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This article describes how a diverse, interdisciplinary team of faculty formed a topic-based faculty 
learning community. Following an introduction to faculty learning communities and a brief 
discussion of their benefit to faculty engaged in the process of adopting new technology, we explain 
how our team, through a competitive mini-grant application process and intensive training 
workshop, complemented by a series of follow-up training sessions, formed a faculty learning 
community that collectively adopted a web-based rubric model for performance evaluation, began 
implementing it, and, in doing so, developed a culture of assessment. We describe the web-based 
rubric software we adopted and provide short reports authored by seven members of the faculty 
learning community to exemplify how the implementation of web-based rubrics can enhance student 
performance, augment instructor evaluation of student performance, and facilitate outcomes 
assessment. The article includes a “lessons learned” section which synthesizes what we learned from 
the endeavor and emphasizes what we considered critical to the group’s success.  

 
As the generation of students who have grown up 

with digital technology continues to enter the 
university, the demand for higher education instructors 
to integrate technology in the classroom increases. Yet 
the richness of the technology resources available to 
instructors complicates matters. Alongside the increase 
in expectations for university faculty to gain 
technological competence, there is an increase in 
technologies that were not available to them when they 
were attending college (Nugent, Reardon, Smith, 
Rhodes, Zander, & Carter, 2008).  

Although Keengwe, Kidd, and Kyei-Blankson 
(2009) point out that the use of technology in higher 
education is increasingly persistent, it is generally 
focused on productivity tools such as word processors 
and spreadsheets, while the extended use of technology 
to perform, for example, learning assessment, occurs 
very seldom. Consequently, Keengwe et al. (2009) have 
emphasized the need for methods of training that 
demonstrate to faculty how technology can benefit 
them; that describe the benefits of learning new 
technologies as more significant than the costs; and that 
illustrate that it is possible to acquire technological 
skills at a rate they can best assimilate and apply.  

A faculty learning community (FLC) as defined by 
Cox (2004) is an interdisciplinary group of about 
twelve or fewer faculty that meets regularly for an 
extended period of time with the focus of enhancing the 
teaching and learning process by working to increase its 
members’ acquisition of new skills. When an FLC is 
created to address the needs pertinent to a cluster of 
individuals (e.g., first year faculty members, untenured 
faculty members, or full professors), the FLC is cohort-
based. Alternately, an FLC can be topic-based, formed 
to explore a common issue for an interdisciplinary 
group of faculty (Cox, 2004; Nugent, et. al, 2008; 

Smith et al., 2008). Both types of FLC provide a forum 
for pedagogical discussion which can foster faculty 
development and, more specifically, which can enhance 
the integration of technology within the curriculum 
above and beyond the use of productivity tools.  

In this article, we describe the process of creating a 
topic-based FLC centered on enhancing student 
assessment and on improving the quality of feedback 
provided to students. Following a description of the 
formation of the FLC, we discuss our adoption of web-
based rubrics as tools for assessing student learning, 
and we provide a collection of “short reports” that 
exemplify individual FLC members’ implementations 
of web-based rubrics. As evidenced in a number of the 
reports, a positive outgrowth of our work has been our 
ability to accumulate data on learning outcomes, which 
has extended the application of the rubric tools 
developed by FLC members beyond classroom 
implementation to include program- and college-level 
accreditation processes and which has facilitated the 
development of a culture of assessment within and 
beyond our FLC. 

 
Background 

 
Faculty Learning Community 
 

According to Cox (2004), the qualities necessary 
for community in FLCs include safety and trust, 
openness, respect, responsiveness, collaboration, 
relevance, challenge, enjoyment, esprit de corps, and 
empowerment. The components of successful FLCs 
include a mission and purpose, curriculum (topics), 
administration, connections, affiliated participants, 
meetings and activities, scholarly processes, 
assessment, and enablers and rewards. These factors, 
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prerequisites to the success and endurance of an FLC, 
coincide with those that motivate faculty to participate 
in and practice the skills learned in technology 
integration workshops as described by Keengwe et al. 
(2009).  

Moving a group of faculty to expand their use of 
technology beyond productivity tools and motivating 
them to advance to less known and less comfortable use 
of it requires a willingness to adopt change and to 
expose their lack of knowledge. While Sirum et al. 
(2008) point toward science instructors’ isolationist 
approach to teaching and their resistance to change as 
impediments to best practices in science teaching, the 
problems of isolation and resistance to change are by no 
means discipline specific. These qualities are shared by 
faculty across disciplines and pose particular obstacles 
when faculty are confronted with the acquisition of 
technology-based pedagogical skills. Sirum et al. 
(2008) identify the formation of a cohort-based science 
FLC as crucial to life science instructors’ success in 
adopting new approaches to teaching and student 
learning. Similarly, a topic-based FLC can serve as an 
enabling factor to nurture faculty in general in the 
integration of technology. In an FLC environment 
where trust and empowerment are integral to the 
group’s dynamic, faculty are more willing to accept 
change and to try new approaches, especially when 
change and new approaches emerge from the group and 
everyone has the opportunity to contribute to the 
solutions (Long, Janas, Kay, & August, 2009; Smith et 
al., 2008). 

 
Forming a Topic-Based Faculty Learning Community 

 
Background Information 
 

Bloomsburg University (BU) of Pennsylvania is 
one of the 14 member institutions within Pennsylvania's 
State System of Higher Education. As a four-year, 
public university, Bloomsburg University offers more 
than 80 programs of study leading to bachelor's 
degrees, 38 undergraduate minors, 18 graduate 
programs leading to master's degrees, a doctorate in 
audiology, and several certificate programs for 
professional educators. The student population consists 
of 8,000 undergraduate and 700 graduate students, most 
from the eastern half of Pennsylvania.  

BU is in the initial phase of adopting a 
comprehensive, university-wide student outcomes 
assessment plan, which includes determining the 
software the university will use to collect and manage 
data. Currently, at the college and department levels, 
diverse approaches are being implemented to develop 
assessment plans, and faculty have been encouraged to 
develop measurements of student learning outcomes at 
the course and program levels. 

The Assessment-based FLC at Bloomsburg University 
 

Bloomsburg University’s topic-based FLC was 
initiated when Celina Byers, a faculty member in the 
Department of Instructional Technology (College of 
Science and Technology), was seeking a rubric tool 
that provided specific feedback to students and 
articulated with Blackboard, the learning 
management system in place at BU. Based on 
research completed by Byers and Instructional 
Technology Specialist Regina Bobak, Waypoint 
software was selected for adoption on a university-
wide level during fall 2007, with the aim of making 
the software available for use within individual 
courses as well as within the university-wide student 
outcomes assessment plan. To support faculty 
members in adopting the rubric tool, Sheila Jones, 
the University’s Teaching and Learning 
Enhancement (TALE) Center director, and Byers 
organized and conducted a semester-long series of 
one-hour Waypoint training sessions. These training 
sessions were attended by a total of ten, self-selected 
faculty members, representing seven different 
academic departments.  

While the initial objective aimed for in the 
training sessions was to support individual faculty 
members in the development of web-based, interactive 
rubrics to be used at the program or course level, 
evaluation data revealed faculty frustration with the 
training structure, particularly, a concern with 
continuity and a lack of motivation to complete the 
“homework” assignments between sessions. For these 
reasons, the primary training objective was not met, 
and when the semester concluded, participants had 
developed either incomplete rubrics or rubrics they 
were not prepared to put into practice.  

Nonetheless, because Byers had experienced 
success incorporating a web-based rubric-driven 
performance evaluation schema in her courses, Jones 
and Byers persisted. As an incentive to encourage 
training participants to continue their work with web-
based rubrics, Jones and Byers obtained University 
funds to offer a follow-up competitive mini-grant 
opportunity. Applicants for the mini-grants were 
required to submit an application including: (1) a 
proposal outlining their performance-based rubric 
project, (2) their goals and objectives for the project, 
and (3) the basic evaluation criteria for each of the 
main components addressed by the project. Recipients 
of the mini-grant were required to: (a) attend an 
intensive, three-day Waypoint workshop following the 
close of spring semester 2008, (b) attend three two-
hour advanced Waypoint training sessions during fall 
semester 2008, and (c) conduct a one-hour TALE 
Center seminar for university faculty during spring 
2009.  
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The mini-grant recipients were six faculty from six 
different academic programs: Business Education and 
Information and Technology Management (College of 
Business); Music, Theatre and Dance (College of 
Liberal Arts); Education of the Deaf (College of 
Education); Psychology (College of Liberal Arts); 
English (College of Liberal Arts); and Special 
Education (College of Education). Together with Jones 
and Byers, the team comprised one male and seven 
females, ranging in age from 33 to over 60, with 
university teaching experience ranging from one to 26 
years.  

In most cases FLCs are systematically developed 
with specific goals, objectives, and outcomes identified 
from the onset. In this instance, the competitive mini-
grant opportunity and the intensive three-day training 
workshop, complemented by the follow-up training 
sessions, marked the beginning of an informal, 
assessment-based FLC which embodied all of the 
qualities of a learning community identified by Cox 
(2004).  

 
Why Were Participants Successful in Forming an FLC?  
 

Because mini-grant applicants self-selected and 
were required to submit a detailed proposal outlining 
their plans for a performance-based rubric project, those 
who received the mini-grants were highly motivated to 
participate in the workshop and to acquire new 
technological knowledge. And though mini-grant 
recipients were awarded a small amount of money for 
professional development ($200), they described the 
sense of community that formed during the workshop 
and training sessions, a community of “technology risk-
takers” and “pedagogy explorers,” as the most 
compelling enabler and/or reward.  

The primary objective of each mini-grant recipient 
was foremost to become a better teacher. Consequently, 
the workshop curriculum focused on the construction of 
rubrics to enhance pedagogy. The workshop and 
training sessions were facilitated by both Jones and 
Byers, and the two formed a leadership combination 
which merged teaching and learning expertise with 
technology expertise. In this way, the workshop and 
training model ensured that the acquisition of new 
technological skill was consistently pedagogy-driven.  

To fortify participant commitment to the workshop 
and training goals, the administration of the follow-up 
training activities was equally shared by all members. 
Together, participants identified training dates, times, 
and outcomes. Throughout the workshop and follow-up 
training, individuals were encouraged to exchange 
rubric projects, ideas, and suggestions so that what was 
learned individually was articulated to the group. 
Opinions and suggestions were freely expressed as 

participants shared successes and challenges. Further, 
individuals were empowered to define new goals and 
objectives for the group as rubrics were implemented, 
evaluated, and revised and as serious discussions 
emerged about the relevance of the group’s work not 
only within individual classrooms, but also on a 
broader, university-wide scale. As a result of the sense 
of community, the climate of openness and respect, and 
the group’s growing commitment to assessment as well 
as to pedagogy, the collaboration continued beyond the 
initial requirements stipulated by the mini-grant.  

 
The FLC and a Culture of Assessment 
 

The driving force stimulating the comprehensive 
assessment of student learning in higher education is 
the need to meet national and state accreditation 
standards. For some universities, including Bloomsburg 
University, the standards of the Middle States 
Commission on Higher Education and other college-
specific accreditation agencies (e.g., National Council 
for Accreditation of Teacher Education; Association to 
Advance Collegiate Schools of Business) are the forces 
shaping comprehensive outcome assessment plans. The 
overarching goals for assessment systems in higher 
education are the systematic gathering, analysis, and 
use of data to monitor college students’ performance 
and the improvement of an educational unit’s 
operations and programs for the preparation of future 
professionals.  

According to Palomba and Banta (1999), effective 
university-wide assessment plans incorporate six 
essential strategies: developing learning goals and 
objectives; planning for assessment; involving faculty, 
staff, and students in assessment; selecting and 
designing methods; reporting and using results; and 
assessing the assessment program. While these 
strategies serve as a foundation for building community 
consciousness and a culture of assessment, achieving 
faculty understanding of the relevance and the necessity 
for assessing student learning in both general education 
and higher level courses is essential. 

Although our assessment-based FLC was formed 
primarily to support individual faculty in adopting new 
technology to enhance classroom assessment, the 
involvement and guidance of Jones as TALE Director 
inspired not only better teaching practices but also the 
integration of assessment theories and practices as well 
as an understanding of the pedagogical principles 
behind them. For this reason, the faculty involved 
quickly recognized the potential of their work with 
rubrics to support data collection for accreditation 
purposes and for university-wide assessment, leading to 
a culture of assessment within the FLC that eventually 
extended beyond its initial goals. The group’s 
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Figure 1 
Defining the Rubric in Waypoint 

 

 
 

 
Figure 2 

An Observation for a Rubric Element 
 

 
 

 
knowledge and experiences were ultimately 
disseminated through discussions with colleagues from 
participants’ specific academic departments. 
Eventually, in an effort to extend the culture of 
assessment being cultivated within the group, the FLC 
initiated discussions pertaining to the advantages and 
disadvantages of using Waypoint as the university-wide 
assessment collection software.  

 
Web-based Rubrics 

 
Instructional rubrics are designed to assess 

complicated or extensive projects by breaking down 
evaluation criteria into elements and indicating the 
consequences of including or excluding each element 
(Andrade, 2000). Web-based rubric tools such as 
Waypoint, developed by Subjective Metrics (see Figure 
1) and designed to interface with the freely available 
rubric tool RubiStar, facilitate the building and use of 
digital, interactive rubrics and enable the online 
collection and storage of data for performance 
evaluation and outcomes assessment.  

Moreover, web-based rubrics can optimize the 
grading process for teachers and students by 
standardizing it, saving time, and allowing teachers to 
provide specific and tailored feedback to each student.  

 
Building Rubrics with Waypoint 
 

Developing a web-based rubric in a tool such as 
Waypoint starts with the definition and input of 
elements. The rubric developer defines the criteria of an 
assignment that will be assessed. For each criterion, an 
element is created in Waypoint. An element can have 
different numbers of observations that define the 
quality levels used to evaluate the assignment. Each 
observation contains the description of the observation 
(Obs), a space for advice (Adv) that can be filled with a 
general comment (which will be part of the rubric for 
all students who received that mark for the criterion), 
and a space for reference (Ref) for further research on 
the topic, as illustrated in Figure 2. 

After all the elements have been created, they are 
aggregated into an assignment as illustrated in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3 
Partial View of an Assignment Created in Waypoint 

 

 
 

 
After adding all elements to an assignment, the 

percentage of points for each criterion can be 
distributed. When an assignment is completed, the 
instructor is ready to start evaluating the students’ 
performance on that assignment. Waypoint integrates 
with course management systems (CMS) such as 
Blackboard, Moodle, and WebCT Vista. Therefore, the 
evaluation process is accomplished by the instructor’s 
selecting a student from the enrollment list and, based 
on the student’s project, assigning an observation for 
each of the elements within the assignment rubric. At 
the evaluation time, it is possible to further personalize 
the feedback to be sent to the students by adding 
additional comments in the advice or reference fields of 
the observation. Because students receive a detailed 
rubric for each assignment with customized feedback in 
areas they need to improve, they perceive that they are 
receiving individualized attention for each of the 
projects they produce. Figure 4 provides an example of 

the evaluation summary students receive (via email, 
CMS, or printed copy as determined by the instructor) 
for each assignment. 

As a result of Waypoint’s internal structure and 
design, instructors can re-use common elements for 
multiple assignments, and they can make their library 
of elements available to other instructors to use. 

 
Rubrics as Assessment Tools 
 

Central to accreditation agencies’ assessment 
requirements are the dependability and reliability of the 
procedures that are designed to serve as accurate 
indicators of graduates’ performance. Data from 
numerous, diverse research studies have shown the 
efficacy of rubrics for general education courses 
(Bresciani, 2007; Dunbar, Brooks, & Kubicka-Miller, 
2006; Peat, 2006; Schneider, 2006) and higher level 
preparation courses (Pindiprolu, Lignugaris-Kraft,
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Figure 4 
Partial View of a Rubric Created in Waypoint 

 

 
 

 
Rule, Peterson, & Slocum, 2005; Song, 2006). 
Carefully researched, cogent rubrics can help educators 
respond to the need to promote consistency in scoring 
and to improve instruction, which, combined, can lead 
to improvement in student learning. Although there are 
different types of rubrics (e.g., holistic rubrics, 
analytical trait rubrics, generic rubrics, task-specific 
rubrics), all well-developed rubrics provide written 
scoring guides that can be used individually or by 
multiple teachers (Arter & McTighe, 2001). As a result, 
the determination of inter-rater reliability can be easily 
established for written rubrics that measure students’ 
performance on curricular benchmarks.  

 
Reports from FLC Participants 

 
Ultimately, the six mini-grant recipients plus an 

additional faculty member from the College of Business 
authored short reports to describe their experience as 
adopters of web-based rubrics. Provided in the 

following section, these seven short reports reflect the 
range and scope of the FLC’s collaboration, faculty 
members’ diverse pedagogical and assessment goals, 
and the achievement of the Waypoint training’s initial 
objective: the implementation of performance-based 
rubrics.  
 
Ethan H. Krupp, MFA (Music, Theatre and Dance): 
Using Waypoint in Assessment Data Collection 
  

One area theater programs often wrestle with is 
how to collect assessment data related to productions 
staged by the program. They are, by their very nature, 
one of the most collaborative art forms around. 
Separating the work of individuals can be a challenge, 
but doing so is necessary for tracking the development 
of individual students and the program as a whole. 

My Waypoint rubric was developed to allow the 
theatre program directors to collect feedback on student 
designers in a consistent manner. The specific questions  
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Figure 5 
Key Elements 

 

 
 

 
on the rubric are all tied directly back to learning 
outcomes designed by the program and approved by our 
accrediting body, the National Association of Schools 
of Theatre. The advantages for us with Waypoint are 
that we can collect feedback for the individual student 
who worked on the show through the selections made 
on the rubric, and we can track trends across multiple 
shows with different student designers. Waypoint 
accomplishes this by allowing each element on the 
rubric to be linked back to unique learning objectives 
set up by the Theatre Arts Division. By seamlessly 
integrating detailed student feedback and monitoring 
performance related to learning outcomes, we are able 
to collect assessment data that was previously lost 
because we had no consistent data collection method 
and lacked the ability to strip out specific student 
identifiers. 
 
Steve Markell, PhD (Department of Management): 
Developing a Waypoint Rubric for Reports by Student 
Teams in a Management Class 
 

Organizational Behavior is a commonly required 
course for students seeking a Bachelor of Science in 
Business Administration with a major in Management. 
Students complete a first course in management and 
generally enter this course as juniors. The course covers 
social science topics across a range of perspectives, 
from individual (personality theory, physiological 
aspects of stress), to interpersonal (social perception, 
communication), to group (role structures and 
processes) and organizational (work design, 
organizational culture). The course is distinctive for its 
multidisciplinary and multilevel framework for 
describing the social context of work organizations.  

Student team projects, a common course element, 
provide pedagogical advantages in engaging learners 
and meeting course goals which reflect The Association 
to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) 
accreditation requirements for students to demonstrate 
their ability 1) to communicate, 2) to use information 

technology, and 3) to understand individual and group 
dynamics in organizations. Since discussions in the text 
and classroom are multilevel and multidisciplinary, 
students are prone to become confused or 
overwhelmed. Team projects are intended to help 
students acquire an integrative framework for 
understanding the topical discussions. One of the team 
assignments begins with Fortune Magazine’s annual 
“100 Best Places to Work List.” This list is developed 
for Fortune Magazine by the Great Places to Work 
Institute which conducts its own survey of employees 
and reviews company applications using criteria 
comprising its Great Place to Work Model. Student 
groups select a company from the list and prepare an 
oral presentation and a written report on the company 
practices that earned the company a place on the list.  

 I give students the rubric I use to evaluate the oral 
presentation and meet with each group after their 
presentation to go over their group and individual 
scores. For the written report, I wanted a way to deliver 
meaningful feedback to individual students. I use 
Waypoint to develop a rubric to assess writing 
conventions and the presentation’s ability to 
communicate the substance of the Great Place to Work 
Model. The key element of the rubric appears in Figure 
5.  
 
Margaret O’Connor, DSc (Business Education and 
Information and Technology Management): Using 
Waypoint in Business Communications and Report 
Writing for Undergraduate and Graduate Levels 
 

Writing research reports is a requirement for 
students within the College of Business, and Business 
Communications and Report Writing is taught by the 
Department of Business Education and Information and 
Technology Management. Business majors are required 
to take the course in place of Composition II during 
their fourth semester as undergraduates, once they have 
learned the basics of good writing and have practiced 
writing simpler messages such as memos, letters, and 
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negative messages. The same course is offered at the 
graduate level in the Masters in Business Education 
program for students who are new to the program. At 
the master’s level, the course provides students a 
way to refresh themselves about proper business 
communications and how to write a communications 
research report.  

In order to respond effectively to AACSB, 
Middle States, and National Council for 
Accreditation of Teacher Education standards for 
writing, assessment is critical in this course set. 
Waypoint supports the assessment process and 
provides a way to improve inter-rater reliability by 
using one digital rubric for evaluating both the 
paragraphs and the elements of the research report. 
Therefore, although several instructors teach the 
course, measurement of learning goals is 
standardized in a meaningful way.  

For example, AACSB (2008) Guideline 15, The 
Assurance of Learning Standards, states that the 
management of the curricula must implement 
systematic documentation procedures to develop, 
monitor, evaluate, and revise the substance and 
delivery of the curricula of degree programs. 
Learning experiences and skill areas include 
communication abilities in oral and written form as 
well as the development of analytical skills, 
including statistical data analysis as it supports 
decision-making processes throughout an 
organization. The following capstone project is 
designed to elicit and evaluate students’ 
communication abilities, as students must turn in the 
final project in lieu of a final exam. The project steps 
include 

 
1. Students select a communications problem 

that they want to learn more about. 
2. They decide whether or not they want to 

work in groups on the project. 
3. Those who have chosen groups decide on 

one idea that interests all members of the 
group. This idea is approved by the 
instructor. 

4. As students are learning the process of 
research report writing they are required to 
turn in homework assignments which break 
out the components of the research report. 
The main components are  
A. Introduction to the communications 

problem, including a short literature 
review of eight to ten references.  

B. The purpose statement, the scope of the 
project, timeline, budget, ethical 
considerations, methodology, including 
a literature review of eight to ten 
references as to other examples of 

communication studies that use similar 
methods.  

C. Sample size, instrument used to collect the 
data, data analysis procedures, key 
findings, discussion, limitations, and next 
steps.  

 
Points are given and feedback is provided so that 
students may improve each component for the final 
paper. However, given the short period of time to 
do the entire project, students are on their own to 
develop 10 key findings and report on the study’s 
limitations and discussion of the project.  
 
5. Students follow APA guidelines, which they 

are already familiar with from Composition 
One. 

6. Students are required to present their key 
findings to the class through a presentation,  
completed through Waypoint, during the last 
week of classes; the presentation is graded. 

7. A peer review from classmates is given for the 
presentation completed through Waypoint. 

8. Group members are required to do a peer 
review, completed through Waypoint, for each 
member who worked in their group to insure 
accountability of all group members. 

9. Papers are turned in through Waypoint and 
graded according to the rubric components. 

 
The Waypoint element shown in Figure 6 is 

designed to evaluate the discussion section of the 
research report, in which students are required to share 
what is important or interesting about the data and to 
make recommendations for organizations or future 
studies.  
 
Yanhui Pang, PhD (Exceptionality Programs, Special 
Education): Using WayPoint for a Group 
Demonstration on Inclusive Practice for 
Undergraduate and Graduate Students 

 
The Introduction to Exceptionalities course is 

taught by the Department of Exceptionality Programs. 
It is a mandatory course for all majors. The course 
reviews all major areas of exceptionality and acquaints 
students with the social, sociological, psychological, 
medical, historical, legal, economic, and professional 
aspects of disabilities. In addition, the course reviews 
current research and the latest techniques for facilitating 
meaningful interactions with individuals who have 
exceptionalities. Orientation to Exceptionalities is a 
graduate-level course which reviews the types of 
legislative support available for individuals with 
exceptionalities, including the right to education, 
employment, and entertainment, and reviews the
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Figure 6 
Discussion Section 

 

 
 

 
appropriate and effective approaches for teaching 
individuals with disabilities.  

The selection and use of assistive technology to 
accommodate individuals with exceptionalities in 
inclusive settings and to help them reach their 
potential is critically important according to Council 
for Exceptional Children (CEC) Standards (2003). The 
standards state that special educators should “identify 
and use instructional methods and curricula that are 
appropriate to their area of professional practice and 
effective in meeting the individual needs of persons 
with exceptionalities” (CEC, 2003, p.1). Special 
educators also need to be able to select and use 
“appropriate instructional materials, equipment, 
supplies, and other resources needed in the effective 
practice of their profession” (p.1).  

The group demonstration project aims to provide 
students an opportunity to apply the knowledge and 
skills they mastered in the Introduction to Individuals 
with Exceptionality and the Orientation to 
Exceptionality class to their work with children with 
exceptionalities and their families in inclusive 
settings. The project provides pre-service teachers an 
opportunity to develop inclusive plans and to utilize 
assistive technology to accommodate children’s 

special needs in inclusive settings, thus promoting the 
understanding of the importance of inclusion.  

The group demonstration project steps include 
 

1. At the beginning of the semester, the students 
are grouped into groups of four based on their 
interests and ability levels.  

2. Each group picks an appropriate topic covered 
in the Introduction to Individuals with 
Exceptionality textbook. Guidelines are 
distributed at that time.  

3. Each group has to meet with the instructor to 
go over their thoughts, their draft of their 
PowerPoint slides, and their visual/hands-on 
materials. The instructor gives them advice, 
suggestions, and comments.  

4. Students make revisions accordingly.  
5. In the actual demonstration, students present 

their case, going over the disability category 
including the definition, characteristics, and 
teaching strategies. They spend an equal 
amount of time talking about the specific child 
with the disability they have had a chance to 
work with, know of, or hear from, and 
showcase the teaching strategies and/or 
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Figure 7 
Rubric Element 

 

 
 

 
assistive technology they have designed, 
adapted, or borrowed to address the child’s 
special needs in the inclusive setting and to 
work with the child and his family.  

6. As shown in Figure 7, students’ 
demonstrations are evaluated based on the 
relevance and recent resources they used to 
develop and design the project, the depth they 
go into when discussing the topic, the visuals 
and supplementary materials they used to 
demonstrate how to accommodate the 
individuals’ special needs in inclusive settings, 
and the organization and professionalism 
demonstrated in the project. The group 
receives the final evaluation report within a 
day or two after the demonstration and may 
present any questions they have regarding the 
evaluation report.  
 

The group demonstration project improves 
students’ collegiality and collaboration with peers. It 
provides students a deeper understanding of 
inclusiveness, such as the special challenges, the 
accommodations, the collaboration with the child’s 
family, and the important roles the 
educators/practitioners play in the service delivery 
process. Students learn to use every possible means to 
meet children’s special needs, and students’ positive 
feedback indicates the explicitness of the rubric. 
 
Alicia King Redfern, PhD (Psychology): Using 
Waypoint and Blackboard to Assess Student Learning 
in Psychology 

 
According to Fink (2003), course instruction and 

student learning are improved when course objectives, 
student learning activities, and course assessment 
techniques are integrated with each other. A 
demonstration of how these concepts are being utilized in 
a psychology course on Psychological Tests & 
Measurements is presented below. 

As a part of the requirements for psychology majors, 
students must take six upper-level psychology courses, of 
which one option is Psychological Tests & 
Measurements. As stated on the course syllabus, the 
course has six objectives. The following three are 

pertinent to this illustration: 1) to have a thorough 
understanding of major psychometric properties of 
psychological tests, 2) to be able to administer and 
interpret the results of a standardized test, and 3) to be 
able to work collaboratively in small groups to enhance 
their mastery of course concepts. Toward these ends, 
students are required to administer and score a “real” 
psychological standardized test - under the supervision of 
the instructor - and then to make a classroom presentation 
on the test using PowerPoint slides. 

To facilitate this process, Waypoint and Blackboard 
are utilized. Blackboard is used to communicate the 
guidelines of the assignment to students and to maintain 
their grades for the assignment. A rubric is developed for 
the assignment using Waypoint. The rubric contains well-
defined performance criteria that tie course objectives to 
student learning and assessment activities. Students are 
sent an advanced copy of the Waypoint rubric through 
Blackboard in order for them to know what is expected of 
them and how the assignment will be graded, thus 
enabling them to maximize their performance. Since the 
assignment requires students to make live classroom 
presentations, the instructor, using a laptop, is able to 
grade students’ performance using the Waypoint rubric 
and then simultaneously to post their grades to 
Blackboard’s gradebook and send students a copy of their 
graded rubric.  

The specifics of the assignment include a general 
description of the content and grading procedures for the 
student presentations. For example, the general content 
and grading procedures for the student presentation are as 
illustrated in Figure 8. 

In the Waypoint rubric, the general guidelines listed 
in the assignment are transformed into well-defined 
performance criteria. The resulting criteria not only tie the 
course objectives to the students’ presentations and 
assessments, but, as importantly, enable the students to 
more actively engage in the assignment. For example, 
items #1 (Test Description), #2 (Test Administration & 
Scoring), and #5 (Group Assessment) listed in the 
guidelines document are transformed in the Waypoint 
rubric as shown in Figure 9.  

Without a doubt, integrating Waypoint with 
Blackboard has been extremely effective in enhancing 
course instruction, as well as improving students’ learning 
and performance. By integrating student learning and 
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Figure 8 
Content and Grading Procedures 

 

 
 

 
Figure 9 

Rubric Elements 
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assessment activities with course goals, course instruction 
and teaching activities have become more integrated and 
consistent. As a result, students seem to be having more 
“significant” learning experiences – that is, informal 
feedback from students indicates that they have found the 
rubrics to be very help in preparing for assignments and in 
understanding how assignments are graded, and they are 
appreciative of receiving immediate feedback on their 
performances. In conclusion, using Waypoint rubrics on 
Blackboard has resulted in the instructor becoming more 
coherent, clear, and interactive in developing course 
learning and assessment activities that are compatible 
with course objectives, and, in turn, has enabled students 
to become more proficient and self-directed learners. 
 
Stephanie A. Schlitz, PhD (English): Adopting Web-
based Rubrics to Enhance the Teaching and Evaluation 
of College-level Writing 
 

The National Council of Teachers of English 
(NCTE, 2008) recognizes that “Developing, 
researching, and validating a writing assessment is a 
constant process...” (p. 3). While engaging in this 
assessment process can prove challenging for any 
college-level writing instructor, I have found that with 
support from web-based rubric software such as 
Waypoint, I can more effectively evaluate students’ 
writing and can more readily maintain doing so as an 
ongoing aspect of my pedagogy. Digital rubrics are 
flexible, transparent, and easily modifiable. By 
adopting a digital rubric model and by adapting my 
existing evaluation criteria to correspond with the 
element and observation format defined by Waypoint, I 
have been able 1) to assess and to respond to students’ 
writing in an efficient, electronic format that stores my 
evaluations for future reference; 2) to compare 
performance within and between students and writing 
assignments online via a secure web application; and 3) 
to test the validity of my evaluation criteria, to begin 
researching their clarity from a student perspective, and 
to modify and then to reuse them in a new rubric as the 
assignment and writing context evolve.  

NCTE (2008) standards further state that “students 
should have access to the goals, purposes, and scoring 
criteria for required assessments” (p. 3). The challenge 
of responding to this Principle of Effective Writing 
Assessment is often practical – especially for teachers 
who use electronic media as a primary mechanism for 
communication. Because Waypoint interacts with 
Blackboard, the CMS supported by Bloomsburg, I have 
been able to share the rubrics I’ve developed for the 
writing assignments my students complete alongside 
the assignment requirements, creating an environment 
where assignment goals, purposes, and scoring criteria 
are accessible to students in a web format they can refer 
to repeatedly. 

Although I would recommend the adoption of a 
web-based rubric model to other writing instructors, 
adapting to this new model did pose some challenges 
for me. For example, the challenge imposed as I was 
forced to modify my evaluation criteria to match the 
architecture of a specific software model was an 
impediment, though one offset by the training 
workshop and team adoption model. Also, the necessity 
to restructure my evaluation process to compensate for 
Waypoint’s inability to allow context bound feedback 
and its inability to capture the subtleties of evaluation 
many writing assignments demand were further 
impediments. Nonetheless, in my experience, rubrics do 
serve to focus student writers and to focus instructor 
evaluation of students’ work. I am finding that web-
based rubrics in particular offer an efficient, 
quantitative data collection method that can augment 
my evaluation of students’ writing, can contribute to 
improved student performance, and can be extended to 
support the evaluation and improvement of writing 
pedagogy.  

 
Deborah Stryker, PhD (Special Education: Education 
of the Deaf): Using Waypoint in Report Writing and 
Presentation for Undergraduate and Graduate Levels 
  

As a faculty member teaching in both a traditional 
classroom format as well as a distance learning format 
when preparing students to become teachers of Deaf 
and hard of hearing (Dhh) children and youth, I found 
the use of a performance-based rubric to be most 
helpful in more clearly defining assignment parameters. 
In addition to facilitating clarity in the structure of the 
assignment, which was based on the standards 
established by the Council on Education of the Deaf 
(CED) and the Council for Exceptional Children 
(CEC), it facilitated my ability to define the level of 
performance I expect from each student, providing me 
with a more fair and consistent means of grading and 
providing feedback to my students. Another bonus to 
the use of Waypoint was that it shortened my grading 
time because I was able to (a) build written descriptions 
of common errors into the rubric and (b) distribute the 
feedback very efficiently by just pressing the icon 
“email.” 

Curricular Subjects for the Deaf and Hard of 
Hearing is a required methods course for students 
wanting to become teachers of Dhh children and youth, 
and it is offered online with synchronous and 
asynchronous learning formats. It is a dually listed 
course; that is, students have the option of taking this 
course as a graduate student or as an upper level 
undergraduate course elective. 

The process of developing my Waypoint rubric for 
the assignment ”Language/Literacy Research Report: 
Curriculum and/or Assessments Used When Teaching  
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Figure 10 
Research Report Scope Elements 

 

 
 

 
Students who are Deaf or Hard of Hearing” began 
from my desire to better communicate the 
expectations of the assignment. For this assignment, I 
require the students to research, review, and report on 
a language and literacy curriculum, the assessment 
tools that are used when teaching students who are 
Dhh and the benefits of this curriculum and the 
assessment tools to students with a hearing loss. The 
final project includes three components: an APA 
research report, an online synchronous presentation, 
and a one-page overview handout. 

To illustrate the correlation between my 
performance-based assessment and the CED/CEC 
Instructional Content and Practice Standard: Student 
will be knowledgeable regarding curricula and 
instructional strategies used in general and deaf 
education (Council on Education of the Deaf, 2003), a 
section of my rubric is provided in Figure 10.  

While the learning curve I experienced when 
developing my first Waypoint grading rubric was 
challenging, mainly because of the terminology 
differences between Waypoint rubrics and standard 
rubrics (e.g. rubrics are referred to as assignments, 
criteria are elements, and the many descriptors of 
performance are observations), the benefits have far 
outweighed those initial problems. I have since 
developed more Waypoint rubrics and am currently 
researching my students’ attitudes toward the use of 
this kind of feedback. 

 
 

Lessons Learned 
 

The motivation that led the group of faculty to 
form and sustain the assessment-based FLC was the 
shared commitment to becoming better teachers. In our 
case, improving pedagogy involved learning new 
technology, and FLC members reinforce what has been 
pointed out in the literature: FLCs offer a wonderful 
way to demystify technology-related training because 
they enable effective participation and encourage 
participants to embrace what they learn during training. 
For members of this FLC, the three-day intensive 
workshop was an essential element towards the 
acquisition of new technological skills, and, 
significantly, FLC members note the importance of 
having felt safe to acknowledge failure and to learn 
from mistakes throughout the workshop. FLC members 
also describe the follow-up meetings as essential for the 
continued development and integration of web-based 
rubrics and emphasize the role of these meetings in 
fostering ongoing collaboration.  

Participants stress that the group’s diverse make-
up, including faculty at different ranks (from assistant 
to full) and at different stages in their career and 
experiential backgrounds, enriched the community 
experience. They note the benefits of working with 
colleagues across departments and colleges and of 
developing interdisciplinary affiliations that contributed 
to the overall esprit de corps of the group. Although 
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participants elected to participate by submitting mini-
grant proposals, the  selection of mini-grant recipients 
was competitive, and individuals report feeling 
supported not only by the small fund provided by the 
mini-grant, but also by the opportunity to blend social 
and professional activities, to share the workload, and 
to gain insight from colleagues. 

Engaging in scholarly processes further contributed 
to the cohesiveness of the FLC. For example, the group 
has presented internally at a university TALE meeting 
and externally at an academic conference. Members of 
our team have also collaborated on an Institutional 
Review Board approved survey designed to collect data 
from students who agree to evaluate their experience as 
users of web-based rubrics (a summary describing the 
results of this study is forthcoming). 

Perhaps most significantly, our FLC members 
underscore the importance of having established a clear 
link between technology, assessment, and pedagogy 
from the onset of this endeavor. Our facilitators were 
experienced faculty who were also experts in the 
technology we adopted, and the topic of assessment 
was explicit from the project’s inception. Throughout 
our work together, the acquisition of new technological 
skill and the emphasis on assessment have consistently 
been driven by pedagogical aims.  

 
Conclusion 

 
The energy level and the focus of the FLC 

stimulated the decision to share our “lessons learned” as 
we continued collaboration by co-authoring this article. 
In essence, sharing the model and strategies we used as 
we endeavored to juggle the scholarship of teaching and 
learning brought synergy to the team. Moreover, it 
enabled us to reflect on the development and the 
outcomes of our assessment-based FLC. Our research, 
experience, and practice demonstrate that when a self-
selected team of technology risk-takers and pedagogy 
explorers is provided with training, resources, and 
organizational support, one outcome is the formation of 
an FLC. When the FLC is driven by assessment goals, 
such as the construction and implementation of a web-
based rubric designed to enhance performance-based 
assessment, the development of a culture of assessment 
is achievable.  
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