors. 
Another question that we asked staff was to describe what benefits conference participation provided that they could not gain in other ways. Several staff described the critical network of colleagues, adding that face-to-face contact was important. The ideas and expertise from colleagues outside Waterloo helped us improve our own services and programs. Other benefits included team-building with our own staff when traveling to the same conference, sharing the work we do with the wider community, receiving feedback from colleagues outside Waterloo, an opportunity to collaborate with others, and the professional development associated with keeping current with the literature and presenting our own work. Conference participation also led to a great appreciation of our work and our colleagues at CTE. Staff most often chose conferences based on alignment with their work, needs of the Centre, and costs/location.
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Note: All of the data provided are in UW’s fiscal year reporting period from May 1 to April 30. 
Table O1	Legend for Faculty/unit acronyms: 
	Acronym
	Faculty/Unit

	AFIW
	Affiliated and Federated Institutions of Waterloo (Conrad Grebel University College, Renison University College, St. Jerome’s University, St. Paul’s University College)

	AHS
	Applied Health Sciences

	ARTS
	Arts

	ENG
	Engineering

	ENV
	Environment

	MATH
	Mathematics

	SCI
	Science

	SU
	Academic Support Unit (e.g., Centre for Extended Learning, Student Success Office, Library, etc.) 






Workshops 
Table O2.	Number of participants in CTE workshops by Faculty or unit
	Year
	2009/2010
	2010/2011
	2011/2012
	2012/2013
	2013/2014
	2014/2015
	2015/2016
	2016/2017

	Workshops Offered
	85
	101
	174
	164
	184
	220
	226
	252

	Faculty/
Unit
	Total  
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 

	AFIW
	12
	10
	29
	20
	72
	53
	27
	21
	35
	25
	61
	26
	76
	41
	69
	25

	AHS
	59
	26
	73
	25
	167
	70
	205
	81
	263
	82
	379
	95
	391
	91
	360
	105

	ARTS
	178
	90
	217
	90
	489
	250
	342
	151
	356
	148
	360
	141
	506
	159
	499
	167

	ENG
	485
	201
	659
	231
	754
	278
	732
	242
	816
	243
	924
	280
	1013
	296
	1133
	348

	ENV
	118
	44
	128
	55
	164
	86
	211
	86
	228
	92
	420
	151
	249
	90
	265
	100

	MATH
	143
	63
	217
	64
	323
	141
	248
	105
	200
	68
	189
	62
	379
	115
	335
	98

	SCI
	153
	66
	294
	121
	445
	193
	326
	132
	369
	144
	341
	128
	403
	135
	480
	160

	SU
	174
	53
	149
	69
	238
	83
	155
	70
	95
	56
	173
	70
	218
	92
	286
	118

	TOTAL
	1322
	553
	1766
	675
	2652
	1154
	2246
	888
	2362
	858
	2847
	953
	3235
	1019
	3427
	1116


 “Total” refers to the total number of participants who completed a workshop. “Unique” refers to the unique number of individuals who completed a workshop. Totals differ slightly from Table O3 because a few participants changed faculty or unit during the reporting period or reported being affiliated with more than one faculty.




Table O3.	Number of participants in CTE workshops by role
	Role
	2009/2010
	2010/2011
	2011/2012
	2012/2013
	2013/2014
	2014/2015
	2015/2016
	2016/2017

	
	Total 
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 
	Total 
	Unique 

	Faculty
	157
	112
	226
	132
	603
	381
	513
	247
	446
	242
	450
	205
	981
	301
	853
	296

	Staff
	184
	64
	183
	90
	356
	170
	205
	100
	119
	79
	198
	98
	271
	144
	363
	156

	Graduate student
	925
	352
	1180
	402
	1413
	522
	1271
	480
	1570
	480
	2108
	620
	1682
	517
	1762
	566

	Postdoctoral Fellow
	21
	8
	135
	28
	216
	48
	229
	46
	193
	38
	50
	17
	199
	42
	379
	80

	Other
	35
	20
	42
	26
	64
	36
	28
	16
	34
	17
	41
	14
	97
	25
	70
	28

	TOTAL
	1322
	556
	1766
	678
	2652
	1157
	2246
	889
	2362
	856
	2847
	954
	3230
	1029
	3427
	1116


“Total” refers to the total number of participants who completed a workshop. “Unique” refers to the unique number of individuals who completed a workshop.

Curriculum Work
Curriculum events include work focused on a change made at the department, Faculty or institutional level, such as program reviews, accreditation, changes to required courses, etc. These events might include consultations, projects, retreats, workshops, presentations at department meetings, and, until 2014/15, attendance by CTE staff who were members of curriculum committees.
Table O4.	Number of curriculum events and participants offered by CTE
	 
	2007/
2008
	2008/ 2009
	2009/
2010
	2010/
2011
	2011/
2012
	2012/
2013
	2013/
2014
	2014/
2015
	2015/
2016
	2016/
2017
	TOTAL

	Number of events
	1
	9
	19
	63
	86
	94
	111
	158
	116
	99
	646

	Total number of participants
	20
	64
	323
	489
	434
	499
	644
	1345
	816
	393
	3460



Table O5.	Number of departments and units that have undertaken curriculum events with CTE 
	
	2007/
2008
	2008/
2009
	2009/ 2010
	2010/ 2011
	2011/ 2012
	2012/ 2013
	2013/ 2014
	2014/ 2015
	2015/ 2016
	2016/
2017
	Unique Depts/Units

	AFIW
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	1
	4
	6

	AHS
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1
	3

	ARTS
	0
	4
	5
	9
	3
	7
	8
	6
	7
	11
	25

	ENG
	0
	0
	2
	6
	6
	5
	3
	5
	6
	7
	11

	ENV
	1
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	4
	3
	3
	3
	6

	MATH
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	2
	2
	4
	4
	0
	6

	SCI
	0
	1
	1
	4
	3
	5
	2
	3
	2
	6
	8

	Campus-wide
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	SU
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	3
	1
	6
	10

	TOTAL
	1
	7
	15
	22
	19
	25
	25
	28
	27
	39
	


Unique departments or units are the distinct departments within a given Faculty with which we have worked over the past 10 years. We often work with multiple programs within a given department.


Consultations 
Table O6.	Number of unique individuals and number of consultations by Faculty or unit
	Faculty/
Unit
	2011/2012
	2012/2013
	2013/2014
	2014/2015
	2015/2016
	2016/2017


	
	Unique 
Participants
	Total Consultations 
	Unique 
	Total
	Unique 
	Total
	Unique 
	Total
	Unique 
	Total
	Unique 
	Total

	AFIW
	50
	229
	56
	170
	64
	246
	70
	349
	93
	362
	103
	378

	AHS
	116
	611
	57
	187
	61
	229
	69
	210
	75
	292
	87
	228

	ARTS
	324
	1602
	280
	870
	292
	944
	297
	1405
	263
	899
	260
	777

	ENG
	253
	1350
	289
	1391
	232
	1187
	251
	1363
	210
	935
	144
	321

	ENV
	170
	1191
	138
	423
	187
	813
	181
	900
	163
	621
	177
	705

	MATH
	105
	518
	69
	274
	64
	321
	101
	504
	79
	433
	86
	299

	SCI
	214
	2213
	215
	1354
	194
	1490
	182
	1313
	212
	1306
	200
	827

	SU
	56
	205
	59
	103
	56
	209
	67
	309
	63
	190
	154
	268

	Off-campus
	10
	10
	12
	16
	11
	12
	22
	14
	14
	17
	46
	40

	TOTAL
	1298
	7929
	1175
	4788
	1161
	5451
	1240
	6367
	1172
	5055
	1291
	3755





Teaching and Learning Conference Registrations 
Table O7.	Number of registered participants by Faculty or unit
	Faculty/
Unit
	2011/2012
	2012/2013
	2013/2014
	2014/2015
	2015/2016
	2016/2017

	AFIW
	0
	1
	0
	0
	9
	28

	AHS
	2
	5
	17
	14
	26
	15

	ARTS
	19
	28
	47
	47
	73
	47

	ENG
	17
	29
	34
	45
	39
	61

	ENV
	3
	10
	11
	13
	7
	18

	MATH
	5
	11
	3
	10
	21
	27

	SCI
	29
	14
	29
	26
	41
	40

	SU
	35
	43
	63
	69
	74
	70

	Off-campus
	20
	26
	16
	31
	23
	20

	TOTAL
	130
	167
	220
	255
	313
	329





[bookmark: _Toc490221322][bookmark: _Toc490235902][bookmark: _Toc490240881][bookmark: _Toc490742981][bookmark: _Toc490822769]CTE Guest Facilitators, Presenters, Speakers, and Bloggers
We use the following definitions to describe various guests who contribute to our workshops and resources.
Facilitator	Led the workshop
Presenter	Presented information but was not the facilitator
Speaker	Invited to give a speech, e.g., Teaching and Learning Conference Plenary
Visitor		Invited by CTE or requests to come to the Centre; not consulting with us; not from Waterloo
Blogger	Invited to write a blog post for CTE's blog
Table P1.	CTE Guests by Faculty from May 2007 to April 2017
	Faculty 
	2007/
2008
	2008/
2009
	2009/
2010
	2010/
2011
	2011/
2012
	2012/
2013
	2013/
2014
	2014/
2015
	2015/
2016
	2016/
2017
	TOTAL Unique Individuals

	AFIW
	0
	0
	0
	3
	3
	0
	0
	2
	4
	1
	9

	AHS
	3
	1
	1
	3
	1
	1
	2
	1
	3
	0
	15

	ARTS
	2
	1
	9
	7
	8
	8
	8
	6
	6
	13
	42

	ENG
	1
	0
	16
	3
	7
	3
	7
	7
	8
	6
	42

	ENV
	0
	1
	4
	5
	1
	1
	2
	2
	9
	1
	24

	MATH
	0
	0
	6
	0
	7
	0
	2
	0
	2
	5
	22

	SCI
	0
	1
	1
	5
	6
	7
	3
	8
	8
	4
	28

	SU
	0
	1
	12
	7
	16
	5
	5
	14
	24
	28
	71

	Other
	0
	0
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	0
	18

	TOTAL
	6
	5
	51
	36
	51
	28
	32
	43
	66
	58
	266


[bookmark: _Toc490165506][bookmark: _Toc490207180][bookmark: _Toc490221323][bookmark: _Toc490224353][bookmark: _Toc490235903][bookmark: _Toc490240882][bookmark: _Toc490165507][bookmark: _Toc490207181][bookmark: _Toc490221324][bookmark: _Toc490224354][bookmark: _Toc490235904][bookmark: _Toc490240883][bookmark: _Toc490165508][bookmark: _Toc490207182][bookmark: _Toc490221325][bookmark: _Toc490224355][bookmark: _Toc490235905][bookmark: _Toc490240884][bookmark: _Toc490165509][bookmark: _Toc490207183][bookmark: _Toc490221326][bookmark: _Toc490224356][bookmark: _Toc490235906][bookmark: _Toc490240885][bookmark: _Toc490165510][bookmark: _Toc490207184][bookmark: _Toc490221327][bookmark: _Toc490224357][bookmark: _Toc490235907][bookmark: _Toc490240886][bookmark: _Toc490165511][bookmark: _Toc490207185][bookmark: _Toc490221328][bookmark: _Toc490224358][bookmark: _Toc490235908][bookmark: _Toc490240887][bookmark: _Toc490165512][bookmark: _Toc490207186][bookmark: _Toc490221329][bookmark: _Toc490224359][bookmark: _Toc490235909][bookmark: _Toc490240888][bookmark: _Toc490165513][bookmark: _Toc490207187][bookmark: _Toc490221330][bookmark: _Toc490224360][bookmark: _Toc490235910][bookmark: _Toc490240889][bookmark: _Toc490165514][bookmark: _Toc490207188][bookmark: _Toc490221331][bookmark: _Toc490224361][bookmark: _Toc490235911][bookmark: _Toc490240890][bookmark: _Toc490165515][bookmark: _Toc490207189][bookmark: _Toc490221332][bookmark: _Toc490224362][bookmark: _Toc490235912][bookmark: _Toc490240891][bookmark: _Toc490165516][bookmark: _Toc490207190][bookmark: _Toc490221333][bookmark: _Toc490224363][bookmark: _Toc490235913][bookmark: _Toc490240892][bookmark: _Toc490165517][bookmark: _Toc490207191][bookmark: _Toc490221334][bookmark: _Toc490224364][bookmark: _Toc490235914][bookmark: _Toc490240893][bookmark: _Toc490165518][bookmark: _Toc490207192][bookmark: _Toc490221335][bookmark: _Toc490224365][bookmark: _Toc490235915][bookmark: _Toc490240894][bookmark: _Toc490165519][bookmark: _Toc490207193][bookmark: _Toc490221336][bookmark: _Toc490224366][bookmark: _Toc490235916][bookmark: _Toc490240895][bookmark: _Toc490165520][bookmark: _Toc490207194][bookmark: _Toc490221337][bookmark: _Toc490224367][bookmark: _Toc490235917][bookmark: _Toc490240896][bookmark: _Toc490165521][bookmark: _Toc490207195][bookmark: _Toc490221338][bookmark: _Toc490224368][bookmark: _Toc490235918][bookmark: _Toc490240897][bookmark: _Toc490165522][bookmark: _Toc490207196][bookmark: _Toc490221339][bookmark: _Toc490224369][bookmark: _Toc490235919][bookmark: _Toc490240898][bookmark: _Toc490165523][bookmark: _Toc490207197][bookmark: _Toc490221340][bookmark: _Toc490224370][bookmark: _Toc490235920][bookmark: _Toc490240899][bookmark: _Toc490165524][bookmark: _Toc490207198][bookmark: _Toc490221341][bookmark: _Toc490224371][bookmark: _Toc490235921][bookmark: _Toc490240900][bookmark: _Toc490165525][bookmark: _Toc490207199][bookmark: _Toc490221342][bookmark: _Toc490224372][bookmark: _Toc490235922][bookmark: _Toc490240901][bookmark: _Toc490165526][bookmark: _Toc490207200][bookmark: _Toc490221343][bookmark: _Toc490224373][bookmark: _Toc490235923][bookmark: _Toc490240902][bookmark: _Toc490165527][bookmark: _Toc490207201][bookmark: _Toc490221344][bookmark: _Toc490224374][bookmark: _Toc490235924][bookmark: _Toc490240903][bookmark: _Toc490221345][bookmark: _Toc490235925][bookmark: _Toc490240904]The number in the Total Unique Individuals column for a given faculty may be less than the sum of the individual years due to individual guests being involved in multiple years. 
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[bookmark: _Toc490742982][bookmark: _Toc490822770]Assessment of the Impact of the CTE Graduate Staff Model

Graduate students hired as part-time staff have played a vital role in the delivery and enhancement of CTE’s graduate teaching development programs since their inception in 1998. CTE currently employs six TA Workshop Facilitators (TAWFs) and four Graduate Instructional Developers (GIDs) per term, who are hired and supervised by CTE instructional developers. TAWFs are hired to work 30 hours per term and are responsible for facilitating general and discipline-specific pedagogy workshops. GIDs are hired to work ten hours per week and are responsible for facilitating pedagogy workshops as well as conducting microteaching sessions and in-class teaching observations. Graduate students employed by CTE are usually doctoral students with a record of successful teaching experience, formal training in university teaching, and interest in mentoring other graduate students. They are generally employed for one year, and some move between TAWF and GID roles. To date, CTE has employed more than 100 graduate students from across Waterloo’s six Faculties. Through these positions, our graduate students are able to:
· enhance their teaching, communication, and academic leadership skills
· cultivate their knowledge of instructional practices within and across disciplines
· collaborate on new ideas and reflect on their teaching experiences with our interdisciplinary CTE graduate team
· participate in professional development activities alongside CTE staff
· develop their CVs and prepare for the job-search process in academic and non-academic settings
During the Spring 2016 term, CTE implemented a process to seek feedback and self-reflection from departing graduate staff through a semi-structured exit interview conducted in person or over email by the supervising instructional developers. Responses to interview questions are typed and stored on CTE’s secure internal computer drive.
Exit interview questions solicit self-reflection from graduate students about their professional development with CTE, growth of their educational leadership abilities as a result of their CTE work, and the impact of their work on their graduate experience and career preparation. Further, exit interview questions provide feedback on graduate students’ expectations and needs in their roles so that supervisors can enhance our training and mentoring of graduate student staff. Twice a year, supervising instructional developers review the exit interview data and make program enhancements to ensure continuous improvement of our graduate staff employment model. The exit interview guide is included at the end of this appendix.

Analysis of exit interview data collected between Spring 2016 and Winter 2017 reveals that most or all former TAWFs and GIDs identified the following four positive outcomes from their work with CTE, as evidenced by quotes from exit interviews: 
1. Opportunities to expand their knowledge about teaching approaches and practices used in different disciplines
“Being able to learn things from different disciplines… challenged my expectations of the academic world. It’s so neat to see how other people think—how other people are trained to think.”
“I’ve developed a much better idea of how other disciplines are taught on campus, based on conversations with other TAWFs and GIDs and with [workshop] participants… It made it much more apparent that there are more connections than differences between the vast majority of fields.”
2. Critical reflection on their own teaching approaches and integration of ideas from program participants and program content into their teaching
“[I began] consciously thinking about the [teaching] methods I’m using and whether or not they’re an effective means of communicating information.”
“[One of the most rewarding things about working with CTE was] being able to directly apply different ways of teaching in workshops and then use them right away in my teaching.”
“My teaching beliefs evolved during my work at CTE. I was re-reading my teaching philosophy statement recently and realized how much it has changed. The biggest thing for me was thinking critically about teaching approaches that we discussed in workshops. In my own teaching, I always ask myself now, ‘Was this effective in this lesson? How can I change my lesson next time?’”
3. Developing confidence in teaching, facilitation, and presentation abilities
“Switching to a facilitation style where I’m not the expert—and being comfortable with that—I developed facilitation skills. And also being able to think on my feet and roll with things. Even for my thesis proposal defense, being more comfortable answering questions. And being able to say, ‘I don’t know.’”
“[I developed skills in] thinking on my feet and learning how to ‘boomerang’ questions if I don’t know the answer.”
“During microteaching sessions, some participants made comments that were not constructive and came across as rude, though they were not intentionally rude. As a facilitator, I had to address these comments and try to rephrase them by saying something like, ‘You are on to something here. Let’s try to make it constructive.’ This experience was useful in my own teaching when I had to deal with negative or poorly phrased comments.”
4. Shaping or solidifying career goals related to teaching and educational development
“[Working for CTE] has helped define my graduate school experience and my post-graduate plans. It’s been very formative.”
“When I started working as a graduate developer, I became more intentional about career choices. It’s been an incredibly valuable experience. A lot of graduate students are being defined by their thesis. I think being able to say that I worked in educational development for three years makes me more confident and marketable going into the job search.”
In addition to the above, most or all GIDs identified the following two positive outcomes of their work with CTE:
1. Gaining reputation as teaching mentors and champions for good teaching in home departments
“I talked to profs in my department about how we ought to take a more active stance in improving attitudes towards teaching. Because of my role at CTE, I am known as the ‘CTE guy’ in the department. A lot of people come to me and say, ‘Do you think this is working? Is it worth my time?’ I also chatted with sessionals about the effectiveness of various things CTE promotes. I try to evangelize the importance of teaching in my department.”
“People in my department often come to me and say, ‘I am thinking about doing this in my class. What do you think?’ My supervisor asked me to guest lecture in his class, and then asked if he can use my materials in his own teaching. He was very impressed with my guest lectures and often asked for my input on various things he was doing in his course.”
 “My [research] supervisor asked me to review her syllabus. She also asked me for advice on teaching activities she used in her class and how to improve them.”
2. Important addition to doctoral education and overall graduate school experience
“As a graduate student, you don’t know what people are doing in various programs. [The GID position] gives you a sense of location in the university. If you are always surrounded by people who think similarly to you, you don’t have someone to challenge your view. It’s not easy but it’s healthy. I think everyone has a tendency to stay within the confines of a department, but it’s not rewarding intellectually. This job allowed me to connect with people in other departments. Some grad students approached me after workshops and microteaching and said, ‘I am working on a similar topic. Would you like to collaborate with me?’ I made some connections with people I can collaborate with. When my contract was up, I was sad. It was a big part of my identity.”
“CTE position [as a graduate instructional developer] made me more confident about what I am doing in my academic work. I feel more confident about my work overall – both my research and teaching. Even at conferences, it helped me to think about how to explain things to people.”
“I am heading into the fourth year of my PhD and it’s easy to become isolated. If I didn’t have CTE, I would have never known what other grad students are like. Being part of the GID team was helpful in knowing that it’s okay if you haven’t made progress on your research or you are stressed about the job search. It helped me feel connected to campus and a larger group of peers.”
In addition to these results of graduate student staff members’ self-reflection, exit interviews also identified the positive results of logistical program enhancement. For example, GIDs and TAWFs each identified our new manuals as being helpful, and they commented on the usefulness of monthly graduate staff meetings and of one-to-one mentorship with their supervising instructional developers. In response to scheduling suggestions and requests for more co-facilitation opportunities, we will work to streamline our scheduling and to schedule more co-facilitated programming.



CTE Exit Interview Guide - Graduate Student Staff
1. What have you found most rewarding about working as a GID/TAWF? What are your greatest accomplishments in this role? (Of what are you most proud?)
2. What were the most challenging aspects of working as a GID/TAWF? 
3. How effective were the GID/TAWF peer training model and mentorship from your supervisor in helping you prepare for and carry out your role? What stood out as most/least valuable?
4. To what extent does the current GID/TAWF model provide opportunities to collaborate with other grad staff members at CTE and foster a sense of community within the team?
5. Did you feel connected to CTE more broadly during your work with us? If not, what ideas do you have for improving these connections?  
6. What impact did working as a GID/TAWF have on your overall graduate school experience? Can you think of ways your role as a GID/TAWF complemented or enhanced your grad school experience? Are there ways your role as a GID/TAWF helped you navigate the critical or challenging stages of your doctoral program?
7. We see this role as enabling you to develop yourself as a leader (e.g., you provide input into program design and delivery, lead workshops, consult with your peers, work institutionally). Do you see this position as helpful with regard to developing your leadership skills? Can you think how this position enabled you to develop leadership skills? (Possible follow-up question: Can you think of an example of an initiative or idea triggered by your experience at CTE that you took back to your department or discussed with others outside of CTE? Have you shared the knowledge you gained in this role with others in your own department or across campus more widely?)
8. What skills, abilities or ways of thinking did you develop through your work as a GID/TAWF? How did you develop these skills, abilities or ways of thinking? 
9. Can you identify two to three transferable skills you developed and practiced through your work as a GID/TAWF?
10. Has your experience as GID/TAWF changed your perspective or behaviours related to career development or professional development in any way?
11. Is there anything else about your experience as a GID/TAWF you would like to share that I haven’t asked you about?
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Unique Individuals' Participation in Different Service Areas


All 5 service areas	4 service areas	3 service areas	2 service areas	1 service area	27	139	436	1157	4463	
Number of unique individuals



Individuals Who Have Worked with CTE


2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	2117	1866	1887	2014	1990	2161	
Number of unique individuals



Unique Participants by Faculty/Unit


AFIW	AHS	ART	ENG	ENV	MAT	SCI	SU	281	485	1260	1570	675	591	843	501	
Number of Unique Individuals



Teaching and Learning Conference Attendance

External Participants	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	20	26	16	31	23	20	Internal Participants	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	110	141	204	224	290	309	
Number of registrations




Workshop Participation

Number of Workshop Offerings	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	174	164	184	220	226	252	Number of Unique Individuals	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	1153	886	855	951	1015	1116	Total Number of Participants	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	2652	2246	2362	2847	3235	3427	



Faculty-member-focused Workshops

Number of Workshop Offerings	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	78	72	60	57	74	91	Number of Unique Individuals	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	648	423	345	314	456	477	Total Number of Participants	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	1004	814	538	644	1199	1184	



Graduate-student and 
Postdoctoral-fellow-focused Workshops

Number of Workshop Offerings	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	96	92	124	151	152	161	Number of Unique Individuals	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	558	503	538	671	595	697	Total Number of Participants	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	1648	1432	1824	2203	2036	2243	



Consultations

Individuals	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	1298	1175	1161	1240	1172	1291	Number of consults	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	7929	4788	5451	6367	5055	3755	



Curriculum Events and Consultations

Number of Events and Consultations	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	73	81	100	103	98	99	Approximate Number of Individuals*	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	175	239	241	299	206	217	Total Number of Participants	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	315	357	527	534	438	393	



Requested Workshops

Workshop Offerings	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	30	58	74	33	28	49	Number of participants	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	569	1177	1486	1001	448	608	



CTE Library Use

UW CTE EV1 325: Charge Counts	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	May 1 2016 - February 2017	114	130	131	139	84	108	
Charge Counts



CTE Website Pageviews

2013	2014	2015	2016	584510	850185	1005475	1265524	


Workshop Completions

Completed	
Faculty	Staff	Graduate Student	Postdoctoral Fellow	Other	853	363	1762	379	70	Did not complete	
Faculty	Staff	Graduate Student	Postdoctoral Fellow	Other	164	109	784	96	16	
Number of registrants




Workshop Registrants Who Missed the Session

Number of No Shows	
Faculty	Graduate Students	Post Doc	Staff	Other	75	490	50	59	6	Unique Individuals	
Faculty	Graduate Students	Post Doc	Staff	Other	51	235	21	38	2	
Number of registrants




Fundamentals of University Teaching Program


Use classroom delivery and general presentation skills effectively.	Develop lesson plans that are interactive and designed to meet specific learning outcomes.	Identify and practice strategies that foster active learning.	Give and receive effective feedback.	Demonstrate confidence and self-awareness as a university teacher.	4.2347826086956522	4.4869565217391303	4.4649122807017543	4.0695652173913039	4.321739130434783	


Teaching Development Seminar Series


I have begun to develop theoretical knowledge about teaching, learning and assessment in higher education.	I can articulate my approach to teaching by preparing a statement of teaching philosophy.	I can begin to design a course by following the course design process that emphasizes the alignment between learning outcomes, teaching/learning activities and assessments.	I feel more confident and knowledgeable as a university teacher.	4.3809523809523814	4.3571428571428568	4.5476190476190474	4.2857142857142856	


Course Design Fundamentals


Define intended learning outcomes.	Select assessments that demonstrate achievement of defined intended learning outcomes.	Identify teaching activities to support students in preparing for the selected assessments.	Evaluate your course for alignment between intended learning outcomes, teaching / learning activities and formative / summative assessments.	Represent your course content visually in order to explain it to others.	4.5333333333333332	4.2666666666666666	4.2666666666666666	4.3666666666666663	4.4000000000000004	


Teaching Excellence Academy


Create an "aligned" course that capitalizes on your strengths and contextual factors.	See value in having a community of practice about teaching and learning.	Explain your course design to others orally and in writing.	Give and receive constructive feedback on course design plans.	4.666666666666667	4.5238095238095237	4.5238095238095237	4.4761904761904763	


Instructional Skills Workshop


Apply a reflective approach to your instructional practice.	Experiment with participatory, learner-centered teaching.	Give, receive, and use feedback to improve teaching and learning.	Value diversity in peers' approaches to learning and teaching.	4.4444444444444446	4.7777777777777777	4.666666666666667	4.5555555555555554	



CTE Guests	
2011/2012	2012/2013	2013/2014	2014/2015	2015/2016	2016/2017	51	28	32	43	66	58	


Number of  Respondents

Number of participants	
AFIW	AHS	ARTS	ENG	ENV	MATH	SCI	SU	13	16	91	65	17	39	43	11	
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