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1 INTRODUCTION 

This report represents the first formal documentation of the evolution of the University of Waterloo’s 

(UW) Professional Development program (WatPD). This document has three main sections. It begins 

with a description of the development and operation of the program and its courses. The second section 

includes the approach adopted for guiding the program evaluation collection and analysis effort and a 

summary of the data collected during the first three years of the program. The final section provides 

conclusions and next steps for program development and program evaluation.  

2 DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATION OF WATPD 

2.1 Background 

WatPD was established to serve co-op students in the Applied Health Sciences (AHS), Arts, Environment 

(ENV), Mathematics (MATH), and Science (SCI) Faculties. The UW Senate approved academic credit for 

work terms, in March 2002, with the understanding that each Faculty would examine its practices and 

determine how it would further supplement learning on work terms.  

The Engineering Faculty created the Professional Development for Engineering (PDEng) program, a 

sequence of five online courses, to be taken during each of the students’ five work terms. The first 

PDEng course was offered in Winter 2005. PDEng is in the final stages of its first formal review. A report 

from External Reviewers is expected in September 2009, and then there will be review within 

Engineering before a report is presented to Senate.  

For the other five Faculties, it was determined that their objectives for work term learning sufficiently 

overlapped to be served by a centrally-run program. Oversight of the program was to be provided by 

Bruce Mitchell, Associate Provost, Academic and Student Affairs with support from the Co-operative 

Education Council (CEC). The CEC was established following a recommendation of the “Learning From 

Experience” 1report, completed in 2005. Its members include the Associate Deans of Co-op (or 

equivalent) from each of the six Faculties, the Executive Director of Co-operative Education and Career 

Services (CECS), three CECS Directors and three student representatives, including the Feds Vice-

President of Education. The CEC is chaired by the Associate Provost, Academic and Student Affairs. 

Many of the initial CEC meetings involved setting the direction for the beginning of the WatPD program. 

CEC members were involved with setting program objectives, prioritizing course topic development, and 

reviewing and selecting proposals submitted by those interested in developing PD courses.  

Each Faculty determined the specific PD requirements for its students. The requirements were accepted 

by Faculty Councils and brought to Senate Undergraduate Council for review and approval. All non-

                                                           
1
 “Learning From Experience: Enhancing Co-operative Education and Career Services at the University of 

Waterloo,” http://secretariat.uwaterloo.ca/OfficialDocuments/CECSReport.pdf; accessed 28 August 
2009. 
 

http://secretariat.uwaterloo.ca/OfficialDocuments/CECSReport.pdf


2 
 

Engineering co-op students must take PD1: Co-op Fundamentals in the academic term before their first 

work term and PD2: Critical Reflection and Report Writing during their first work term. Beginning in their 

second work term, students choose one of five elective PD courses. Each PD course is worth one PD 

credit. Students in Environment and Mathematics must earn five PD credits. Students in Applied Health 

Sciences, Arts and Science must earn four PD credits.  

The PD courses are a requirement of a co-op degree and an enhancement to the courses that students 

take as part of their academic programs. As an enhancement, students do not pay for PD courses and 

co-op fees do not, in any way, fund the WatPD or PDEng program.  

2.2 Program Overview 

The CEC established three main objectives for the program: 

 To enhance the overall work-integrated learning experience of co-op students by providing 
engaging and relevant online courses to improve students' employability and workplace 
productivity  

 To promote the integration of what is learned at work with what is learned during academic 
terms  through critical reflection  

 To enable peer learning and foster a sense of community among co-op students 

2.2.1 Course Development Process 

The CEC, with feedback from employers and CECS, established a set of priority topics for development 

into online courses. A request for proposals was distributed to the UW community and the proposals 

were reviewed by the CEC. After the CEC selected a proposal for a particular course, development on 

the course began. The course development team included a course content developer selected by the 

CEC, an instructional designer from Distance and Continuing Education (DCE), a web developer from 

DCE, and the WatPD director. Over a period of eight to twelve months, content was developed and 

adapted for the online UW-ACE environment. During this time, the development team met many times. 

In the early meetings, course and weekly content objectives were set. After the content and 

assessments were created, meetings were held to review the content, determine details of required 

audio/video recordings, arrange licensing or permissions of materials referenced in the course, and 

discuss alternate forms of course delivery for students with limited or no internet access. Reviewing the 

developed assessments was one of the biggest topics for discussion. For example, were the course 

assessments aligned with the specified objectives? Were they appropriate in terms of time and level of 

difficulty for students? Were they consistent in their expectations with other PD courses?  After this 

process was completed, the course was ready for its first offering.    

2.2.2 Threads 

In the early stages of program and course development, some pedagogical issues were identified. One 

issue related to the ‘selection’ and not ‘series’ approach to the program. While there are many benefits 

to students being able to take different combinations of courses in the order of their choosing, one 

important drawback is the inability to build directly from one course to the next. In addition,  each 

course having its own course content developer makes it more challenging to create a cohesive set of 
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courses. In an attempt to create connections between and among the courses, beyond the ‘look and 

feel’, the following seven key threads were identified as desirable for each course. 

 Critical Reflection  
 Professionalism  
 Technology  
 Continuous Learning  
 Diversity  
 Ethics  
 Collaboration 

In the initial stages of each course’s development, discussions were held with the content developer 

about the importance of these threads. As the content for each course was developed, these themes 

were incorporated, to varying levels, through examples and assigned work.  

2.2.3 Courses  

Seven PD courses are now offered each term. The courses have been designed to require approximately 

20 hours of work over ten to twelve weeks of the work term. This section includes details about the first 

course offerings, the course enrolments, and a brief description of the courses. Appendix A provides the 

weekly outlines for each of the courses. The enrolments in each of the PD courses since their first 

offerings appear in Table 1. By January 2010, enrolments will reach a steady state of approximately 3200 

students taking PD courses in the Fall and Winter terms and 2500 students in the Spring term.   

Table 1: PD Course Enrolments 

Course Enrolments F'06 W'07 S'07 F'07 W'08 S'08 F'08 W'09 S'09 F'09 

PD1: Co-op Fundamentals 281 446 21 138 516 37 1023 741 180 1228 

PD2: Critical Reflection and Report 
Writing   238 367 56 725 512 69 935 785 192 

PD3: Communication       185 251 76 297 338 60 307 

PD4: Teamwork         64 102 97 83 71 87 

PD5: Project Management           24 117 175 152 209 

PD6: Problem Solving           22 44 142 140 219 

PD7: Conflict Resolution             17 52 61 106 

Total no. of students in a PD course 281 684 388 379 1556 773 1664 2466 1449 2348 

PD1: Co-op Fundamentals: The course materials lead students through resources and activities to 

provide them with the tools to be competitive in their employment search and prepare them for a 

successful first work term. This course helps students understand the co-op employment process and 

how it fits with their career development. It is required by all five Faculties and taken during the 

academic term prior to a student’s first work term.  

 Content Developer and Course Instructor: Kerry Mahoney, Director, Career Services 

 Main Assessments: a résumé, interview responses, a self-introduction and workplace conduct 
scenarios 
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 Credit requirements: a mark of 75% or more on each of the four main assessments and completion 
of the exercises interspersed with the content 

 Deadlines: approximately weekly, corresponding to co-op process deadlines; resubmission is 
required until 75% is earned on each of the four main assessments  

PD2: Critical Reflection and Report Writing: This course focuses on theories and concepts underlying 

critical reflection, alternative approaches to critical reflection during a work term, alternative ways to 

report on critical thinking, and best practices related to organizing and writing work term reports. 

Successful completion of the final report in this course earns the students their first work term report 

credit. This course is required by all five Faculties and is taken during the student’s first work term. 

 Content Developers and Course Instructors: Ron Champion, Senior Instructor and Special Projects 
Manager, English Language Institute; John Vardon, Lecturer, English, Renison College; Tim Paci, 
Lecturer, Speech Communication 

 Main Assessments: short answer exercises/quizzes combined to be worth 10%, two main 
assignments and two main quizzes worth 10% each, final report worth 50% 

 Credit requirements: 50% or higher on the final report and an overall course grade of 50% or higher 

 Deadlines: five deadlines (approx. every two weeks) for the assignments, quizzes and report  

PD3: Communication: In this course, students come to understand the nature and function of 

communication, particularly communication in the workplace, with a view to assessing, monitoring, and 

improving their own communications skills. The course focuses on workplace communication, including 

emails, letters, and voicemail; conversation and meeting dynamics; oral presentations; ethics; and 

personal style. The focus is on communication quality rather than on the formal conventions of these 

communication genres. The course is designed to be meaningful to an assortment of students from a 

range of disciplines who might find themselves in a wide variety of workplaces.  

 Content Developer and Course Instructor: Andrew McMurry, Professor, English Language & 
Literature 

 Main Assessments: six short answer exercises combined to be worth 25%, five main exercises 
(including a quiz and a group assignment) worth 15% each 

 Credit requirements: overall grade of 50% or higher and mandatory participation in the group 
exercise 

 Deadlines: four firm deadlines (every two – three weeks) over the term  

PD4: Teamwork: This course provides an introduction to the processes and skills required of high 

performance teams. The application of teamwork skills to decision making, conflict resolution and 

leadership is discussed. Development of self-awareness and relational skills to improve one's ability to 

collaborate effectively, give and receive assistance, and empower others are main components of the 

course. Personal reflection and case discussion are integrated with observations of teamwork in the co-

op experience work environment. 

 Content Developer and Course Instructor: Rod McNaughton, Professor, Management Sciences and 
Director, Institute for Innovation Research 

 Main Assessments: four assignments worth 25% each, with 10% of the mark on each of the two 
group assignments for participation 
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 Credit requirements: Satisfactory completion of all four assignments is required to earn a credit. 
While not guaranteed, under special circumstances, students may be permitted to complete 
additional assigned work to replace an unsatisfactory or missed assignment.  

 Deadlines: four deadlines (every two – three weeks) for the assignments, two deadlines for 
submitting peer assessments  

PD5: Project Management: This course provides students with knowledge of basic project management 

techniques and practices such as planning, proposing, scheduling, budgeting, supervising, delegating and 

setting priorities. Upon completion, students will understand how these techniques and practices are 

used in an organizational context, as well as the human issues connected to the application of such 

practices.  

 Content Developer and Course Instructor: Peter Carr, Director, Management of Technology Program 

 Main Assessments: three main assignments worth 15%, 15% and 50%, eight weekly quizzes worth 
20% in total 

 Credit requirements: overall grade of 50% or higher 

 Deadlines: weekly for quizzes, week four, six and ten for the three assignments 

PD6: Problem Solving: In this course, students improve their abilities to approach problems as 

opportunities for creative and effective solutions. They are given the tools to analyze and categorize 

problems, and to propose and implement solutions. The course includes a problem-solving model 

developed specifically for co-op students in their workplaces and the course content addresses 

problems common in students’ employment situations. 

 Content Developer and Course Instructor: Katherine Acheson, Professor, English Language and 
Literature 

 Main Assessments: two main tests worth 30%, 25% respectively, nine weekly quizzes worth 45% 
total 

 Credit requirements: overall grade of 50% or higher  

 Deadlines:  weekly for quizzes, week five and ten for the two tests 

PD7: Conflict Resolution: This course helps students analyze and understand typical sources of conflict 

in the workplace. Topics covered include individual and group conflicts, mediation, negotiation, 

alternative dispute resolution, working with difficult people, and how to recover from conflict. Students 

develop a personal vision/model of conflict and communication skills.  

 Content Developer: Lowell Ewert, Director of the Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies  

 Content Developer and Course Instructor: Betty Pries, Sessional Instructor, Conrad Grebel, Peace 
and Conflict Studies 

 Main Assessments: four assignments worth 15%, 25%, 25%, and 40% 

 Credit requirements: overall grade of 50% or higher 

 Deadlines:  four deadlines (every two – three weeks) 

2.3 Program Operation 

The program began in Fall 2006 with the first offering of PD1 to a group of 281 first year Math students. 

In the Winter 2007 term, the first group of 80 Arts students took PD1 in preparation for their first work 

term. The first group of AHS, ENV and SCI students took PD1 in Fall 2008. This latter group consisted of 
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second year students, admitted to UW in Fall 2007, preparing for their first work term after their 2A 

academic term. The first group of Math and Arts students who took PD courses is scheduled to graduate 

from UW in Spring 2011. Most of the first group of AHS, ENV, and SCI students will be graduating in 

Spring 2012.  

Each course has a team of people involved in its operation:  an Instructor, an Instructional Support 

Coordinator (ISC), one or more Teaching/Program Assistants (TPAs) and markers. For each course, one 

of the content developers has assumed the role of the course instructor in each term. The role of the 

Instructor is to provide support to the course team on the course content. This includes helping with any 

unusual course content questions and in training markers on assignment marking expectations. The ISC 

is a full-time UW staff member responsible for the day-to-day operation of the course and supervision 

and evaluation of the TPAs and markers. They provide all administrative support to the course team and 

ensure consistency in processes from one term to the next. 

Depending on the enrolment in the course, one or more TPAs are assigned. These positions are filled by 

full-time co-op students. TPAs are assigned to a specific course and are responsible for responding to 

student questions on the Discussion Boards and emails from students. TPAs mark assignment 

submissions according to the rubrics and training provided by the instructors. Their Program Assistant 

role involves working on projects, in areas of their interest, to support WatPD program 

development/enhancement. Including the Fall 2009 term, the WatPD program has employed a total of 

56 co-op students as TPAs. The role the TPAs fill is extremely important to the WatPD team. Not only are 

they appreciated for their commitment to quality feedback and support for the students, but also for 

the feedback they provide to the WatPD team from their unique perspective on both the student and 

instructional sides of the program.  

Additional marking support is provided by past TPAs who work part-time while on academic terms. For 

PD2: Critical Reflection and Report Writing, faculty and staff from the English Language Institute at 

Renison are involved in coordinating and marking the final reports. For some PD courses, graduate 

students have been involved in marking. It is expected that more graduate students will be employed in 

a marking capacity as the enrolment in courses continues to grow. 

The WatPD staff work with students who need alternate accommodations for PD courses due to limited 

or no access to the internet on their work terms. The number of such cases has been quite small, no 

more than five to ten students per term. One solution for some of these students is to help them locate 

a library close to their home or workplace that offers free internet access. In the case of a remote work 

term location, some PD courses are suitable for delivery in a paper version with the student submitting 

assignments by mail, or in person when s/he returns to campus. In other situations, it is possible for the 

student to skip doing a PD course during his/her work term and take one during the subsequent 

academic term, or to take two PD courses in the next work term. Each case is examined individually to 

determine the best solution for that particular student and situation.  
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Academic Integrity is a very serious matter. The WatPD team has examined UW’s report, “Towards a 

Level Playing Field”2, and noted the recommendations applicable to the operation of the WatPD 

program. For each of the relevant recommendations, the WatPD team has identified specific actions. For 

example, discussions are conducted with instructors about ways to minimize the likelihood of academic 

offences through regular modifications to their assignments and quizzes. Also, reviewing and 

incorporating feedback from student surveys related to value and workload of course work can help in 

motivating the students to complete assignments on their own.  The complete WatPD response to the 

Academic Integrity report can be found in Appendix B. 

3 WATPD PROGRAM EVALUATION 

3.1 Developing an Evaluation Plan 

It has been a priority since the beginning of the program to evaluate the courses and the program as a 

whole. Discussions began in early 2007 about the program evaluation plan. It was determined that the 

UW Centre for Advancement on Co-operative Education (WatCACE) would oversee the program 

evaluation efforts. Gary Waller, WatCACE Director and Judene Pretti, WatPD Director, with the support 

of several WatCACE research assistants, developed a plan for program evaluation and have begun its 

implementation.  

Many different approaches and models of program evaluation were considered. Due to the nature of 

the courses and program, the evaluation team, with the support of Bruce Mitchell and the CEC, selected 

the Kirkpatrick3 model for evaluating training programs to provide a framework for the WatPD program 

evaluation. 

Kirkpatrick describes a model for evaluating training on four levels: reaction, learning, behaviour, and 

results.  The following descriptions provide examples of the types of questions posed in each level of 

evaluation. 

Reaction:  How do trainees react to the course(s)/program? Did they like it?  Was it too hard?  

How much time did it take?  

Learning:  What do trainees learn in the course(s)/program? Do they know more than they did 

before the course/program? 

Behaviour:  What behaviour changes occurred during/after the course(s)/program? Do trainees 

behave any differently in future non-training situations?  

Results:  What are the performance consequences of the behaviour changes? Do the changes in 

behaviour lead to tangible results?  

                                                           
2 “Towards a Level Playing Field: Enhancing Academic Integrity at the University of Waterloo,” 

http://www.secretariat.uwaterloo.ca/OfficialDocuments/AIreport.pdf on August 28, 2009; accessed 28 

August 2009.  
3 Kirkpatrick, Donald L. (1998). Evaluating training programs: The four levels (2nd ed.).  San Francisco:  

Berrett-Koehler Publishers Inc. 

http://www.secretariat.uwaterloo.ca/OfficialDocuments/AIreport.pdf%20on%20August%2028
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Waller met with members of the CEC individually and most reported that the key question for the 

WatPD evaluation plan was “Does the program make a difference?”. Using the Kirkpatrick model as the 

framework for the program evaluation will focus attention on this question. 

It is appreciated that challenges always exist in conducting research when a true experiment cannot be 

undertaken. This process would be straightforward if co-op students could be randomly split between 

PD (treatment) and non-PD (control) groups, some pre-measures and post-measures be taken and then 

the results analyzed. Unfortunately, doing such an experiment is not a reality for most academic 

programs. Without the benefit of being able to conduct a true experiment, the goal is to identify and 

create a variety of measures that will, as a whole, provide information to shed light on what the 

program is and is not accomplishing. The program evaluation team is looking for converging evidence 

from relevant and multiple sources. Appendix C summarizes the plan presented to the CEC by the 

WatPD evaluation team. 

The following chart highlights the data that have been or will be collected. The rest of this report 

summarizes the findings, or the plans for collection, from the sources identified in Table 2.   

Table 2: Sources of Evaluation Data 

1. Reaction 2. Learning 3. Behaviour 4. Results 

 End of course 

student surveys  

 Focus Groups and 

Exit Interviews 

 Pre- and post 

measures of 

performance 

 Marks on course 

assessments 

 Student success rates  

 Employer 

Evaluations 

 Self-reports on 

Exit Interviews 

 NSSE Data 

 Post-graduation 

surveys 

 Employer feedback 

 

3.2 Kirkpatrick Level 1: Reaction 

3.2.1 End of Course Surveys – Quantitative Results 

From the first offering of the first course, information in an end-of-course survey has been collected 

from students taking PD courses. This information has been distributed to CEC members at the end of 

each academic term. The complete listings of results for a recent offering of each course are included in 

Appendix D.  

Two areas are always examined first on the student survey results. The first question relates to students’ 

report of course workload. The workload reported by students is shown in Table 3. PD2 typically has the 

highest reported workload. This is expected, and unique to PD2, since the students are also earning their 

first work term report credit by successfully completing the course.  
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Table 3: Workload Reported on Surveys 

 
Workload involved in Course 

Number of Reported Hours  
(over 10 weeks) 

 

Too 
Little 

Some- 
what 
Too 

Little 
Just 

Right 

Some- 
what 
Too 

Much 
Too 

Much 
> 35 
hrs 

25-34 
hours 

15-24 
hours 

5-14 
hours 

Less 
than 5 
hours 

PD1: Co-op Fundamentals 2% 4% 56% 32% 6% Not part of PD1 Survey 

PD2: Critical Reflection and 
Report Writing 0% 2% 54% 33% 10% 18% 35% 31% 14% 2% 

PD3: Communication 1% 2% 75% 17% 4% 8% 32% 36% 22% 2% 

PD4: Teamwork 2% 0% 76% 14% 8% 10% 32% 36% 18% 4% 

PD5: Project Management 2% 3% 66% 21% 8% 7% 15% 42% 30% 5% 

PD6: Problem Solving 5% 8% 80% 6% 1% 3% 12% 33% 34% 17% 

PD7: Conflict Resolution 3% 5% 65% 22% 5% 5% 11% 35% 43% 5% 

While the workload in PD2 is expected to be higher, it was recognized that the workload in PD2 was 

initially too high. As such, modifications were made to the assessment structure and the organization of 

some of the content. Following these changes, students reported a decrease in workload. The WatPD 

team will continue to monitor the course workloads, provide information to the CEC members and make 

adjustments as necessary. 

Another aspect carefully monitored relates to the value that students report. The value statements in 

the survey are customized according to the specific course content. Table 4 provides a summary of the 

results. 

Table 4: Statements of Value on Surveys 

  

Agree or 
Strongly 

agree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

Disagree 
or 

Strongly 
disagree 

PD1: Co-op 
Fundamentals 

The course helped me understand the co-op system and my 
responsibilities in the process. 

80% 14% 6% 

The course prepared me for the employment process (résumé, 
interviews, etc.). 

73% 17% 10% 

The course prepared me for my first work term. 60% 29% 11% 

PD2: Critical 
Reflection and 
Report Writing 

The course has helped me to learn more about myself and my 
writing skills. 

65% 20% 15% 

The course has prepared me for my next work term when I will 
write a work report. 

67% 21% 12% 

PD3: 
Communication 

This course has helped me to identify my communication 
strengths. 

73% 18% 8% 

This course has helped me to identify my communication 
weaknesses. 

74% 20% 6% 

This course has helped me understand more clearly the 
elements that go into high-quality verbal and written 
communication. 

79% 16% 5% 
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This course has prepared me to communicate better during 
this and subsequent work terms. 

75% 18% 6% 

PD4: Teamwork 

This course has helped me to identify my teamwork strengths. 64% 21% 16% 

This course has helped me to identify my teamwork 
weaknesses. 

63% 21% 16% 

This course has helped me understand more clearly the 
elements that go into high-quality teamwork. 

79% 5% 16% 

This course has prepared me to work in a team better during 
this and subsequent work terms. 

58% 21% 21% 

PD5: Project 
Management 

This course has helped me to learn more about myself and my 
projects. 

71% 14% 16% 

This course has prepared me for future projects on which I will 
work. 

64% 24% 12% 

PD6: Problem 
Solving 

This course has helped me to identify my problem solving 
strengths. 

54% 32% 14% 

This course has helped me to identify my problem solving 
weaknesses. 

50% 32% 17% 

This course has helped me understand more clearly the 
elements that go into effective problem solving. 

78% 15% 7% 

This course has prepared me to communicate better during 
this and subsequent work terms. 

62% 29% 9% 

PD7: Conflict 
Resolution 

This course has helped me to learn more about myself and my 
conflict resolution skills. 

68% 18% 14% 

This course has prepared me for future conflicts. 66% 21% 13% 

There are obviously differences between the value that students are finding in each of the courses and 

within various aspects of a specific course. These results help the WatPD team focus on areas for 

improvement in order to increase the courses’ perceived value to the students. Results are encouraging, 

but there is certainly room for improvement.  While there may always be a percentage of students, 

hopefully less than 10%, who do not see the value in the PD courses, a focus for program development 

can be on improving the experience for those in the ‘Neither agree nor disagree’ category. 

It should be emphasized that everyone involved in the operation of the WatPD program feels it is 

important that students find value for the work that they put into the PD courses.  

3.2.2 End of Course Surveys – Qualitative Results 

In the end of course survey, students are asked to include written comments about their experience in 

the course. Due to the large volume of students who take PD courses, much written feedback is 

collected each term. A sample of the most frequently cited strengths and weaknesses for each course is 

included in Appendix E. The permanent members of the WatPD staff read all the comments to identify 

issues that need to be or could be improved for each of the courses.  

In addition to the WatPD team reading the comments, in preparation for this report, a codebook was 

developed by Katie Schafer, a UW Psychology graduate in consultation with Gary Waller and Dr. Nicola 

Simmons, Research and Evaluation Consultant in the Center for Teaching Excellence. Once the validity 

and consistency of the instrument were confirmed, one terms’ qualitative feedback was coded. The 

evaluation team used the coding process to determine if students’ written feedback provided 
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information on areas not covered in the quantitative results. The result was that the coded data 

provided depth on the quantitative results that was used to guide the development of 

recommendations for course and program improvements.  

3.2.3 Focus Groups and Exit Interviews 

There have been two separate attempts to run focus groups of WatPD students to obtain feedback for 

the program. The first was in the Spring 2007, after the first group of students had completed PD1 and 

PD2. The research assistant in WatCACE developed the set of questions and contacted the 281 students 

in the first group. The students were offered a free lunch to come and talk to the WatCACE student 

about their experiences. Only two students expressed any interest in participating in a focus group, and 

so it was decided that the focus groups would be postponed until the Fall 2007 when there would be a 

larger number of students who had completed PD1 and PD2. When the WatCACE student sent out the 

message to the approximately 450 students in the fall group, six students expressed interest in 

participating. The WatCACE research assistant conducted two focus group sessions. Two students and 

Jonah Levine, FEDS president attended the first session and four students attended the second session. 

The main issues identified in the Fall 2007 focus groups are summarized in Appendix F. 

Due to the limited response to the focus groups and the very high quality information obtained in the 

end-of-course surveys, conducting focus groups was put on hold until the first set of students finished 

their PD requirements. Approximately 27 Arts students, who started their program in 2006, finished 

their fourth PD course in the Fall 2008 term. When emailed, in the Winter 2009 term by the WatCACE 

research assistant about a WatPD focus group, one student expressed interest in participating. As a 

result, the research assistant conducted the session as an interview rather than as a focus group. Waller 

felt that the quality of the feedback received in that interview warranted continuing with that method 

(i.e., interviews) rather than conducting focus groups. As a result, the exit interview approach was taken 

again the Spring 2009 term, after approximately 100 Math students completed their final PD course. 

After contacting all the students who had completed PD requirements, nine students arranged an 

interview with the WatCACE research assistant. The main issues identified are summarized in Appendix 

G. 

3.3 Kirkpatrick Level 2: Learning 

The second level of the Kirkpatrick Training model is to assess learning that has taken place. A couple of 

different sources of information have been identified in order to examine how much students are 

learning in the PD courses. One source of information is the data collected from incorporating pre and 

post tests in each of the PD courses.  

The process of constructing the pre and post tests began in Winter 2008. It involved Gary Waller, Rudy 

Peariso, Online Learning Consultant at DCE, Tonya Noel, a WatPD Instructional Support Coordinator, as 

well as WatCACE research assistants and the PD course instructors. Pre and post tests were first 

included in PD1, PD5, and PD7 in the Fall 2008 and in PD2, PD3, PD4 and PD6 in the Winter 2009 term. 

The results of these tests are shown in Table 5. Pre and post test results split by Faculty are included in 

Appendix H. 
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Table 5: Pre/Post Test Results by Course 

  Fall 2008 Winter 2009 Spring 2009 
   Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

 PD1: Co-op Fundamentals 39% 68% 42% 67% 41% 67% 

 PD2: Critical Reflection and Report 
Writing 

tests not added yet 34% 56% 36% 57% 

 
PD3: Communication tests not added yet 26% 65% 

draft version of test given 
by mistake 

 
 

PD4: Teamwork tests not added yet 22% 45% 16% 36% 

 PD5: Project Management 32% 78% 30% 69% 31% 73% 

 PD6: Problem Solving tests not added yet 48% 75% 48% 76% 

 PD7: Conflict Resolution 40% 73% 37% 81% 32% 73% 

   

While there are limitations to pre and post test analyses, the results provide some information about 

the knowledge that the students have coming into the courses and when they have completed the 

course. The results help the WatPD team focus on areas of the content that may not be adequately 

supporting the expected student learning. 

The percentage of students who earn a PD credit (course pass rate) has been quite high, typically 

ranging from the high eighties and into the nineties, as shown in Table 6. These pass rates include 

students taking the course for the first time and those repeating the course because of a previous 

failure. PD2: Critical Reflection and Report Writing has consistently had the lowest passing rate, mostly 

due to students not passing the report component of the course. The students who pass the course 

work, but not the final report, are given the option of retaking a condensed version of the course in the 

subsequent term.  

Table 6: Course Pass Rates 

Course Pass Rates F'06 W'07 S'07 F'07 W'08 S'08 F'08 W'09 S'09 

PD1: Co-op Fundamentals 79% 92% 81% 93% 90% 86% 93% 91% 84% 

PD2: Critical Reflection and Report Writing   67% 85% 64% 67% 77% 77% 87% 82% 

PD3: Communication       97% 96% 97% 95% 98% 90% 

PD4: Teamwork         95% 90% 97% 93% 89% 

PD5: Project Management           83% 96% 97% 92% 

PD6: Problem Solving           91% 98% 95% 99% 

PD7: Conflict Resolution             94% 98% 93% 

Table 7 lists the course averages in each of the courses since their initial offering. For the most part, the 

grades are roughly normal in their distribution. As in the previous table, these averages include students 

who are taking the course for the first time and those who are repeating the course.  
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Table 7: Courses Averages 

Course Averages F'06 W'07 S'07 F'07 W'08 S'08 F'08 W'09 S'09 

PD1: Co-op Fundamentals 
An overall course mark is not calculated since students need to 

earn 75% on each of the four assignments 

PD2: Critical Reflection and Report Writing 
(Course Work) 

  58% 69% 53% 71% 70% 65% 81% 75% 

PD2: Critical Reflection and Report Writing– 
(Final Report) 

  64% 70% 64% 65% 64% 59% 67% 66% 

PD3: Communication       77% 77% 75% 73% 78% 67% 

PD4: Teamwork         77% 76% 74% 79% 74% 

PD5: Project Management           71% 77% 81% 73% 

PD6: Problem Solving           74% 78% 80% 77% 

PD7: Conflict Resolution             69% 81% 72% 

3.4 Kirkpatrick Level 3: Behaviour 

Measuring behavioural changes in the context of co-op is much more challenging than in a typical 

training environment.  For example, in a corporate training environment, a supervisor sends an 

employee for training and then, sometime later, the training facilitators can follow-up with the 

supervisor for feedback on whether the training resulted in changes in the employee’s behaviour. In the 

co-op model, it is much more difficult to collect that feedback. For one reason, it is less likely that the 

employer knows enough about the co-op student at the beginning of the term to be able to recognize 

any changes in behaviour. Second, after the students have completed their PD course and co-op term, 

they are back at school and then, likely heading to a new employer. Since the student leaves the 

employer after having completed the work term and PD course, there is no opportunity to go back after 

some time and ask the employer for feedback on changes in behaviour.  

Despite these challenges, it is important to examine the feedback about student behaviour already 

provided by co-op employers. As a first step, the program evaluation team examined the existing 

employer evaluation form. Many of the categories on the form align well with the PD course objectives 

as shown in Appendix I. However, three areas were identified as missing and, in cooperation with CECS, 

three new questions were added to the form related to Goal Setting, Reflection/Making Connections, 

and Conflict Resolution.  

While there are many possible explanations of differences in the ratings of students on employer 

evaluations, some analysis has begun of the ratings. The program evaluation team will be comparing the 

differences in ratings, within Faculties, among junior, intermediate and senior work terms for students 

who did not take PD courses with those who did take PD courses. Since very few students at the senior 

level have taken PD courses, this analysis is not yet complete. At this time, the process has been 

established for collecting and analyzing the data for the pre-PD students. 

Since separating PD course performance and the co-op experience is difficult, the information will 

simply be one more piece of information about trends and converging evidence. 
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There are downsides to self-reports of behavioural change, but being limited by availability of other 

sources of information, they are worth considering. A source of data on behavioural change is the exit 

interview questions. Students were asked “Have any of your soft skills improved? What soft skills or 

qualities have you improved on or gained from PD?”, “Are you applying the knowledge gained in PD 

courses to situations on your work terms? Why or why not?”.  In the ten exit interviews conducted with 

the first group of students to complete PD requirements, the results were split. Half the students did not 

believe that their soft skills had improved and half believed that, to at least some extent, their skills had 

improved as a result of the PD courses. In the case of improved skills, communication was identified 

most frequently.  

For subsequent reports on the WatPD program, more information will be collected and analyzed with 

respect to behavioural changes. The plan is to continue exit interviews with students. Exit interviews 

may be conducted more frequently so that students are better able to recall details about specific 

courses. Questions will be added to the end of course surveys related to behavioural changes. There are 

also plans to conduct interviews with employers about changes in student behaviour. Employers who 

have a long history with UW and who hire many co-op students will be the main source for this 

information. 

3.5 Kirkpatrick Level 4: Results 

The final level of the Kirkpatrick model is Results. This level examines questions like “Does it make a 

difference?”. In some training programs, it is obvious what information to study to answer the question. 

For example, in a training program related to Health and Safety in the Workplace, one might look to see 

if there is a decrease in the number of reported sick days or in the number of workplace accidents.  

For the PD courses, it is much harder to determine what information will answer the “Does it make a 

difference?” question. It is too early to provide information to answer this question; however, the 

following describes the information to be collected and analyzed in the future. 

The program evaluation team will be looking at existing surveys, for example the NSSE data, to 

determine trends. The following information identifies the related NSSE dimensions for each of the 

three WatPD program objectives. 

Objective 1: To enhance the overall work-integrated learning experience of co-op students by 

providing engaging and relevant online courses to improve students’ employability and 

workplace productivity 

 11b - Acquiring job or work-related knowledge and skills 

 11j - Learning effectively on your own 

 11m - Solving complex real-world problems 

Objective 2 - To promote the integration of what is learned at work with what is learned during 

academic terms through critical reflection 

 2c - Synthesizing and organizing ideas, information, or experiences into new, more 

complex interpretations and relationships 
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 2e - Applying theories or concepts to practical problems or in new situations 

 6d - Examined the strengths and weaknesses of your own views on a topic or issue 

 11e - Thinking critically and analytically 

 11k - Understanding yourself 

Objective 3 - To enable peer learning and foster a sense of community among co-op students 

 1t - Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, co-workers, etc.) 

 6e - Tried to better understand someone else’s views by imagining how an issue looks 

from his or her perspective 

 8a - Quality of relationships with other students 

 11h - Working effectively with others 

The program evaluation team will also implement a post-graduation survey and collect feedback from 

employers. While it is difficult to separate the program effect from the overall co-op effect, information 

will be collected from students not required to take PD to establish a baseline for comparison. Some of 

this information will be available for the next report on the WatPD program three years from now.  

4 SUMMARY: REPORT CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS  

The results from the Reaction and Learning sections identify strengths and weaknesses in the courses 

and the program. This section highlights those areas and identifies priorities for course and program 

improvement.  

4.1 Areas of Strength  

4.1.1 Program-wide 

- Student Choice: Students like that, beyond PD2, they can choose which two or three PD courses, 

depending on their Faculty, they will take. It allows them to choose topics that they feel are 

relevant or of interest to them. 

- Cross-Course Variety:  The fact that each course has its own flavour of content presentation and 

type of assessments is valuable. First, it enables program staff to identify aspects that are 

working well and incorporate those ideas into other courses. Second, the learning styles and 

preferences of students are diverse and variation in the courses increases the potential match 

between learning style/preference and course.  

- No Pre-requisites: The fact that no PD course is designed to depend on the content of another 

PD course provides great flexibility in the program’s administration.  Accommodating non-

standard student situations such as remote work term locations or PD course failures is much 

easier without a pre-requisite chain. 

4.1.2 Course-specific 

- Workload: While there is some variation among courses, the student reports of workload are 

generally in line with the expected 20 hour commitment. 
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- Student Success Rates: With the exception of PD2, typically more than 90% of the students are 

passing the courses.  

- Instructions for Completing Learning Activities:  Across all courses, an average of 71% of 

students report that the instructions for completing learning activities are good or very good. 

- Professional Look of Courses: Across all courses, an average of 74% of students report that the 

professional look of the course is good or very good.  

- Objectivity and Fairness in Grading: Across all courses, an average of 74% of students report 

that the objectivity and fairness in grading is good or very good. 

- Student Learning: The percentage change in pre-to-post results ranges from a 20% increase to a 

44% increase. The average increase across courses is 31%. 

4.2 Areas for Development 

Over the next three years, each course will go through its first re-examination process. The initiatives 

identified below will all be taken during this period of time. 

4.2.1 Program-wide 

- Relevance: Identify ways that the relevance of course material and assessments for students can 

be increased. Soliciting and incorporating student and employer feedback will be helpful. 

- Information for Students  

 Better communication about program objectives and decisions 

 More information about individual PD courses to help students make enrolment 

decisions 

- Content Variety: identify ways that the presentation of course material can be varied to create 

interest. Use feedback from end of course surveys to identify methods that resonate with a high 

percentage of the students.  

- Communication with Employers 

 Determine best ways to provide information to employers about the program’s goals 

and expectations 

 Engagement: a) feedback, b) direction/advisory, c) involvement: videos, quotes, advice 

- Outcomes: Courses need to be aligned with the Undergraduate Degree-Level Expectations 

outlined by the Ontario Council of Academic Vice-Presidents 

4.2.2 Course-specific 

Changes have been made to the courses following each offering, in response to issues identified by 

course staff and student feedback. The WatPD team has been able to see direct results of the changes 

through higher success rates and higher student ratings on the end of course surveys. A sample of issues 

identified over the first three years of the program that resulted in changes to the courses or program 

are in Appendix J. 

In addition to the informal process of making changes each term, each course is scheduled for an overall 

review on a three-year cycle. During the 2009-2010 academic year, PD1 and PD2 are scheduled for their 

three-year review.  
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For PD3-PD7, some changes are planned. However, over the next year, the focus for these courses will 

be on collecting more data from the larger enrolments, including students from Applied Health Sciences, 

Environment and Science who will begin taking these courses. Once the three-year time frame comes 

for these courses, there should be better information on which to base decisions about changes. Table 8 

lists examples of the priorities for development in each of the courses. 

Table 8: Priorities for Course Development 

PD1: Co-op Fundamentals 

- Re-examine course completion requirement of 75% on each 

assignment 

- Re-examine assignment formats to see if different questions would be 

more effective  

- Incorporate more variety in materials 

- Update course to support the system replacing JobMine  

PD2: Critical Reflection and 
Report Writing 

- Revisit course assessments to determine if there are better ways to 

support the final report 

- Revisit the final report topic to identify alternatives, ideally offering a 

selection of topics 

- Consider extending  report deadline to the end of the work term or 

into the next academic term 

- Incorporate more variety in materials  

- Explicitly identify to students how the PD2 content connects to their 

next work term report 

PD3: Communication 
- Revisit the group assignment to determine specific outcomes and 

whether there are better ways to achieve those outcomes 

PD4: Teamwork 

- Consider incorporating some smaller activities in each week’s materials 

to reduce  the size of the four written assignments 

- Explore increased and more effective use of the wiki related to team 

activities 

PD5: Project Management 
- Revisit assigned readings to ensure their value in supporting the 

content  

PD6: Problem Solving - Consider incorporating more than one problem solving model 

PD7: Conflict Resolution - Consider incorporating some smaller quizzes/exercises 

4.3 Direction for Future Program Evaluation Reports 

The WatPD evaluation team proposes to present a report to Senate on the state of the WatPD program 

every three years.  

This report has focused on the first two levels of the Kirkpatrick evaluation model: Reaction and 

Learning. Collection and analysis of data for these two levels will continue. The next report will be able 

to begin addressing questions at the Behaviour and Results levels. Data to provide information on those 

areas will be collected by:  
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- collecting feedback from employers via surveys and individual interviews; 
- analyzing relevant questions on existing survey instruments, e.g. NSSE to see if there are any 

noticeable trends; 
- constructing and administering an Exit Interview to be given during the students’ graduating 

term; 
- constructing and administering a post-graduation survey for graduates five years out. 
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6 APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Course Outlines for PD Courses 

Wk 
PD1: Co-op 

Fundamentals 

PD2: Critical 
Reflection and 

Report 
Writing 

PD3: Communication PD4: Teamwork 
PD5: Project 
Management 

PD6: Problem 
Solving 

PD7: Conflict 
Resolution 

1 
Preparing an 
Application Package 

Critical 
Reflection 

Introduction 
Introduction — What 
is a team? 

An Introduction To 
Project Management 

The Basics Conflict Analysis 

2 Application Process  
My Writing 
Abilities 

Perils of Poor 
Communication 

Developing awareness 
of self and others 

Leadership and Project 
Management 

A Problem 
Solving Model 

Power 

3 
Preparing for 
Interviews 

Introduction to 
Reports 

Nature of 
Communication 

Virtual teams Starting a Project 
Problems with 
Things 

Rights 

4 

Work Search 
and Self-
Introduction 

Report Readers 
and Writers 

Interpersonal 
Communication: Building 
Work Relationships 

Cultivating a sense of 
team 

Projects and 
Organizational Structure 

Problems with 
Communication 

Interests 

5 
Before Drafting 
Reports 

Small Group 
Communication: 
Extending Work 
Relationships 

Identifying priorities, 
planning, and keeping 
teams on track 

Controlling Time 
Problems with 
Productivity 

Negotiation 

6 
Ranking Process and 
Workplace Conduct 
Scenarios (1/3) 

Drafting Reports 
Brief Correspondence 
Genres 

Teams that work — 
measuring 
performance 

Controlling Costs 
Problems with 
Accountability 

Mediation 

7 

Job Match Status 
and  
Workplace Conduct 
Scenarios (2/3) 

Continue 
Drafting 

Public Communication: 
Presentations 

Valuing contributions Controlling Resources 
Problems with 
Privacy 

The Unionized 
Workplace: 
Grievance and 
Arbitration Processes 

8 Office Politics, On 
the Job Safety and 
Workplace Conduct 
Scenarios (3/3) 

Drafting Front 
and Back 
Materials 

Handling Conflict 
&Miscommunications 

Leading teams — 
giving and receiving 
help 

Managing Project 
Progress 

Problems with 
Competence 

Developing a 
Personal Vision for 
Addressing Conflict 

9 
Revising 
Reports 

Culture, Gender and 
Everyday Ethics 

Conflict resolution Project Teams 
Problems with 
Emotional 
Interactions 

Dealing with Difficult 
People and Making 
Apologies 

10 Course Wrap-Up 
Course Wrap-
Up 

Your Personal 
Communication Style 

Personal action plan 
Intra-organizational and 
International Projects 

Summary and 
Review 

Putting it all Together 
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https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+08&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+08&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+08&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+08&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+10&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+10&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+09&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+09&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+09&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+09&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+09&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+09&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+09&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+09&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+11&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+11&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+11&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+10&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+10&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+10&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+10&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+10&TYPE=FOLDER
https://uwangel.uwaterloo.ca/uwangel/section/content/default.asp?WCI=GOTO&MATCH=Week+10&TYPE=FOLDER
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Appendix B: WatPD Response to Academic Integrity Report 

The following information addresses specific recommendations, as they relate to the WatPD 
program, included in the report by the Academic Integrity Committee entitled, “Toward a Level 
Playing Field: Enhancing Academic Integrity at the University of Waterloo”. Associated with 
each of the relevant recommendations is a description of what is currently being done in the 
WatPD program, or what will be considered or implemented for the program in the future.  
 
Using a variety of means to inform and publicize expected values and behaviour  

Recommendation 1: UW should use the following statement to highlight its vision for academic 

integrity: To create and promote a culture of academic integrity, the behaviour of all members of the 

University of Waterloo should be based on honesty, trust, fairness, respect and responsibility. 

- This statement will be included in the UW-ACE offerings of each PD course as well as on the 

WatPD website 

- Action Item: need to determine the most appropriate placement of this statement on the 

website and within the courses 

Recommendation 7: UW should include information about expectations related to academic integrity at 
UW in both print and electronic information provided to prospective and newly admitted students.  

- Information is included electronically in each course; see Appendix A for the statement that 
students ‘submit’ in PD1; Appendix B shows a sample of what information is included in the 
other PD courses 

- Action Item: Consider what information related to Academic Integrity is appropriate for 
inclusion on a WatPD brochure that we are thinking about creating for distribution to students 
at the PD1 face-to-face session 

Recommendation 21: Information about academic misconduct incidents and decisions should be 
reported regularly and more visibly. In doing so, the University should ensure that anonymity is 
maintained for individuals involved in disciplinary offences.  

- Process for reporting and handling academic offence cases (see Appendix C) was developed with 
the Associate Deans on the Co-op Ed Council and reviewed by Marie Armstrong and Geoff 
McBoyle  

Recommendation 26: Faculty members should encourage students to use RefWorks, a web-based 

personal bibliographic software manager licensed by the UW Library. In addition, faculty members 

should inform students about the Library’s Citation/Style Guides website (http://tinyurl.com/29s5tj) 

which includes citation examples from a variety of style guides, as well as instructions for using 

RefWorks. Faculty members are also encouraged to request assistance from the Library in providing 

classroom instruction or instruction through UW-ACE on matters related to citation protocols. 
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- In the section on “Organizing and Interpreting the Information” within the “Draft Your Report” 

week of PD2, the content introduces students to the RefWorks resource and provides a link to 

access it 

- Within PD2, one of the extra resources identified for students is the Purdue’s Online Writing Lab 

which is a  comprehensive writing resource, including a section on “Avoiding Plagiarism” and a 

section on “Research and Citation” 

- Action Item:  Consider developing a section for reference within the course that directly relates 

to Academic Integrity on work reports. This could be information included on CECS’s website, in 

the Co-op Student Manual, and then linked from the PD2 course 

Providing academic integrity information and education to all new and continuing faculty and teaching 
assistants regarding their role in informing and educating students, design of courses, volume of 
assigned work and requirements of dealing with academic integrity infringements when they do occur.  

Recommendation 3: Chairs and Directors of academic units should alert faculty regarding the 

importance of academic integrity, and emphasize the importance of including guidance about academic 

integrity in course outlines. 

- Academic Integrity is discussed at early course development meetings with PD course 

developers 

- Responsibility to change assignments/build assignments so that they can be modified from one 

term to the next is included in the author agreement signed by  PD instructors 

- Action Item: Academic Integrity will be added as an explicit topic for discussion at introductory 

team meetings each term with the instructors and the markers 

- Action Item: PD Instructors will be sent notices by PD course staff about Academic Integrity 

information sessions that they can attend (e.g. ones developed by CTE) 

- Action Item: More effort will be taken by WatPD staff to work with the instructors to make 

changes to course assignments and quizzes each term, where appropriate (e.g. in PD1, résumés 

will always be the same assignment) 

Recommendation 12: UW should require all graduate and undergraduate students who will be 

employed as TAs to receive training prior to their first term of work as a TA; one component of such 

training should cover academic integrity and academic misconduct. The same training should be 

provided to markers, tutors and casual instructional staff. 

- Procedure and expectations for reporting incidents of suspected academic offences is covered in 

PD marker training 

- Action Item: Will expand marker training to include more general information about Academic 

Integrity at UW (based on materials from the CTE sessions) 

http://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/resource/574/02/
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Having academic department, schools and Faculties review their procedures and practices to determine 
how they may support improved academic integrity.  

Recommendation 2: Faculty should ensure that they demonstrate attention to and consistency with 

academic integrity values in their course lectures and course material, that work loads in their courses 

are reasonable, and assignments are meaningful. Faculty should (1) regularly review student work loads 

(including lectures, labs/tutorials, readings, etc.) in their own courses to be sure the work load is 

reasonable [an average undergraduate student should spend not more than a total of 10 hours per 

week in a typical one-term credit course, or as appropriate for a given Faculty] and (2) create relevant 

course assignments. 

- Information is collected from students each term in each PD course related to value of course 

work as well overall workload; the results are examined by the program manager and shared 

with the PD instructors and the Co-op Education Council 

- Course content and expectations are reviewed in light of the information collected from the 

students and the feedback from the Co-op Education Council 

Recommendation 13: To set standards and clarify expectations for students, faculty should (1) provide 

clear information in lectures and course outlines about what is expected related to academic integrity, 

with particular attention to citation protocols and collaboration activity by students, (2) use both 

formative (self learning) and summative (instructor assessment) evaluation in their courses (with 

formative assignments weighted less heavily), and (3) change graded assignments and graded exams as 

much as possible each term a course is offered. 

- Information is included electronically in each course; see Appendix A for the statement that 

student ‘submit’ in PD1; Appendix B shows a sample of what information is included in the other 

PD courses 

- The PD courses have a blend of both formative and summative exercises incorporated in their 

evaluation plans 

- Responsibility to change assignments/build assignments so that they can be modified from one 

term to the next is included in the author agreement that PD instructors have signed 

- Action Item: More effort will be taken by WatPD staff to work with the instructors to make 

changes to course assignments and quizzes each term, where appropriate (e.g. in PD1, résumés 

will always be the same assignment) 

Continuing to expand the use of learning technologies to enhance academic integrity.  

Recommendation 34: UW should continue to use existing plagiarism detection assistance software, such 

as MOSS and WCopyfind, to compare a student’s assignments against other assignments submitted in 

the same class or previous classes at UW. 

- Action Item: We will examine the results of the groups involved in the pilot projects on campus 

and determine the appropriateness of those tools for the PD courses; a tool integrated with ACE 
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would be ideal, given the large volume of students in the PD courses, and therefore the high 

administrative overhead  associated with using plagiarism detection software 

Enhancing security arrangements for examinations. 

Recommendation 16: In DE/on-line courses that feature quizzes or midterms not intended to be 

completed collaboratively, measures should be used to prevent collaboration. Multiple versions of final 

exams for DE/on-line courses should be used where necessary, and assignment and exam masters 

should be changed frequently. 

- Within the PD courses, many of the tools available in ACE are used to minimize the possibility of 

collaboration on quizzes; for example, random ordering of questions, random selection of 

questions from a larger pool of questions and a specified time limit for completing the quiz 

- Action Item:  Review all quizzes within the PD courses and determine whether there are any not 

making use of these strategies that could be modified to do so 

Enhancing arrangements for assignments and examinations for on-line and distance education courses  

Recommendation 15: Expectations regarding academic integrity in general should be identified in the 

syllabus. The degree of collaboration allowed (if any) should be clearly stated at the very beginning of 

the DE or PDEng/PD course. Furthermore, assignments in DE/on-line courses should be designed to 

minimize the possibility of inappropriate collaboration. 

- Information is included electronically in each course; see Appendix A for the statement that 

student ‘submit’ in PD1; Appendix B shows a sample of what information is included in the other 

PD courses. 

- Strategies have been used, in the case of quizzes (as described in reference to Recommendation 

16) to minimize inappropriate collaboration 

- Action Item: Include a statement in each Course Outline (which lists the assignments for the 

course) that states “All course work should be done individually unless otherwise noted on a 

specific assignment” 

- Action Item: More effort will be taken by WatPD staff to work with the instructors to make 

changes to course assignments and quizzes each term, where appropriate (e.g. in PD1, résumés 

will always be the same assignment) 
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Appendix C: Plan for Evaluating WatPD Program 

At the course level 

 Continue  student evaluations in every course 

o Do them in every term and track the results  

o Tweak the questions to include self reports on behavioural change  

 Include pre- and post-test learning items in all courses  

o Pre and post provide strong evidence for actual learning within the course 

o Existing courses should be modified at the first opportunity 

o All new courses should include pre- and post-test items 

 Create “outcome frameworks” for all courses 

o Outcomes will be the focus of future evaluations of academic programs 

o Outcomes for PD courses will be important 

o Departments will need outcomes information  

o Ensure that evaluation of learning captures results for outcomes  

 Seek employer input re consequences of WatPD courses  

o Add specific items to the Employer Evaluation form, or  

o Go directly to employers with a tailored form 

At the program level  

 Aggregate the information from the course level  

 Construct and administer an Exit Survey – starting sooner rather than later  

o Include both course level and program level questions 

o If possible, add dedicated questions to an existing survey (or surveys) 

 Interview (or conduct Focus Groups sessions) with exiting students  

 Use other existing information to evaluate “transfer” effects  

o For example, use NSEE data on “integration”  

 In due course, add a “program level” question to Employer Evaluations  

o For example, Rate the professional (“soft skill”) preparation of co-op students: 

 Worse, same as, better than in previous years 

o Couple the Evaluation with interviews with a sample of employers 

And in the long run 

 Seek alumni input – surveys, focus groups, interviews – five year out 

 Put the survey piece in an existing, broader alumni survey 

 Cover not just WatPD, per se, but career progress, success factors, etc. 
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Appendix D: Quantitative End of Term Survey 

PD 1 Co-op Fundamentals: Fall 2008 
924/1023 responses: 90% response rate AHS ARTS ENV MATH SCI VPA 

Please indicate the Faculty in which you are registered 18% 29% 16% 12% 24% 0% 

 Average 
Rating 

Very 
Good (5) 

Good (4) 
Satisfactory 

(3) 
Poor (2) 

Very 
Poor (1) 

N/A 

Organization of the course content and activities 3.94 28% 46% 20% 3% 2% 0% 

Value of any face-to-face help you received 3.51 7% 13% 11% 4% 2% 63% 

Professional look of the course 3.83 19% 52% 23% 3% 2% 1% 

Instructions for completing learning activities 3.96 25% 51% 20% 2% 2% 0% 

Value of readings and assigned work 3.52 14% 39% 34% 7% 5% 0% 

Ability of course content and activities to maintain student 
interest 

3.08 8% 28% 37% 15% 11% 0% 

Value of questions/answers posted on the discussion forum 3.59 11% 38% 26% 5% 3% 18% 

Objectivity and fairness in grading 3.67 16% 48% 26% 7% 3% 0% 

Online feedback received on assignments 3.72 22% 42% 26% 7% 3% 0% 

 
 

Too little 
(5) 

Somewhat 
too little (4) 

Just right 
(3) 

Somewhat 
too much 

(2) 

Too 
much (1) 

 

Workload involved in the course 2.64 2% 4% 56% 32% 6%  

 
 

Strongly 
Agree 

(5) 
Agree (4) 

Neither 
Agree nor 

Disagree (3) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 
 

The course helped me to understand the co-op system and my 
responsibilities in the process 

3.87 20% 58% 14% 6% 2% 
 

 The course prepared me for the employment process (résumé, 
interviews, etc.) 

3.80 20% 54% 16% 7% 3% 
 

The course prepared me for my first work term 3.61 12% 50% 29% 7% 3%  

 
 

Very 
Good (5) 

Good (4) 
Satisfactory 

(3) 
Poor (2) 

Very 
Poor (1) 

N/A 

Overall evaluation of the course 3.58 10% 52% 28% 7% 4% 0% 
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PD 2 Critical Reflection and Report Writing: Winter 2009 
812/935 responses: 87% response rate AHS ARTS ENV MATH SCI VPA 

Please indicate the Faculty in which you are registered 15% 31% 14% 14% 25% 0% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Very Good 
(5) 

Good (4) 
Satisfactory 

(3) 
Poor (2) Very Poor (1) N/A 

Organization of the course content and activities 3.63 14% 49% 28% 6% 4% 0% 

Ease of navigation through course site 3.33 13% 35% 32% 13% 8% 0% 

Professional look of the course 3.82 20% 48% 27% 3% 1% 0% 

Instructions for completing learning activities 3.65 15% 48% 27% 6% 3% 0% 

Value of readings and assigned work 3.38 12% 39% 30% 12% 7% 0% 

Ability of course content and activities to maintain student interest 2.73 4% 24% 32% 21% 19% 0% 

Value of questions/answers posted on the discussion forum 4.00 27% 37% 18% 2% 2% 15% 

Objectivity and fairness in grading 3.91 20% 55% 19% 3% 1% 1% 

Online feedback received on assignments 3.84 22% 48% 23% 5% 2% 1% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Too little (5) 
Somewhat 

too little (4) 
Just right (3) 

Somewhat 
too much (2) 

Too much (1)  

Workload involved in the course 2.49 0% 2% 54% 33% 10% 

 
Avg 

Rating 
Strongly 
Agree (5) 

Agree (4) 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree (3) 

Disagree (2) 
Strongly 

Disagree (1) 

The course has encouraged me to take responsibility for my own learning 3.45 11% 45% 30% 9% 6% 

The course has helped me to learn more about myself and my writing skills 3.58 15% 50% 20% 9% 6% 

The course has prepared me for my next work term when I will write a work 
report 

3.66 17% 50% 21% 7% 5% 

 
Avg 

Rating 
Completely 

(5) 
Most but not 

all (4) 
About Half 

(3) 
Very Little (2) 

None or 
Almost None 

(1) 

I read the course material 3.93 25% 52% 15% 6% 2% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Daily (5) 
2-3 Times a 

Week (4) 
Weekly (3) 

A few Times 
(2) 

Not at all (1) 

I read the discussion board 2.43 4% 12% 22% 47% 15% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Less Than 5 
Hours (5) 

5 - 14 Hours 
(4) 

15-24 Hours 
(3) 

25 - 34 Hours 
(2) 

35 or More 
Hours (1) 

The total number of hours I spent working on this course (over 10 weeks) 2.47 2% 14% 31% 35% 18% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Very Good 
(5) 

Good (4) 
Satisfactory 

(3) 
Poor (2) Very Poor (1) 

Overall evaluation of the course 3.28 7% 41% 34% 10% 9% 
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PD 3 Communication: Winter 2009 
212/328 responses: 65% response rate AHS ARTS ENV MATH SCI VPA 

Please indicate the Faculty in which you are registered 0% 22% 15% 60% 0% 2% 

 Avg  V.Good(5) Good (4) Satisfactory (3) Poor (2) V. Poor (1) N/A 

Organization of the course content and activities 4.07 25% 58% 16% 0% 0% 0% 

Ease of navigation through course site 3.90 27% 45% 20% 6% 2% 0% 

Professional look of the course 4.05 28% 52% 16% 1% 2% 0% 

Instructions for completing learning activities 3.92 24% 49% 22% 5% 0% 0% 

Value of readings and assigned work 3.69 19% 46% 25% 8% 3% 0% 

Ability of course content and activities to maintain student interest 3.36 11% 40% 30% 13% 7% 0% 

Value of questions/answers posted in the discussion forum 3.90 23% 30% 20% 2% 2% 23% 

Objectivity and fairness in grading 3.88 19% 56% 17% 5% 1% 1% 

Online feedback received on assignments 3.60 15% 42% 31% 6% 4% 1% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Too little (5) 
Somewhat 
too little (4) 

Just right (3) 
Somewhat 

too much (2) 
Too much (1)  

Workload involved in the course 2.78 1% 2% 75% 17% 4% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Strongly 
Agree (5) 

Agree (4) 
Neither Agree 

nor Disagree (3) 
Disagree 

(2) 
Strongly 

Disagree (1) 

The course has encouraged me to take responsibility for my own learning 3.68 16% 49% 27% 5% 3% 

This course has helped me to identify my communication strengths 3.77 15% 58% 18% 5% 3% 

This course has helped me to identify my communication weaknesses 3.80 14% 60% 20% 3% 3% 

This course has helped me to understand more clearly the elements that go into high quality 
verbal and written communication 

3.90 20% 59% 16% 2% 3% 

This course has prepared me to communicate better during this and subsequent work terms 3.83 18% 57% 18% 3% 3% 

I found value in sharing my communication experiences with my group members and hearing 
their experiences 

3.41 14% 37% 33% 9% 8% 

I would recommend PD3 to other students when considering a professional development 
elective 

3.74 20% 49% 21% 4% 6% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Completely 
(5) 

Most (4) About Half (3) Very Little (2) 
None or Almost 

None (1) 

I read the course material 4.10 30% 54% 13% 2% 1% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Daily (5) 
2-3 Times a 

Week (4) 
Weekly (3) 

A few Times 
(2) 

Not at all (1) 

I read the “Ask the Course Staff” discussion board 2.35 4% 8% 26% 43% 19% 

While working on the group project, I read the group discussion board 3.86 32% 38% 15% 12% 2% 

 Avg  < 5 Hours (5) 5 - 14 Hrs (4) 15-24 Hrs (3) 25-34 Hrs (2) 35 + Hrs (1) 

The total number of hours I spent working on this course (over 10 weeks) 2.80 2% 22% 36% 32% 8% 

 Avg  V. Good (5) Good (4) Satisfactory (3) Poor (2) V.Poor (1) 

Overall evaluation of the course 3.77 15% 55% 25% 4% 2% 

 



28 
 

PD 4 Teamwork: Spring 2009 
51/71 responses: 72% response rate AHS ARTS ENV MATH SCI VPA 

Please indicate the Faculty in which you are registered 2% 8% 0% 88% 0% 2% 

 Avg  Very Good (5) Good (4) Satisfactory (3) Poor (2) Very Poor (1) N/A 

Organization of the course content and activities 3.80 20% 49% 25% 4% 2% 0% 

Ease of navigation through course site 3.78 31% 29% 27% 10% 2% 0% 

Professional look of the course 3.96 33% 35% 25% 6% 0% 0% 

Instructions for completing learning activities 3.98 32% 44% 16% 6% 2% 0% 

Value of readings and assigned work 3.42 15% 38% 29% 13% 6% 0% 

Ability of course content and activities to maintain student interest 2.88 8% 24% 32% 20% 16% 0% 

Value of questions/answers posted on the discussion forum 3.76 20% 29% 18% 4% 4% 24% 

Objectivity and fairness in grading 4.06 34% 42% 16% 6% 0% 2% 

Online feedback received on assignments 4.08 34% 44% 20% 0% 2% 0% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Too little (5) 
Somewhat 
too little (4) 

Just right (3) 
Somewhat 

too much (2) 
Too much (1) 

Workload involved in the course 2.74 2% 0% 76% 14% 8% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Strongly 
Agree (5) 

Agree (4) 
Neither Agree 

nor Disagree (3) 
Disagree (2) 

Strongly 
Disagree (1) 

The course has encouraged me to take responsibility for my own learning 3.59 16% 43% 31% 4% 6% 

This course has helped me to identify my teamwork strengths 3.74 14% 60% 16% 6% 4% 

This course has helped me to identify my teamwork weaknesses 3.80 16% 58% 18% 6% 2% 

This course has helped me to understand more clearly the elements that go 
into high quality teams 

3.70 20% 46% 22% 8% 4% 

This course has prepared me to work in a team better during this and 
subsequent work terms 

3.52 14% 36% 42% 4% 4% 

I would recommend PD4 to other students when considering a professional 
development elective 

3.38 14% 36% 34% 6% 10% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Completely 
(5) 

Most but not 
all (4) 

About Half (3) Very Little (2) 
None or Almost 

None (1) 

I read the course material 3.38 16% 40% 20% 14% 10% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Daily (5) 
2-3 Times a 

Week (4) 
Weekly (3) 

A few Times 
(2) 

Not at all (1) 

I read the discussion board 2.06 4% 2% 20% 44% 30% 

 Avg  < 5 Hours (5) 5 - 14 Hrs (4) 15-24 Hrs (3) 25-34 Hrs (2) 35 + Hrs (1) 

The total number of hours I spent working on this course (over 10 weeks) 2.74 4% 18% 36% 32% 10% 

 Avg  Very Good (5) Good (4) Satisfactory (3) Poor (2) Very Poor (1) 

Overall evaluation of the course 3.38 8% 44% 34% 6% 8% 



29 
 

PD5 Project Management: Winter 2009 
92/175 responses: 53% response rate AHS ARTS ENV MATH SCI VPA 

Please indicate the Faculty in which you are registered 0% 8% 1% 90% 0% 1% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Very Good 
(5) 

Good (4) 
Satisfactory 

(3) 
Poor (2) Very Poor (1) N/A 

Organization of the course content and activities 4.02 27% 52% 18% 0% 2% 0% 

Ease of navigation through course site 4.12 33% 52% 10% 5% 0% 0% 

Professional look of the course 4.18 36% 49% 13% 2% 0% 0% 

Instructions for completing learning activities 3.90 20% 57% 20% 3% 1% 0% 

Value of readings and assigned work 3.52 13% 46% 29% 4% 8% 0% 

Ability of course content and activities to maintain student interest 3.10 10% 33% 30% 12% 15% 0% 

Value of questions/answers posted on the discussion forum 3.87 18% 46% 14% 4% 2% 15% 

Objectivity and fairness in grading 4.26 42% 40% 12% 1% 1% 3% 

Online feedback received on assignments 4.27 36% 42% 10% 1% 0% 11% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Too little (5) 
Somewhat 
too little (4) 

Just right 
(3) 

Somewhat 
too much (2) 

Too much (1)  

Workload involved in the course 2.72 2% 3% 66% 21% 8% 

 
Avg 

Rating 
Strongly 
Agree (5) 

Agree (4) 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree (3) 

Disagree (2) 
Strongly 

Disagree (1) 

The course has encouraged me to take responsibility for my own learning 3.58 12% 54% 20% 9% 5% 

This course has helped me to understand more about myself and my project 
management 

3.67 19% 52% 14% 9% 7% 

This course has prepared for future projects on which I will work 3.65 18% 46% 24% 7% 5% 

I would recommend PD5 to other students when considering a professional 
development elective 

3.86 
27% 48% 13% 4% 7% 

 
Avg 

Rating 
Completely 

(5) 
Most but not 

all (4) 
About Half 

(3) 
Very Little (2) 

None or 
Almost None 

(1) 

I read the course material 3.78 22% 51% 15% 8% 4% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Daily (5) 
2-3 Times a 

Week (4) 
Weekly (3) 

A few Times 
(2) 

Not at all (1) 

I read the discussion board 2.71 10% 9% 36% 34% 12% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Less Than 5 
Hours (5) 

5 - 14 Hours 
(4) 

15-24 Hours 
(3) 

25 - 34 Hours 
(2) 

35 or More 
Hours (1) 

The total number of hours I spent working on this course (over 10 weeks) 3.13 5% 30% 42% 15% 7% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Very Good 
(5) 

Good (4) 
Satisfactory 

(3) 
Poor (2) Very Poor (1) 

Overall evaluation of the course 3.70 14% 56% 20% 5% 4% 
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PD 6 Problem Solving: Spring 2009  
92/140 responses: 66% response rate AHS ARTS ENV MATH SCI VPA 

Please indicate the Faculty in which you are registered 0% 8% 0% 84% 0% 7% 

 Avg  Very Good (5) Good (4) Satisfactory (3) Poor (2) Very Poor (1) N/A 

Organization of the course content and activities 4.07 30% 49% 16% 3% 0% 1% 

Ease of navigation through course site 4.06 33% 47% 12% 4% 2% 1% 

Professional look of the course 4.02 32% 46% 14% 4% 2% 1% 

Instructions for completing learning activities 4.00 26% 51% 19% 2% 1% 1% 

Value of readings and assigned work 3.63 26% 29% 30% 10% 4% 1% 

Ability of course content and activities to maintain student interest 3.42 26% 26% 20% 15% 11% 1% 

Value of questions/answers posted on the discussion forum 3.83 12% 19% 9% 2% 2% 55% 

Objectivity and fairness in grading 3.98 25% 51% 15% 4% 1% 3% 

Online feedback received on assignments 3.76 19% 37% 24% 4% 2% 13% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Too little (5) 
Somewhat 
too little (4) 

Just right (3) 
Somewhat 

too much (2) 
Too much (1) 

Workload involved in the course 2.95 5% 4% 77% 5% 8% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Strongly 
Agree (5) 

Agree (4) 
Neither Agree 

nor Disagree (3) 
Disagree (2) 

Strongly 
Disagree (1) 

The course has encouraged me to take responsibility for my own learning 3.48 14% 37% 34% 11% 3% 

This course has helped me to identify my problem solving strengths 3.45 12% 48% 20% 12% 8% 

This course has helped me to identify my problem solving weaknesses 3.38 13% 37% 31% 12% 7% 

This course has helped me to understand more clearly the elements that go 
into effective problem solving 

3.73 23% 43% 22% 6% 6% 

This course has prepared me to solve problems better during this and 
subsequent work terms 

3.54 18% 43% 22% 11% 7% 

I would recommend PD6 to other students when considering a professional 
development elective 

4.23 48% 39% 7% 2% 4% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Completely 
(5) 

Most but not 
all (4) 

About Half (3) Very Little (2) 
None or Almost 

None (1) 

I read the course material 4.16 43% 42% 7% 7% 2% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Daily (5) 
2-3 Times a 

Week (4) 
Weekly (3) 

A few Times 
(2) 

Not at all (1) 

I read the discussion board 1.93 7% 7% 7% 33% 47% 

 Avg  < 5 Hours (5) 5 - 14 Hrs (4) 15-24 Hrs (3) 25-34 Hrs (2) 35 + Hrs (1) 

The total number of hours I spent working on this course (over 10 weeks) 3.73 19% 48% 23% 7% 3% 

 Avg  Very Good (5) Good (4) Satisfactory (3) Poor (2) Very Poor (1) 

Overall evaluation of the course 3.78 19% 51% 22% 5% 3% 



31 
 

PD7 Conflict Resolution: Winter 2009 
38/52 responses: 73% response rate AHS ARTS ENV MATH SCI VPA 

Please indicate the Faculty in which you are registered 0% 29% 0% 68% 0% 3% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Very Good 
(5) 

Good (4) 
Satisfactory 

(3) 
Poor (2) Very Poor (1) N/A 

Organization of the course content and activities 4.00 26% 47% 21% 3% 0% 3% 

Ease of navigation through course site 3.89 21% 47% 26% 3% 0% 3% 

Professional look of the course 4.06 24% 53% 18% 0% 0% 5% 

Instructions for completing learning activities 3.89 21% 47% 26% 3% 0% 3% 

Value of readings and assigned work 3.81 18% 55% 13% 8% 3% 3% 

Ability of course content and activities to maintain student interest 3.32 5% 47% 32% 0% 13% 3% 

Value of questions/answers posted on the discussion forum 3.90 18% 39% 21% 3% 0% 18% 

Objectivity and fairness in grading 4.14 32% 50% 13% 3% 0% 3% 

Online feedback received on assignments 3.97 32% 37% 18% 8% 0% 5% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Too little (5) 
Somewhat 
too little (4) 

Just right 
(3) 

Somewhat 
too much (2) 

Too much (1)  

Workload involved in the course 2.78 3% 5% 65% 22% 5% 

 
Avg 

Rating 
Strongly 
Agree (5) 

Agree (4) 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree (3) 

Disagree (2) 
Strongly 

Disagree (1) 

The course has encouraged me to take responsibility for my own learning 3.53 8% 50% 32% 8% 3% 

This course has helped me to understand more about myself and my conflict 
resolution skills 

3.74 21% 47% 18% 11% 3% 

This course has prepared me for future conflicts 3.74 21% 45% 21% 13% 0% 

I would recommend PD7 to other students when considering a professional 
development elective 

4.08 39% 34% 24% 0% 3% 

 
Avg 

Rating 
Completely 

(5) 
Most but not 

all (4) 
About Half 

(3) 
Very Little (2) 

None or 
Almost None 

(1) 

I read the course material 4.26 47% 39% 8% 3% 3% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Daily (5) 
2-3 Times a 

Week (4) 
Weekly (3) 

A few Times 
(2) 

Not at all (1) 

I read the discussion board 2.34 0% 8% 34% 42% 16% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Less Than 5 
Hours (5) 

5 - 14 Hours 
(4) 

15-24 Hours 
(3) 

25 - 34 Hours 
(2) 

35 or More 
Hours (1) 

The total number of hours I spent working on this course (over 10 weeks) 3.32 5% 43% 35% 11% 5% 

 Avg 
Rating 

Very Good 
(5) 

Good (4) 
Satisfactory 

(3) 
Poor (2) 

Very 
Poor (1) 

N/A 

Overall evaluation of the course 3.76 16% 55% 16% 8% 3% 3% 
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Appendix E: Summarized End of Course Survey Qualitative Results 

 Strengths Weaknesses 

Course 
Most 

Commonly 
Noted 

Example Comment 
Most 

Commonly 
Noted 

Example Comment 

PD1: Co-op 
Fundamentals 

Relevance, 
Value, 

Understanding 
Material, 

Organization 

“I learned a lot from this course; I came in knowing 
nothing about co-op and now I feel like a pro. The 
activities were well chosen to make sure that we learn 
exactly what we need to know, and the way it was all 
nicely planned out seemed very professional and I was 
confident that it would prepare me well for next term.” 
“The course was useful in giving relevant information 
regarding the resume, interview and whole co-op process. 
It kept me on track and updated in what I needed to do 
and how to do it.” 

Value, 
Feedback, 
Workload 

“Too much busy work; assignments such as determining 
your work term, or providing constructive criticism of a 
false resume, were not particularly helpful but consumed 
more time than I would have liked. Exercises with regards 
to maintaining work relationships and reacting to immoral 
behaviour are too circumstantial and subjective to be of any 
real use.” 

 

PD2: Critical 
Reflection and 
Report Writing 

Feedback, Value 

“One of the main strengths of the course was the 
discussion board. Many students asked questions that I 
had also been thinking about. The PD2 staff did an 
excellent job of answering each question, providing the 
information that we needed to get through the course. 
The PD2 markers were also fair markers, giving 
appropriate and useful feedback for assignments and 
exercises.” 
“The course taught me how to set measurable goals, 
which is skill that I believe will be useful in the future. It 
also described how to format work reports very well. 

Relevance: 
Report Topic, 
Maintaining 

Interest 

“Although the course was informative, I did not find it that 
interesting or engaging. I also found that the subject of the 
final PD 2 Report was difficult to write about." 
“I don't think it is necessary to write a report about our own 
strengths as writers. As much as it seems like killing two 
birds with one stone, I think causes more confusion more 
than anything else. I would have greatly preferred to write 
a report about a topic of my own choosing, and I think I 
would have learned just as much. If learning about 
ourselves as writers is necessary, perhaps it could be 
separated from the report writing content.” 

PD3: 
Communication 

Value, 
Organization, 

Understanding 
Material 

“I liked how this course sometimes focused directly on 
incidents that happen at the workplace. For example, a 
module about various modes of communication such as 
email, instant messaging and memo were helpful as they 
are frequently used in our workplace. It cleared some of 
questions I had about how to address people in the emails 
or when I use instant messaging.  
“I felt that the course content was very well presented - 
they were detailed and organized in a manner that 
grouped various types of communication into a certain 
week. The exercises complemented the course content 
well - they all required a lot of reflection and you had to 
apply what you learned and already knew about the 
topic.”  

Value, Peer 
Interaction 

and Workload 

“I didn't find the group assignment very effective, there was 
little collaboration and communication between members. 
We all just did a piece of the work and combined it. I didn't 
think it achieved its purpose of learning from one another 
or working together.  
“I didn't particularly find it very captivating.  I think the 
audio clips were an interesting component of the activities, 
but a large majority of the activities could maybe integrate 
it a little more.” 
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PD4: 
Teamwork 

Feedback, 
Assignment 
Instructions 

 “I thought that the course was good at providing good 
insight into teamwork, and also at keeping the workload 
reasonable for a course of this type.” 
“I really enjoyed going over the reviews and feedback that 
was given on the assignments and questionnaires. They are 
very valuable in helping me improve on my own abilities in 
terms of teamwork and general writing abilities.” 

Technology: 
Wiki, 

Structure of 
Assignments 

“The assignments are not very interesting to be honest. I 
would prefer shorter ones on a more regular basis instead 
of a few rather long reports” 
“The choice of wiki was terrible.  The site was awkward to 
use and counter-intuitive and I keep getting junk mail from 
them.  The suite of Google tools has better options 
available.” 

PD5: Project 
Management 

Value, Interest 
and 

Organization 
 

 “This course is well designed and provides the students with 
a thorough understanding of the necessary skills in project 
management. It is filled with useful readings and interviews 
with industry experts.” 
It is extremely easy to follow through the course. The 
workload is just right for co-op students. Two assigned 
readings and one online quiz each week give enough time for 
students to complete the tasks. As an accounting student, I 
always work overtime, but I do not feel stressed handling this 
course.” 

Length of 
Readings 

“One of the main weaknesses of the course was the ability 
to capture the reader's interest. Some of the readings were 
long, hence discouraging students to read it.” 

 

PD6: Problem 
Solving 

Interest, 
Relevance, 
Workload 

“Great course. Teaches us a lot of skills in terms of dealing 
with different types of situation and how to access and solve 
the problems that occur at work place.” 
 “Work load is suitable for students on a work term. The 
reading material is interesting and relevant. There were a 
sufficient number of examples demonstrating the use of the 
problem solving model.” 
“I think the strength of the course was identifying my 
weaknesses and strengths for problem solving.  It helped me 
look at problems differently now, and be more objective 
when coming up with solutions.” 

Value, Interest 

“Could have more 'additional examples' - I think the 
workload is very decent for PD6, but for some might be too 
little. It would be nice to have additional material that can 
be referred to” 
“Access to solutions after each week's quiz would help with 
the learning of the course material.” 

PD7: Conflict 
Resolution 

Value, 
Feedback 

“The course was well organized and easy to follow. I felt I've 
learned a lot about conflict. Specifically I found the examples 
such as the videos with Katy and Martin helpful. I also 
enjoyed reading the material, it was interesting and I've 
already used what I've learned at my workplace.” 
 “Watching the videos was a great way to understand the 
material being taught. When all you're doing is reading 
material it can be hard to understand certain topics but the 
videos made everything clear. Also, the feedback on 
assignments was great. Each assignment that has been 
graded helped me to do the next one by realizing what I had 
done wrong previously and how my assignments could have 
been better.” 

Organization, 
Quality of 
Acting in 
Videos 

“It was boring, and the videos were annoying and long. If 
the information was condensed it would be better.” 
“I find the whole course to be very general in addressing 
the topic of conflict resolution.  It would help my 
understanding with more examples and cases like 
Katie/Martin, and Eric/Ivan.  When I see links to articles, I 
am less likely to click on the link because I know the articles 
will be time consuming to read.” 
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Appendix F: Summary of Fall 2007 Focus groups 

Comments and Issues after taking the first offering of PD1 and PD2 

PD1: Co-op Fundamentals 
- most helpful in getting job and less helpful on first work term job preparation 

- would like a PD1-refresher for subsequent work term job searches 

- content  needs more variety to be specific to different job sectors 

would like more flexibility in rubrics to allow for more individuality 

- some materials too lengthy 

- like the “Choose your own adventure” Office Politics game 

PD2: Critical Reflection and Report Writing 
- anxious about how prepared they will be for writing a subsequent term’s work report 

- liked the focus on thinking about reader of reports 

- found setting goals a relevant and useful activity 

- content not always interesting and relevant 

In General 
- would like more information about workload expectations 

- found it beneficial to identify various strengths and weaknesses 

- recommend the addition of more visual resources, activities and games 

- recommend offering more choice for the presentation of material and kinds of assignments and 

exercises 
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Appendix G: Summary of Spring 2009 Interviews 

Identified Strength or Weakness Quote 

Strength and Weakness: CR/NCR 
grading system 

“…because it wasn’t graded on a letter scale – just credit/no-
credit, I feel I had more say in what I could choose to take 
back from the program.  It wasn’t just about “I need to get 
THIS mark” or “Will this hurt my GPA?”, it was just about 
learning the content.” 
[On Advice to Future Students, one student said,] 
“Honest advice? Just to do the very minimum to pass I guess, 
because once you finish over 50% and you do all of the 
assignments that you’re required to do, then you’re good to 
go.” 

Strength: Feedback 

“The people who marked PD assignments were really good, 
and they give really good feedback. So it was kind of like at 
least my work is being looked at carefully, and it’s not just 
somebody who’s just going pass pass  pass. Somebody 
actually took the time to give good comments and feedback.” 

Strength and Weakness: Application of 
material 

“I guess the most rewarding thing was learning about 
different ways to solve problems. It was encouraging when I 
applied knowledge from the course to a specific problem in 
my workplace.” 
“…it doesn’t seem like I have many opportunities in the 
workplace to apply them. Actually for PD 3, I applied some of 
what I learned about voicemails and how to structure a 
proper memo. I guess that was applicable, otherwise really 
not. I wish I could say that there was more that I could apply, 
but unfortunately no.” 

Weakness: Usefulness 
“…a lot of it was kind of like common sense. I felt all of the 
courses were like that. “ 

Weakness: Understanding Value to 
Employers 

“Because we have taken these PD courses we have a better 
knowledge and understanding.  I am not sure how much 
employers will take this into account though.” 
“I also heard from a couple of people that PD was brought on 
by employers, but my employers never asked me about my 
PD courses or had interest in them and I wish they did 
because then I would feel like they were more relevant to my 
work term.” 

Weakness: Communication to Students 
about Courses/Program 

“…because we’re the first batch so not a lot of people before 
us have taken those courses. So I haven’t really heard much 
about them” 

Weakness: Courses with long readings 
and long assignments 

“Mostly the readings, because they were mundane and I 
didn’t feel like they taught me anything. It’s like, okay, you 
read this, done. I didn’t find that I learned from the readings.” 
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Appendix H: Pre/Post Results by Faculty 

Fall 
‘08 

Overall 
Avg on 

Pre 

Overall 
Avg on 

Post 

AHS ARTS ENV MATH SCI 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

PD1 39% 68% 39% 68% 40% 67% 40% 65% 40% 70% 39% 69% 

PD2 * * * * * * * * * * * * 

PD3 * * * * * * * * * * * * 

PD4 * * * * * * * * * * * * 

PD5 32% 78% * * 35% 80% * * 30% 78% * * 

PD6 * * * * * * * * * * * * 

PD7 40% 73% * * 33% 70% * * 46% 72% * * 

* pre/post tests not created yet for PD2, PD3, PD4, PD7 in the fall term 

Winter 
‘09 

Overall 
Avg on 

Pre 

Overall 
Avg on 

Post 

AHS ARTS ENV MATH SCI 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

PD1 42% 67% 38% 83% 44% 65% 43% 65% 42% 68% 55% 63% 

PD2 34% 56% 33% 56% 34% 54% 34% 55% 36% 58% 35% 57% 

PD3 26% 65% ▫ ▫ 24% 68% ▫ ▫ 26% 65% ▫ ▫ 

PD4 22% 45% ▫ ▫ 24% 50% ▫ ▫ 22% 45% ▫ ▫ 

PD5 30% 69% ▫ ▫ 18% 56% 20% 80% 31% 70% ▫ ▫ 

PD6 48% 75% ▫ ▫ 46% 77% ▫ ▫ 49% 75% ▫ ▫ 

PD7 37% 81% ▫ ▫ 42% 71% ▫ ▫ 33% 85% ▫ ▫ 
▫ no students from that Faculty in that course  

Spring 
‘09 

Overall 
Avg on 

Pre 

Overall 
Avg on 

Post 

AHS ARTS ENV MATH SCI 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

PD1 41% 67% 50% 60% 54% 60% 30% 55% 42% 68% 40% 90% 

PD2 36% 57% 33% 50% 33% 55% 31% 48% 36% 59% 35% 50% 

PD3 N/A N/A draft version of the test mistakenly administered 

PD4 16% 36% ▫ ▫ 16% 28% ▫ ▫ 16% 38% ▫ ▫ 

PD5 31% 73% ▫ ▫ 29% 70% ▫ ▫ 30% 75% ▫ ▫ 

PD6 48% 76% ▫ ▫ 50% 67% 40% 70% 47% 77% ▫ ▫ 

PD7 32% 73% ▫ ▫ 34% 86% ▫ ▫ 31% 69% ▫ ▫ 
▫ no students from that Faculty in that course  
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Appendix I: Categories on Co-op Evaluation Form Mapped to PD Courses 

Evaluation Category Most Relevant PD Courses 

Interest in work  

Initiative  

Planning and Organizing PD5: Project Management 

Setting Goals PD2: Critical Reflection and Report Writing 
PD3: Communication 
PD4: Teamwork 

Ability to Learn  

Quality of work  

Quantity of work  

Creativity  

Reflection and Integration from Prior Learning PD2: Critical Reflection and Report Writing 
PD3: Communication 
PD4: Teamwork 
PD7: Conflict Resolution 

Judgement PD4: Teamwork 

Problem Solving PD4: Teamwork 
PD6: Problem Solving 
PD7: Conflict Resolution 

Dependability  

Interpersonal Behaviour PD3: Communication 
PD4: Teamwork 
PD5: Project Management 
PD7: Conflict Resolution 

Handling Conflict PD3: Communication 
PD4: Teamwork 
PD6: Problem Solving 
PD7: Conflict Resolution 

Response to Supervision PD1: Co-op Fundamentals 

Communication – written PD2: Critical Reflection and Report Writing 

Communication – oral PD3: Communication 
PD6: Problem Solving 

Leadership Qualities PD4: Teamwork 

Adaptation to Formal Organizations, Rules, and 
Policies 

PD1: Co-op Fundamentals 
PD3: Communication 
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Appendix J: Examples of Identified Issues and Corresponding Changes 

Term 
Change 
Made 

Course / 
Program-

wide 

Feedback Received or 
Issue Identified 

Identified 
By? 

Change Made Result(s) 

W07 PD1  difficult to locate marks and 
feedback and determine what 
exercises have and haven’t 
completed. 

Students  turned off some of the ACE functionality 
and better organized our use of the 
gradebook feature 

 ratings for “Instructions for 
completing learning 
activities” and “Organization 
of the content and activities” 
increased 

W07 PD1   written responses to 
questions that require a 
precise understanding of co-
op rules and expectations 

Course 
Staff 

 questions were changed to multiple-choice 
format and students are required to get 
the correct response before moving on 

 assurance that the course 
sends a clear message on the 
expectations and 
responsibilities of a co-op 
student 

S07 PD2  content is very text-heavy Students  changed some paragraphs to bulleted lists 

 condensed course content  

 replaced some text box activities with 
multiple choice quizzes 

 rating of “Ability of course to 
maintain student interest” 
has increased from first two 
offerings of the course 

S07 PD2  confusion over requirements 
for PD2 report  

Students  added a FAQ to the course  

 redesigned the weekly content layout so 
that the links to the PD2 Report materials 
were prominently displayed. 

 fewer questions from 
students through email and 
on the discussion board 

F07 PD1  beginning of PD1 is very 
rushed 

 AFM students need to 
complete some PD1 content 
before frosh week conference  

Students 
and a 
request 
from AFM 

 make the PD1 course available to students 
in the first weeks of August  

 mark submitted résumés and interview 
questions before frosh week. 

 150 - 250 students get 
feedback on résumé before 
arriving back on campus in 
the fall term 

W08 PD2  students not picking up 
marked PD2 reports 

 a large amount of wasted 
paper and marker’s time 
providing feedback 

Course 
staff 

 established a process for marking PD2 
reports using tablet computers so feedback 
could be provided in electronic format 

 easier for students to 
save/refer back to their 
mistakes  

 easier to return reports to 
students 

 easier for staff to refer back 
to student work  
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F08 PD4  social loafing in group 
activities / assignments 

Students 
and Course 
Staff 

 added peer assessment component  fewer problems of inactive 
students 

F08 PD4  frustration with the technical 
aspects of the wiki 

Course 
Staff 

 switched from pbwiki to wetpaint and 
added a ‘wiki-how-to’ FAQ to the course 

 feel more comfortable with 
the tool students are being 
required to use 

F08 PD4, 
PD5, 
PD6,  
PD7 

 random unverifiable technical 
issues cause students to miss 
assignment deadlines 

Students 
and Course 
Staff 

 students given 3 late days that can be used 
as extensions without having to make a 
specific request  

 fewer requests for 
assignment extensions 

 less administrative time 
involved in following up 
reports of technical problems 

W09 PD3  desire for more audio-visual 
components in the course 

Students  audio versions of activities were included 
to help students discern register/tone from 
the written text 

 difficult to determine specific 
and direct results 

W09 PD3  complaints about audio clips, 
e.g. slow to load, difficulty 
understanding accents, 
preferences for written text 

Students  transcripts for all audio components were 
included in the course 

 difficult to determine specific 
and direct results 

W09 PD3  increasingly popular new 
forms of e-communication, 
texting and instant messaging 
not addressed in course 

Course 
Staff 

 developed and added content addressing 
additional forms of e-communication 

 difficult to determine specific 
and direct results 

W09 PD6  students wanted more 
opportunity to apply the 
course knowledge 

Students  first test revamped to include a number of 
application questions. 

 difficult to determine specific 
and direct results 

W09 PD7  complaints about the length 
of the course videos 

Students  split the 27 minute mediation 
demonstration into nine shorter clips. 

 difficult to determine specific 
and direct results 

F09 PD2  uncertainty over how PD2 
report prepares them 
subsequent work term reports 

Students  created a “Beyond PD2” page to be 
included in the course 

 not yet known 

 


