EDC Small Grants Program Application Form
Information and Instructions for Applicants
Deadline: Apply anytime. (Responses may be slower over holidays.)
Please follow the instructions below; they simplify the work or our reviews considerably. Thank you in
advance.
Step 1
•

Please read the guidelines carefully

Step 2
•

Save your file as a Word document (doc or docx)

•

Name it

your family name_14_smallgrant.doc

for example,

borin_14_smallgrant.doc

Step 3
Please adhere to these guidelines in preparing your application:
Form:

Please use the form below in the order seen.

Fonts:

Use Arial

Formatting:

Do not include headers, footers, logos, appendices or any other material.

Identification: To ensure blind review, be sure to remove any 'hidden identifiers', such as the
document author in 'properties' from your Word file and don’t include information
identifying your center or institution.
Overall:

Don't attach additional documents or refer reviewers to websites or other
information (we want to keep the process short and simple).

Step 4
Send to:

borin@ryerson.ca
Paola Borin, EDC Vice Chair, Professional Development

Subject:
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EDC Small Grants Application Form
1. Applicant information
Principal applicant’s
Name

Mr. Albert Johnson
Associate Director (Instructional Development)

Department/Unit and
Institution/Organization

DELTS (Distance Education, Learning and Teaching Support)
Memorial University

Mailing address (incl. street
name and postal code)

G. A. Hickman Building
Memorial University
St. John’s, NL
A1B 3X8

Email address

albertj@mun.ca

Phone number

(709) 864-7697

Please provide the same
information for each coapplicant.

Dr. Trudi Johnson, Associate Professor, Faculty of Education, G. A.
Hickman Building, Memorial University, St. John’s, NL, A1B 3X8
Dr. Anna Hicks, Teaching Consultant, DELTS, Memorial University, G. A.
Hickman Building, Memorial University, St. John’s, NL, A1B 3X8

2. Title
Short and informative!

In recognition of complexity: A comprehensive assessment
inventory for university teaching

Intended outcomes - specific
anticipated outcomes of the
proposed project, including
specific activities to be
completed and an anticipated
timeline. Projects are to be
completed within one year of
funding approval.

The purpose of this project is to create a comprehensive assessment
inventory for university teaching. Using an interdisciplinary approach, the
research team will carry out a meta-analysis of assessment research
conducted in a number of areas in education and psychology. The
assessment will inventory concepts such as teaching methodology;
student engagement; relationships with students, other faculty and
administrators, and content area; emotional engagement, teacher
efficacy and the emotional impact of teaching on university instructors.
The researchers will use STLHE’s Ethical Principles in University
Teaching as a framework for the assessment. The instrument will focus
on support rather than evaluation, providing faculty and faculty
developers with an inventory of teaching skills and aptitudes for the
purpose of reflection and the development of an effective and efficient
professional development plan for educators at the university level.

Timeline and activities: (eg.
Jan. – contact collaborators)

April 2014 – gather the research team, start the literature review and the
environmental scan (review of assessment activities currently underway
in other universities)
May to August 2014 – complete the literature review and environmental
scan
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September to December 2014 – analyze the findings of the literature
review and environmental scan, create an assessment instrument and
establish data collection methodologies
December 2014 – projected completion and publishing of the report
Rationale – How does the
project enhance the practice
and/or scholarship of
educational development at a
local, provincial, national or
international level? How does
this project advance the EDC
Living Professional Development
Plan?

University teaching is a complex activity that is a culmination of many
factors. Each instructional context brings with it its own set of unique
variables. The assessment of university teaching, therefore, has to be
comprehensive in scope and yet dynamic enough to adapt to the
multitude of contexts in which teaching is carried out. Numerous studies
have indicated that the assessment of teaching is a multifaceted activity
that should utilize a number of data points in order to construct an
accurate assessment of an educator’s practice.
The purpose of this research is to conduct a meta-analysis of research
on factors that are indicators of effective teaching and methods used to
assess them. The purpose is to create a comprehensive and dynamic
instrument or protocol that can be used to assess university teaching.
The instrument will focus on support rather than evaluation, providing
faculty and faculty developers with an inventory of teaching skills and
aptitudes for the purpose of reflection and the development of an
effective and efficient professional development plan for educators at the
university level. The assessment will inventory concepts such as
teaching methodology; student engagement; relationships with students,
other faculty and administrators, and content area; emotional
engagement, teacher efficacy and the emotional impact of teaching on
university instructors. STLHE’s Ethical Principles in University Teaching
will be used as a framework for the assessment.
The team will investigate assessment strategies and instruments
currently used by investigators in educational (e.g., student course
evaluation questionnaires, student engagement inventories), sociological
(e.g., workplace engagement inventories) and psychological (e.g.,
emotional engagement surveys, motivation inventories, teacher-efficacy
questionnaires) research. The new inventory will include a number of
data points and establish a protocol to weight these factors appropriately
to provide a meaningful, research informed aggregate of data that
indicates that can assess effective teaching.
Establishing a systematic protocol to assess university teaching will be a
significant breakthrough in a number of areas. A standard protocol to
assess teaching would provide a stable framework to support research in
teaching and learning. Also, a standard assessment protocol would have
the potential for establishing a baseline of effective teaching that could
impact university teaching provincially, nationally and internationally.
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This research advances the EDC Living Plan in a number of areas. First,
the inventory will be made available as a resource to educational
developers so that the protocol can evolve from practice. In an “open
source” model, educational developers who use the inventory will be
asked to share their experiences and suggest adaptations to the
inventory for specific contexts. Second, the assessment inventory will
have significant impact on the SoTL. Having a protocol that establishes a
baseline of teaching will allow educational developers to benchmark and
evaluate the effectiveness of specific strategies. Third, the development
of the inventory supports valid, meaningful, and appropriate

assessment of teaching and learning processes, practices and
programs for the purpose of enhancement.
The assessment of teaching at university, to be meaningful, must
measure and apply appropriate weight to a complex array of
interconnected variables. The purpose of this research is to
develop a assessment protocol that is comprehensive and
dynamic, making it applicable to a multitude of instructional
context.
Scholarship - How is the project
informed by relevant scholarly
work?

This project is a meta-analysis of assessment research from a number of
relevant areas. By using an interdisciplinary approach the research team
will devise a comprehensive assessment inventory. We will consider
research on the characteristics of effective teaching, educator and
student engagement, student course evaluation analysis, motivation,
emotional engagement in employment, teacher efficacy and a number of
other factors.
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Dissemination – How will you
share the results of your work
with the EDC community?

3. Budget: Funding cannot
be provided for faculty/staff
salaries of the grant's
principal, nor any coapplicants; computer
hardware or non-specialized
software, or any parts of
conference travel.
See also budget guidelines
below this form.
Item (incl any applicable
taxes)
Salaries
(e.g. graduate or
undergraduate student
research assistants).
$ per hour x # hours (use
standard rates at the
institution of the PA)

We intend to make our work freely available through the Teaching and
Learning Community website at Memorial, an open website at:
http://teachingandlearning.mun.ca/. We will also apply to present at
conferences and prepare articles for peer-reviewed journals.

Item

Cost

Graduate Student research
Assistant at $21.15 per hour (24
hours/per week for 33 weeks)

$16,750.80

Benefits
at $ per hour x # hours (use
standard rates at the
institution of the PA)
Honoraria (give details)

0.00	
  

0.00	
  

0.00

0.00

Materials, resources and

0.00	
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In-kind contribution from Faculty

supplies

of Education and DELTS at
Memorial University	
  
0.00

0.00

Total Costs

0.00	
  

$16,750.81	
  

Less matching funding
obtained from other sources
(e.g. Department/Dean)
Total requested from EDC
Small Grant Program

0.00

$15,750.81

0.00	
  

$1000.00	
  

Other (please specify)

Budget Guidelines:

• Include all applicable taxes and other costs.
• Use rates of pay at the institution of the principal applicant.
• Benefits: this is the employer's portion of Income Tax, CPP and EI calculated as a percentage of
the salary or honorarium. Though it is not paid to the person you hire, you pay for it and hence it
needs to come out of your budget. Some job titles also require the addition of vacation pay;
determine these rates in consultation with your Human Resources department.
• Given the size of this seed grant, it is expected to be exempt from Institutional Overhead
costs.
• Funding cannot be provided for faculty/staff salaries of the principal nor any co-applicants;
computer hardware or non-specialized software, or any parts of conference travel.
Please note:
1. Original receipts will be required for items such as materials.
2. Proposals that involve collection of data must conform to the research ethics policies in place at
the institution of the Principal Applicant and all data collection sites. For further information, seek
assistance from your Office of Research Services or equivalent.
4. References Cited
Give full references for all materials cited in the Rationale.

Peer Review of Proposals
Proposals will be “blind” peer-reviewed by three external reviewers who will forward their
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recommendations to the Selection Committee who will use the stated review criteria to prioritize
funding decisions. The Selection Committee will consist of a subcommittee of the Executive
Committee. Principal Applicants will be notified of the successful grants as soon as possible.
Overall Review Criteria:
•

Relevance - the value of the work proposed to the local and/or broader postsecondary
educational development environment and to the EDC Living Plan

•

Awareness of related work, current and prior – proposals should build on demonstrated
awareness of similar programs and/or existing scholarly work.

•

Clarity of process and product – clarity of each section of the proposal.

•

Feasibility - the likelihood that the project can be completed in the time frame proposed and
with the resources requested.

•

Collaboration - across institutions is encouraged.

Reporting and accountability
Two brief reports are required.
1. Interim report - Deadline: Six months after receiving the grant
Half-way through the project the Primary Applicant will submit a brief (1-page) interim update to the
VP professional development (which will be posted to the EDC website.)
2. Final Report – Deadline: Upon project completion or one year following
One month after completion of the project the Principal Applicant is required to submit a
a. final budget,
b. one-page report of the completed project,
c. list of any publications, conference proceedings, workshops or other methods of dissemination
completed to date or anticipated regarding this project.
d. Any resources that may be available to the EDC community.
These reports will be added to the growing collection of EDC resources and will be posted to the
EDC website.

Questions?
Contact Paola Borin, Vice Chair (Professional Development) by email borin@ryerson.ca or
telephone 416-979-5000 X2629
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