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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In order to comply with SACS CR 2.12 and CS 3.3.2, the University of South Carolina 
Upstate (USC Upstate) proposes a Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) that will enrich 
studentsô engagement with technology. We chose to focus on student technology 
engagement based on academic research, the Universityôs General Education Program, 
surveys of faculty, students, employers, and alumni, open forums, and committees 
comprised of faculty, administrators, staff, and students.  

All students enrolled at USC Upstate must complete a general education program that 
has among its Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) those that address student use of 
technology. Our research confirms that while many students come to campus in 
possession of some technology skills, many of them lack the more sophisticated and 
advanced technology skills that are required by employers or graduate schools. Most of 
our students take Computer Science 138 as their technology course. This course 
focuses mainly on learning the Microsoft Office Suite. Our QEP Project proposes three 
strategies to take students beyond the general education requirement by instructing 
them in higher levels of engagement with technology in specially redesigned technology 
intensive (TI) courses.  

 Faculty Development Institute 
Faculty will redesign these 100- and 200-level classes in a specifically designed 
Faculty Development Institute (FDI) held in summer. Faculty will be selected for 
participation based on a competitive process.  

 Development of Technology Intensive Courses 
Five of the TI courses will be offered in Fall 2012; an additional five courses will be 
offered in Spring 2013. The sequence repeats itself in subsequent years of the 
project, so that, by the end of the project, the general education curriculum will be 
augmented with 40-50 technology intensive courses (TI) taught by 40-50 
technologically well-prepared faculty members.  

 Creating a Technology Fluent Campus 
Beginning in the second summer of the project and thereafter, a Summer 
Technology Symposium will be held that will feature speakers, workshops, and 
symposia on existing and emerging technologies. This activity will address, in part, 
the third dimension of the QEP, developing a technology fluent campus. 
 

Student and faculty technology support for the QEP will be provided by IT Client 
Services in a variety of ways, including physical and virtual help desks, or assistance 
may be obtained via email and telephone. During the second, a support technician will 
be added to accommodate increased requests for assistance as enrollment in TI 
courses increases.  

Assessments of studentsô technology readiness will be developed by the first faculty 
cohort. Additional assessment of digital projects will be conducted under the auspices of 
the QEP Director using a common rubric. 

The Chancellor and Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs have committed 
approximately $888,000 over five years to finance implementation of the QEP. 
Resources include personnel, faculty development, additional student support, and 
assessment. We are confident that USC Upstateôs QEP will enable our students to 
ñSTEP-UPò to greater fluency with technology.
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I. HISTORY OF THE INSTITUTION  

The history of the University of South Carolina Upstate is a chronicle of remarkable 
development. In 1967, the university was founded in response to efforts undertaken by 
G.B. Hodge. M.D., together with fellow members of the Spartanburg County Commission 
for Higher Education, and a remarkably strong founding faculty primarily to avert a 
serious health care labor shortage crisis when Spartanburg General Hospital announced 
plans to eliminate its diploma program for registered nurses. A citizenôs committee 
investigated the situation and ultimately requested that the Spartanburg campus be 
included in the University of South Carolina system. 

The Spartanburg Regional Campus, as it was first known, opened its doors in the fall of 
1967 to 177 students on the first floor of the Spartanburg General Hospital nursing 
residence. Enrollment continued to increase, which resulted in the school becoming a 
four-year university in 1975 and being renamed the University of South Carolina 
Spartanburg. 

Since its founding, USC Upstate has grown from a small, two-year campus into one of 
the leading metropolitan universities in the Southeast. This growth has been a direct 
response to the needs of the Upstateða tradition that began with the Universityôs 
creation. The University has expanded well beyond nursing to include 40 bachelorôs 
programs in the liberal arts, sciences, business, information management and systems, 
teacher education and nursing. In 1994, the University moved to the graduate level, with 
masterôs programs in elementary and early childhood education. The Universityôs 
numerous partnerships with public and private corporations and other educational 
institutions, coupled with the mission to offer baccalaureate education to the citizens of 
the Upstate of South Carolina, led to a name change. On June 30, 2004, with USC 
Board of Trustees approval, University of South Carolina Spartanburg changed its name 
to the University of South Carolina Upstate. 
 

INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE, FALL 2011 

Enrollment HC FTE 

Undergraduate 5418 4857 

Graduate 75 27 

Total 5493 4884 

Average Student Age FT, first year Undergraduates 

Average age of full-time students 18 22 

Average age of all students (full- and part-
time) 

18 23 

Gender N % 

Male 1948 35.95% 

Female 3470 64.05% 
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INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE, FALL 2011 (continued) 
 

Ethnicity/Race N % 

American Indian/Alaska Native 12 0.22% 

Asian 117 2.16% 

Black or African American 1412 26.06% 

Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 4 0.07% 

Hispanic 236 4.36% 

Nonresident Alien 84 1.55% 

Race/Ethnicity Unknown 121 2.23% 

Two or More Races 149 2.75% 

White 3283 60.59% 

Enrollment Stats N % 

Full-time 4174 77.04% 

Part-time 1244 22.96% 

Faculty N  

FT 203  

PT 190  

Admin/EXEC/LIB 26  

Fall 2011 Student-to-Faculty Ratio: 17/1 
Based on 4585 Students and 266 Faculty 
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MISSION STATEMENT 
 

The University of South Carolina Upstate Mission Statement declares in part:  

ñUniversity of South Carolina Upstate aims to become one of the Southeastôs leading 
ómetropolitanô universities . . . a university that acknowledges as its fundamental reason 
for being its relationship to expanding populations along the I-85 corridor. It aims to be 
recognized nationally among its peer metropolitan institutions for its excellence in 
education and commitment to its students, for its involvement in the Upstate, and for the 
clarity and integrity of its metropolitan mission. 

As a senior public institution of the University of South Carolina with a comprehensive 
residential campus in Spartanburg and commuting degree completion operations at the 
University Center of Greenville, the Universityôs primary responsibilities are to offer 
baccalaureate education to the citizens of the Upstate of South Carolina and to offer 
selected masterôs degrees in response to regional demand. 

USC Upstate strives to participate as responsible citizens in a diverse, global, and 
knowledge-based society, to pursue excellence in their chosen careers and to continue 
learning throughout life. Curricula and services are designed for the Universityôs 
students, four to seven thousand in headcount, who are diverse in background, age, 
race, ethnicity, educational experience, and academic goals. Students are drawn in large 
proportion from the Upstate, where many choose to remain for their careers. A broad 
range of major curricula is provided in arts and sciences and in professional fields of 
study required by the regional economy, including business, education, and nursing. 
Through on-site instruction, distance learning, continuing education, and inter-
institutional articulation agreements, both traditional students and working professionals 
are served across the region.  

Consistent with the international character of the Upstate, the University promotes global 
perspectives across its programs. Supporting the regional employment objectives of 
most of its students, it provides extensive experiential learning opportunities. 

The Universityôs metropolitan mission rests upon a foundation of partnerships with the 
education, corporate, and service organizations of the Upstate. The faculty provides 
leadership in promoting the Upstateôs economic, social, and cultural development. This 
is achieved through its teaching, professional and public service, basic and applied 
scholarship and research, and creative endeavors.ò 
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II. SELECTION OF USC UPSTATEôS QEP 

The University of South Carolina Upstate (USC Upstate) proposes for its Quality 
Enhancement Plan (QEP) STEP-UP (Student Technology Enhancement Program-
Upstate!), an innovative project designed not only to elevate studentsô basic technology 
skills, thereby making them more confident in their own technology skills and more 
marketable to potential employers, but also to extend beyond technical skills to learning 
cognitive skills that are grounded in threshold concepts central to discipline-specific 
technology use. In the long term, we anticipate that this QEP will help USC Upstate in 
realizing an institutional goal of becoming a more technologically fluent campus. 

The development process for our QEP began in the Spring of 2009 with the appointment 
of Dr. Yancy McDougal, Professor and Chair of the Psychology Department, as QEP 
Chairperson. During the Summer of 2009, Dr. McDougal assembled a core committee of 
faculty, staff, and students from across the campus to begin conversations about QEP 
as part of the SACS reaffirmation process and what such an enhancement could mean 
for our campus. Dr. McDougal visited the faculty of every academic unit and made 
presentations to the Student Government Association and other student organizations, 
sporting events, new student orientation sessions, Faculty Senate, University Day, and 
several other venues. Further, a QEP webpage was constructed, giveaways of tee 
shirts, caps, bookmarks, and the like were held to continue to publicize QEP, and a 
video was produced that really gave the campus something to talk about! 

In Fall 2009, under the direction of Dr. McDougal, the core committee began reviewing 
and assessing sample QEP proposals from peer institutions to get a sense of the variety 
and scope of program proposals. In addition, the committee evaluated proposals on their 
relative strengths and weaknesses to provide them with a framework for what it would 
take for USC Upstate to put together the QEP proposal. In spring 2010, the core 
committee invited short, three-page QEP proposals from USC Upstate faculty and staff. 
Six proposals were received and these were vetted by the core committee, now referred 
to as the QEP Topic Selection Committee. The following are the six proposals: 

Proposal Title Proposal Authors 

Preparing Students for a Future with 
Technology 

Brian Mallory 
Director of Institutional Effectiveness & 
Compliance 

Information Literacy: Lifelong  
Learners for a Knowledge-Based 
Society 

Richard Mack 
Assistant Professor, Graphic Design 

Andrew Kearns 
Reference Librarian & Coordinator of 
Information Literacy  

Lisa Anderson 
Associate Professor, Graphic Design 

Sarah Campbell 
Instructor, Biology 
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Proposal Title Proposal Authors 

Building Success: Engaging the 
Undergraduate Learner Through     
Skill Building 

Yancy McDougal 
Professor of Psychology & Director of IDS 

Greening the Undergraduate  
Curriculum 

Lilly Lancaster 
Professor of Management 

Sarah Rook 
Professor of Economics 

Building a Sense of Community in    
the Classroom  

Judy Prince 
Vice Chancellor, Greenville Campus 

Ken Wentzky and Elizabeth Arroyave 
Students 

Integrated Communications and 
Information Systems 

Charisse Krieger 
Administrative Assistant, Greenville 

From the six proposals, the authors of the three most promising proposals were invited 
to submit fully developed twenty-page proposals. These proposals were written during 
the Summer of 2010. Upon submission of the proposals to the QEP Topic Committee, 
the authors would be awarded a stipend of $1000. 

During the Summer of 2010, leadership of the development of the QEP transferred to Dr. 
Warren J. Carson, Associate Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs. Only two full 
proposals were received by the October 15, 2010 deadline. One proposal focused on 
Information Literacy and the other on Technology Enhancement. The Topic Selection 
Committee carefully evaluated both proposals and then made them available to faculty, 
staff, and students to express their preference during the late Winter and early Spring of 
2011. The votes were almost evenly divided, with a small preference being shown for 
the Technology Enhancement project. Based on that preference, the committee chose 
the Technology Enhancement project. 

The next phase of the QEP development took place during the Summer and Fall of 
2011. A new committee, the QEP Development Committee, was formed to develop the 
technology enhancement project. This committee was broadly representative of the 
campus and spent weekly meetings formulating ideas and writing the proposal. At the 
same time, marketing of the QEP began under the oversight of Tammy Whaley, Director 
of University Communications, and her staff. A QEP Naming Contest was held that drew 
great interest from the campus community. IPad 2s were awarded to two students and 
one faculty/staff member whose suggested names received the most votes. After further 
consideration of the most popular names, the QEP Development Committee chose ñ 
STEP-UPò (Student Technology Enhancement Program-Upstate!) as an appropriate 
name for the campus QEP. 
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In early spring, SACS Leadership Team Meetings were held for faculty, staff, and 
students to share with them details regarding the final QEP proposal and SACS 
compliance documents.  
 

              Area Date         Time    Location 

School of Nursing January 23 2-3 p.m. HEC 2037 

Library January 27 9-10 a.m. 
Library 274  
2nd floor conf. room 

School of Education January 27 12-1 p.m. HEC 2002  

Staff  
(for staff at UCG and those 
who could not make it to the 
other scheduled meetings) 

February 8 1-2 p.m. HEC 2037  
UCG 125 (by video) 

Johnson College of 
Business and  
Economics 

February 17 9-10 a.m. The George  
Room 250 
2nd floor 

College of Arts and 
Sciences 

February 20 3:30-4:30 p.m. CLC Ballroom 
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III. CURRENT CAMPUS PRACTICES 

In 2007, USC Upstate accomplished a revision of our General Education Program. 
During those deliberations, many discussions took place among the General Education 
Committee members and the campus at large about the role of technology in a general 
education program in the overall curricula of a comprehensive university. There was little 
question that technology must continue to be a part of our general education program. 
However, with the simultaneous rapid development of technologies in the academy, in 
business, and in the world at large we had to have student learning objectives broad 
enough to accommodate the explosive growth in technology but focused enough so that 
all of our students stood on equal footing as they entered into their major programs of 
study and thence into the world of work or graduate education. Thus, Competency 5 of 
The General Education Competences states the following: 

The USC Upstate graduate should demonstrate responsible and appropriate use of 
informational technologies. 

5.1 Students are able to gather and correctly process information through 
appropriate use of technological tools. 

5.2 Students demonstrate the ability to use information technologies to communicate 
information to others. 

The general education course distribution includes one required course in Information 
Technology, although other courses in other disciplines may also address Competency 
5. For the vast majority of USC Upstate students, Computer Science 138: Introduction to 
Computer Technology is the technology course (it is recommended that Computer 
Science majors take Computer Science 150 and Information Management and Systems 
majors take Information Management and Systems 101). Although the course meets 
both the letter and the spirit of the general education competency in information 
technology, Computer Science 138 is an introductory course by any measure. In a 14-
week semester, students are introduced to the essentials of computing and to the 
Microsoft Office 2010 package, particularly the skills of Word, Excel, Access, and 
PowerPoint. These skills, coupled with whatever skills students acquire on their own 
through social networking, form the basis of what students carry forward as their mark of 
accomplishment in technology.  

While for some students, these introductory skills prove sufficient, they are not enough 
for most students, as we have found through various inquiries. For example, USC 
Upstate faculty members were surveyed to ascertain which technology skills they 
considered ñbasicò and which they considered ñadvanced.ò Results of the survey suggest 
that many USC Upstate students do not have the technological fluency necessary to 
meet the expectations of many of the faculty (See Appendix I for further detail). Similar 
surveys were sent to prospective employers and to USC Upstate alumni. Results from 
these surveys report similar findings (See Appendices II & III for further detail). 
Moreover, in addition to the vast amount of anecdotal evidence regarding student skills 
in technology, ample research supports the idea that by and large, students in our 
colleges and universities do not possess adequate technology skills to meet 
expectations of prospective employers. The Cengage website notes the following: 
ñTechnology has changed the way we live. Knowing how to use these technologies for 
personal and professional productivity is essential in todayôs society. This skill set must 
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reach beyond understanding the ópoint and clickô within Microsoft Office. To be digitally 
literate, one must understand computer basics, have knowledge of applications and web 
technologies and a realization of when to use these skills to create a solution.ò  

Furthermore, much has been written about the ñdigital divideò that adversely affects 
minority populations. Inasmuch as USC Upstateôs minority student enrollment hovers 
around 30 percent, it is imperative that we address these studentsô needs as a routine 
matter. Similar ñdigital dividesò affect other demographics, such as students from rural 
areas and first-generation college students, both of whom are represented in the overall 
student population at USC Upstate. According to a CBS Morning News report on 
December 1, 2011, ñGetting more females on the tech track is becoming a priority for 
industry leaders.ò Further, Facebookôs chief operating officer Sheryl Sandberg is quoted 
in that report as arguing, ñIf America wants to stay in the leadership position itôs had in 
the world economy, thatôs going to be incredibly tightly tied to how educated our 
population is and how good we are in technology.ò Still further are evidences of a 
ñtechnology malaiseò in much of the language of publications from the 21st Century 
Learning initiatives and ECAS. A more extensive review of the literature confirms our 
thinking and provides the academic under-girding of our QEP proposal. 

Our proposed plan of action is particularly needed given the demographics of our 
students. As of Fall 2011, USC Upstate student enrollment was 5,493. African 
Americans and other people of color represent 37% of the student population, and 
women make up 64% (see ñInstitutional Profileò in Section I above). Historically, these 
groups have found themselves excluded or marginalized in the adoption and usage of 
information technologies. 

As Aaron Smith of the Pew Internet and American Life Project writes, when it comes to 
information technology ñthe general story with respect to race and ethnicity is one of 
narrowing gaps combined with continuing disparities.ò African Americans and other 
people of color (excepting Asians), Smith reports, are less likely to have broadband 
access at home, less likely to own a desktop computer, and more likely to rely on mobile 
devices as their primary means of electronic communication and information access. For 
students from these demographic populations to succeed in the twenty-first century, it is 
especially important that they become adept at a wide variety of digital tools or else they 
risk further marginalization and economic disadvantage in an already divided culture. 

Research conducted by Jun He and Lee A. Freeman (2009) indicates a gender gap in 
digital literacy exists primarily because women are more anxious than men about using 
computers, are not as confident, and have less practice. However, they argue, with a 
supportive educational environment that provides them with more exposure to and 
experience with computers, the existing gender gap could be reduced or eliminated. 
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IV. DESIRED STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES 

In light of our discovery of the relatively low level of digital literacy skills among our 
students, STEP-UP, the USC Upstate QEP proposal, sets forth the following Student 
Learning Outcomes (SLOs): 

Through STEP-UP, graduates of USC Upstate will be able to: 

 Demonstrate competent use of technology to gather information; 

 Use technology to correctly process and analyze information; 

 Communicate information appropriately to others through technology; and 

 Understand and demonstrate ethical use of technology in gathering, processing, 
analyzing, and communicating information. 

STEP-UP acknowledges alignment with General Education Competency 5 and seeks to 
build upon it by providing more in-depth training and experience necessary to meet 
current and future academic and employment standards. As noted by Clark and Visser 
(2011), we concede that the idea and enactment of ñdigital literacyò is an evolving 
concept with no standard definition. However, this project assumes the definition 
proposed by the Federal Communications Commission (2010, p. 174): 

édigital literacy generally refers to a variety of skills associated with 
using ICT (information and communication technologies, definition added) 
to find, evaluate, create and communicate information. It is the sum of the 
technical skills and cognitive skills people employ to use computers to 
retrieve information, interpret what they find and judge the quality of that 
information. It also includes the ability to communicate and collaborate 
using the Internetðthrough blogs, self-published documents and 
presentations and collaborative social networking platformséDigital 
literacy is a necessary life skill, much like the ability to read and write.  

In keeping with the proposed definition and in order to expand upon the aforementioned 
general education competency, the project will adopt an expanded cognitive framework 
of what we believe are threshold concepts to developing digital literacy (both in technical 
skill and in cognitive disposition). As suggested by the work of Meyer and Land (2005), 
we are proposing a set of ñconceptual gatewaysò as cognitive anchors to undergird 
teaching and learning toward the proposed SLOs. We are deriving these concepts from 
the literature, as well as from our own observations and data gathering, adopting those 
we deem to be most relevant to our context as the project begins. It should be noted, 
however, that the project as proposed intends an iterative and recursive process of 
development. That is, each year of implementation will be informed by data, experience, 
assessment, evaluation, and reflection upon the prior yearôs work, thus emerging and 
evolving over time. We believe this approach is critical to allow for consideration of 
emerging and evolving technologies as well as evolution of the meaning of digital literacy 
over time. These ideas will be developed in more detail in sections of this proposal 
concerned with faculty development (Section VI, strategy 1) and assessment (Section 
VIII). We believe this approach provides an important framework from which to build the  
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central student learning focus of the project in significant ways. First, including both 
technical and cognitive skills supports the intent to build beyond the previously noted 
general education competency. Secondly, these concepts provide the foundation for 
individuation and disciplinarity, as well as cross-disciplinary connections and alignments, 
in design of the faculty development program and the technology intensive courses. 
Thirdly, design around conceptual anchors rather than specific tools or technologies will 
allow for continued iteration and customization as the project unfolds, informed by its 
own process of reflection and evaluation.  

In order to ground the projectôs SLOs in the proposed concepts, the following conceptual 
anchors/threshold concepts are proposed for the initial year of project implementation. 
This set of concepts is loosely based on the work of Howard Rheingold (2010) and 
Gardner Campbell (2011). For clarity, we are aligning the concepts with each of the 
proposed SLOs as follows:  

Student Learning Outcome                   Threshold Concept 

Demonstrate competent use of 
technology to gather information. 

Inquiry & critical consumption 

Use technology to correctly process and 
analyze information. 

Narration & curation 

Communicate information appropriately 
to others through technology. 

Collaboration, communication, 
participation 

Understand and demonstrate ethical use 
of technology in gathering, processing, 
analyzing, and communicating 
information. 

Digital citizenship 

In designing the first year of implementation, the program takes advantage of existing 
technology infrastructure and services provided by USC Upstateôs Information 
Technology and Services, and helps make sure students have the skills they need to 
take full advantage of these resources. Additionally, these SLOs are consistent with the 
Universityôs mission that states in part ñUSC Upstate strives to prepare its students to 
participate as responsible citizens in a diverse, global and knowledge-based society, to 
pursue excellence in their chosen careers and to continue learning throughout life.ò This 
participation is increasingly reliant upon studentsô knowledge and facility with digital 
technology. By extension, the SLOs are consistent with the philosophy of the 
Universityôs general education program that promotes ñan appetite for life-long education 
while serving the over-reaching purposes of general educationðto collect and evaluate 
information, integrate and draw conclusions from this information, and communicate this 
new knowledge to othersðproviding students with the skills and abilities necessary to 
becoming responsible citizens.ò 
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V. LITERATURE REVIEW 

The need to prepare graduates for a future with ubiquitous technology is undeniable.  

While some posit that the application of a technology overlay to pre-existing and deeply 
entrenched educational models and methods has not made a significant difference in 
education overall (Sannier, 2011), others describe a new milieu of emerging and 
disruptive innovation brought about by shifts from age-old ways of knowing and doing. 
The same authors identify technology as an important enabler of disruptive innovation 
that is particularly salient to the future of higher education (Christensen, Horn, Caldera, 
& Soares, 2011). This disruption leads to new service models, new definitions of quality, 
and new ways of tackling complicated problems. Further, the 2011 Horizon Report 
rightly notes among key trends and challenges that technology abundance and its 
associated affordance in the form of connection and collaboration (among others) 
challenge us in higher education to rethink our familiar roles and methods. Chief among 
these challenges is the vital importance of digital literacy as a key skill in every discipline 
and profession. While the precise nature of digital literacy remains elusive, folding key 
and disciplinary digital literacies into current institutional makeup and course work is vital 
(Horizon Report, 2011). Similarly, the National Education Technology Plan 2010 asserts 
that the ñéchallenge for our education system is to leverage the learning sciences and 
modern technology to create engaging, relevant, and personalized learning experiences 
for all learners that mirror studentsô daily lives and the reality of their futuresò (U. S. 
Department of Education Office of Educational Technology [USDOE], 2010). 

STEP-UP acknowledges important trends and contexts of technology disruption and 
transformation that combine to reinforce the critical need for graduates to develop 
essential digital literacies in whatever discipline they choose. Thus, we believe that 
dramatic experiential improvements can be realized by thoughtfully crafting a bridge 
between typical basic digital literacy skillsðword processing, spreadsheet work, e-
communication and the like (attended to in the aforementioned General Education 
Program)ðand the complex connection and participation expected of contemporary 
college graduates and global digital citizens. These expectations arise from the 
confluence of trends like availability of broadband and wireless, adoption and use of 
personal mobile devices of all kinds, proliferation of social media and networking, and 
the collection and mining of online behavior and data aggregates to extract intelligence 
(Sannier, 2011).  

In a provocative recent essay, Sannier (2011) suggests that these trends have resulted 
in three new ñsuperpowersò that technology can ñéharness to drive exponential 
improvement in é education.ò These superpowers include:  

 Telepathy ï That is, the ability to instantly send/share any thought out to an 
expansive digital network; 

 Total recall ï That is, the ability to augment our biological memory capacity with 
an infinite memory and calculation repository;  

 Ability to communicate with perfect fidelity ï That is, communication augmented 
with various media forms makes the communication of increasingly complex 
ideas possible. 
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These ideas in fact undergird the STEP-UP project as assumptions that inform the 
creation of the conceptual framework of the intended instructional models, skill-building 
modules, and critical thinking activities that represent best practice. 

While it would appear that students coming to higher education environments with 
several digital devices in tow would be proficient in use of those devices for multiple 
purposes, including learning, research into these matters reminds us that we should 
approach such assumptions with care: 

College and university students today seem so technologically 
competent. When they wake up in the morning, they donôt turn on the TV 
to find out about the weather; instead they go to the Web site 
WeatherBug.com. For news, they use CNN.com, not channel 21. Of 
course, this is after they check to see what instant messages (IMs) they 
missed while sleeping. To learn about friends, they turn to Facebook.com. 
Going online for entertainment is normal for them. Computer games, 
massively multiplayer games, and music downloads are an assumed part 
of their environment (for example, 85% of 18- and 19-year-olds download 
music). And when they want to communicate, sending IMs or text 
messages is as natural as picking up the phone. There is no question that 
students go online before they go to the library; Google has become this 
generationôs reference desk. (Oblinger & Hawkins, 2006).  

When we dig deeper and ask what students are actually using their technology for we 
are far less likely to find that they know how to use technology for learning. Further, 
discipline-specific digital literacy is not likely to evolve on its own (Oblinger & Hawkins, 
2006). 

Students themselves recognize the potential academic benefit of using technology more 
strategically in academic life. Conclusions from the ECAR National Study of 
Undergraduate Students and Information Technology 2011 suggest opportunities for 
enriching and enhancing teaching and learning in a number of ways, some of which 
provide the selected strategic actions for implementation. 

Subsequent to the QEP selection process outlined in Section II above, USC Upstate 
initiated a conversation to ground the continuing project development process. This 
conversation was framed under the umbrella title 21st Century Teaching for 21st Century 
Learners. The initiative kicked-off with a keynote presentation by  W. Gardner Campbell, 
Director of Professional Development and Innovative Initiatives at Virginia Tech, entitled 
ñTeaching, Learning and the Digital Imagination,ò on September 26, 2011. Dr. Campbell 
is a highly regarded thought leader in the higher education educational technology 
community. The event was open to the entire campus and community. The session was 
recorded, archived for on-demand viewing, and supplemented with a web site designed 
as a resource repository and opportunity for continuing distributed conversation: 
http://21stcenturyteaching.uscupstateblogs.com. The event was organized in partnership 
among the Center for Teaching Excellence, the Department of Learning Technologies, 
and the Department of Distance Education. This same group will provide leadership for 
the summer STEP-UP Faculty Development Institute (FDI) as well as the Summer 
Technology Symposium, both of which are described below in Section VI.  

  

http://21stcenturyteaching.uscupstateblogs.com/
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VI. ACTIONS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 

STRATEGY 1: FACULTY DEVELOPMENT  

In order for optimum delivery of digital technology instruction, the faculty must have at 
their disposal an adequate number of instructional models, skill building modules, and 
critical thinking activities that represent best practices in the discipline. As well, faculty 
must have access to cutting edge digital technology hardware and software in order to 
stay abreast of the ever-burgeoning development in the field of digital technology. USC 
Upstate enjoys a robust campus WiFi network, and the vast majority of classrooms on 
campus are equipped with Internet-connected computers as well as projection 
equipment. Given the current state of technology-enhanced pedagogy, however, these 
must be considered minimum necessities rather than forward-thinking advantages. 
Fortunately, a faculty-led initiative is underway--independent of the QEP process--to 
create an advanced technology-enhanced classroom to be used and evaluated by a 
select group of instructors starting in the 2012-2013 academic year. Participants are re-
thinking the college classroom from the ground up, reviewing the most relevant recent 
literature concerning everything from classroom furniture to spatial arrangements to 
hardware and software tools for teaching and learning. The results of this initiative will be 
used to gradually redesign campus classrooms so that they are better suited to twenty-
first century pedagogy. 

STEP-UP Faculty Development Institute (FDI) 

Faculty will be developed in yearly cohorts of ten through a competitive application 
process. A request for proposals will be issued late-spring semester 2012. Faculty 
proposing to enhance/enrich a course as ñtechnology intensiveò will be expected to 
present a rationale and vision for doing so and further to commit to participation in the 
development experiences for the entire 5-year project cycle (See Appendices VIII & IX): 

 Participate fully in the complete summer experience. 

 Research, design and develop enhancements and enrichments, including any 
relevant disciplinarity and/or cross-disciplinary connections. 

 Share design work with fellow cohort members and to the project toolkit database 
and online repository. 

 Reflect upon their work and write to explicate their process for other participants 

 Mentor colleagues in the subsequent project years 

 Participate fully in the ongoing assessment/evaluation process. 

The summer development institute, beginning in year one and repeated each 
subsequent year of STEP-UP, will focus on providing faculty with the time and tools to 
design Technology Intensive (TI) courses in their disciplines and to build instructional 
toolkits that will enable students to take away a variety of digital technology skills 
acquired via experiences designed under the overarching threshold concepts and the 
specified SLOs. The STEP-UP FDI will be designed as an immersion experience for 
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faculty participants where they will begin by reflecting upon their own teaching 
philosophyðthis guided by reference to the classic Parker Palmer text, The Courage to 
Teachðfollowed by mindful course re-design using methods and tools shared and 
modeled in the institute. Participants will be asked to come to the FDI having read the 
Palmer text. The first morning of the institute will be spent considering this reading, 
setting up individual blogs, and writing initial reflections.  

The small cohort will afford participants the opportunity for intensive personalized 
dialogue and sharing. As an exemplary feature, faculty participating in the institute will 
be asked to use a blog (either on a host of their own choosing, or one provided by the 
University) to reflect upon their entire experience of course design, implementation, and 
evaluation. Faculty will develop similar digital literacies to what students will be asked to 
develop by experiencing in the institute the same assignments and exercises that their 
students will encounter in the TI courses. For example, the faculty will begin to consider 
the ideas of narration and curation by actually narrating and curating their own 
experiences in the institute and beyond. This reflection will be aggregated into one 
central ñmother-blogò and shared among fellow cohort members. Continued reflection 
upon and sharing of practices will be encouraged throughout the year. In addition, as 
faculty develop their TI courses and lessons, a mechanism for aggregating and sharing 
assignments, assessments, and materials will be made available. The intent will be to 
continue to collect these materials to inform future cohorts throughout the QEP 
implementation years. At the conclusion of the fourth year of STEP-UP we anticipate 
having a core faculty with first rate digital technology-enhanced instructional skills who 
can not only provide enriched instruction in their courses but who can also serve as 
trainers and mentors to other faculty members who want to enhance their courses. 

The STEP-UP FDI will be developed as collaboration primarily among the Center for 
Teaching Excellence, the Department of Learning Technologies, and the Office of 
Distance Education, along with other campus entities as appropriate. This group will be 
responsible for providing the actual institute leadership and instruction, as well as 
support and consultation throughout the year as the TI courses come online and are 
implemented. Support in the form of individual consultation as well as an online 
repository of collected resources will be available. 

A suggested sequence of experiences is outlined in Appendix IV. The detailed agenda 
will be customized depending upon the participants selected and the disciplines 
represented. 
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STRATEGY 2: DEVELOPMENT OF TECHNOLOGY INTENSIVE 
COURSES  

As part of summer Faculty Development Institute, faculty members accepted into the 
cohort will spend considerable time developing technology intensive (TI) courses. TI 
courses are defined as those courses which are redesigned to provide opportunity for 
students to achieve the STEP-UP learning outcomes. At minimum, courses will focus on 
learning opportunities targeted toward at least two of the SLOs. In addition, technology 
intensive courses include emphasis on accessing of digital content and forms using 
digital means; assignments and learning activities that are prepared and submitted 
digitally; course participation that requires and/or enables use of a variety of digital tools 
and forms; use of presentation software for course work in class and by students. Also, 
the courses will include an embedded process of analysis and critique of the digital tools 
and forms. Initially, these courses will be limited to 100- and 200- levelðthose that fall 
properly within the general education classificationðand will be selected in consultation 
among the faculty member, the QEP director, and department/division chair or dean.  

The program will introduce a framework of threshold concepts based upon the work of 
Meyer and Land (2005) as described above in Section IV. Participants will be asked to 
consider instances and relevance of such concepts to their own disciplinary contexts. 
Next, faculty will work within the STEP-UP SLOs and over-arching concepts to 
determine applications to their courses. In order to enhance a course as ñtechnology 
intensiveò faculty will design learning experiences or instructional dispositions aimed 
toward each of the SLOs in the form of lessons, assignments, activities, and/or 
processes of instruction. Specific technology affordances, functionalities, and then finally 
tools will be thoughtfully selected according to the needs identified through the design 
process.  

In the first year, five (5) TI courses will be piloted during the fall term (2012) and five (5) 
additional courses will be piloted in the spring term (2013). These courses will be 
carefully monitored and evaluated and the results used as the basis for the development 
of a subsequent set of TI courses to be offered during the second year and thereafter. At 
the conclusion of the fifth year, there will be a block of 40 Technology Intensive (TI) 
courses that can be offered on a regular rotation. Based on the fifth year evaluation, one 
possible recommendation might be that, as part of the General Education program, two 
of the courses that students take as part of their general education requirements must 
be Technology Intensive courses. 

In general, a course certified as Technology Intensive will amplify those skills taught in 
Computer Science 138 so that the instruction goes beyond the Microsoft Office Suite to 
include mastery of additional platforms or programs and add instruction/demonstration in 
software that may be discipline specific. For example, an English 289 TI course might 
include assignments and activities as follows: 

English Studies: Technology-Intensive Assignments 

Below are 4 different technology-intensive assignments for the general education course 
English 289, British Literature from Beginnings to 1800: 

1. Analysis and Argumentation Through Blogging 
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2. Close reading through word clouds 

3. Historical context through building a timeline 

4. Collaborative annotated bibliography through bibliographic software 

ASSIGNMENT 1. ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENTATION THROUGH BLOGGING 

Adapted from an assignment developed by Brian Croxall (http://BrianCroxall.net) 

(Creative Commons license CC-BY) 

Purpose: Literary studies is characterized by analysis and argumentation. Scholars and 
critics read a work of literature; analyze various features of the work; consider the 
context in which the work was written, circulated, and received; and then make an 
argument about that work. Other scholars and critics then read that argument and 
respond in a variety of ways, perhaps extending the argument so that it applies to other 
topics as well, perhaps instead disagreeing completely, or perhaps just trying to 
complicate some of the underlying assumptions behind the argument. With this 
assignment, students will learn to analyze works of literature and engage in scholarly 
argumentation with others about those works. 

Assignment details: Blogs only work when sustained by an energetic (and perhaps 
even chaotic) community. You will both post your own written responses to our class and 
comment on the posts of your colleagues. 

You will contribute an average of once a week to the blog, posting an approximately 
300-400-word response to one of the dayôs readings. In other words, you will write about 
either Tuesdayôs or Thursdayôs readings. There are a number of ways to approach these 
open-ended posts: 

 formulate an insightful question or two about the reading and then attempt to 
answer your own questions; or 

 write about an aspect of the dayôs reading that you donôt understand, or 
something that surprises you; or 

 consider the reading in relation to other texts for the day or those that we have 
already read. 

Not counting the first week of class, there are 15 weeks in our semester. You must post 
to the blog during at least 9 of these weeks. That means that you can take 3 weeks off 
throughout the semester; use these weeks wisely. To ensure that everyone has a 
chance to read the blog before class, post your response by 9 pm on the day before the 
class for which the relevant text has been scheduled (Monday for a Tuesday class, 
Wednesday for a Thursday class). 

You will also comment on average twice a week on a post written by your peers. Your 
blog comments should directly engage with the content of your colleaguesô posts. These 
can be short and informal, but shouldnôt be flippant. Consider these questions when 
composing your comments: 

 What points do you find compelling? 

 What points do you disagree with? 

http://briancroxall.net/
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 What further questions does the post raise for you? 

 How did our class discussion change the way you thought about the post? 

By the end of the semester, you must have posted 20 comments to your peersô posts. 

ASSIGNMENT 2. CLOSE READING THROUGH WORD CLOUDS 

Purpose: In literary studies we read not just for content but also for form: in other words, 
how an author has chosen to write a particular work is often as important as (and is a 
part of) what the author has chosen to write. In this assignment, students will use 
Wordle.net to gain insight into the diction evident in a given assigned reading. 

Step 1. Find an online electronic copy of the reading you plan to analyze. 

Step 2. Copy the text of the reading (or an important portion of the text) and paste it into 
Wordle.net to generate a word cloud.  

Step 3. Carefully and thoughtfully consider the result. Words that are larger than others 
are those that are used more frequently. Words that are smaller than others are those 
that are used less frequently. What conclusions about the authorôs word choice can you 
make by observing the patterns evident in the word cloud? 

Step 4. Write a 300- to 400-word essay in which you share your conclusions and 
support them with references to specific details evident in your word cloud and in the text 
itself. 

ASSIGNMENT 3. HISTORICAL CONTEXT THROUGH BUILDING A TIMELINE 

Adapted from an assignment developed by Brian Croxall 

(Creative Commons license CC-BY) 

Purpose: Literature does not exist in a vacuum. Rather, the events that take place 
during a particular time period affect the ways in which literary works are published, 
circulated, and received. Conversely, works of literature sometimes affect the particular 
time period in which they appear. This assignment requires students to research 
significant events of this literary period and to contribute a number of individual entries to 
an interactive online timeline. 

Step 1. Be sure that youôve given me an email address that you actually check. By the 
end of the second week of class, you will receive an e-mail inviting you to collaborate 
with me on a Google Docs spreadsheet. 

Step 2. Choose two years between 1000-1800. One year must be in the range 1000-
1600 and one year must fall in the range 1600-1800. 

Step 3. Identify 8 historically significant events from each of your two years. (Births, 
deaths, legislation, wars, inventions, publications, . . . ). For each event, 

 find a related image online and get the URL for the image. Do not get the URL for 
the page on which the image appears but for the image itself; 
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 find a link where one can learn more about the event (no more than half the links 
can be to Wikipedia); 
 

 find a location for the event; 

 find the latitude and longitude for this location using Google Maps; and 

 write a 1- or 2-sentence description of the event. Descriptions may not be longer 
than two sentences. 

Step 4. In the Google spreadsheet, enter the 4 most significant events for each year, 
filling out the various fields with the appropriate information. (For more information, see 
the handout ñTimeline Details.ò) 

Step 5. For each of your two years, send me an email with the full list and a 2-paragraph 
document. The first paragraph should explain how you chose the full list of 8 events, and 
the second paragraph will explain how you cut it down to 4. 

The information from the first year must be posted to the timeline and the document 
emailed to me by 5pm on the day of the midterm examination. The information for the 
second year must be posted to the timeline and the document submitted to me by 5pm 
on the last day of class. Of course, completing the assignment early is always fine. 

ASSIGNMENT 4. COLLABORATIVE ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY THROUGH 
BIBLIOGRAPHIC SOFTWARE 

Adapted from an assignment developed by Brian Croxall 

(Creative Commons license CC-BY) 

Purpose: Annotated bibliographies get students experience with some of the important 
steps of literary scholarship: finding secondary criticism and digesting it. An annotated 
bibliography requires you to take your time, giving you a chance to analyze the kinds of 
conversations go on amongst scholars of contemporary literature. By sharing your 
annotated bibliography with the class, you are participating in a collaborative scholarly 
project that provides everyone in the course with a detailed overview of the relevant 
scholarship. 

Part 1: Find 

For each of the 3 units of the course, you will find 2 articles or book chapters that 
comment or expand on the texts and/or subjects we have been considering. An online 
source must come from a peer-reviewed journal. To find such articles, consult the 
handout ñConducting Research in Literary Studies.ò 

Once you have found your sources, use Zotero to create the bibliographic entry for the 
text. For most databases as well as books in the library, it is very simple to have Zotero 
ñgrabò this information. Store your sources in a new Zotero collection (so that they will 
easily stand out from any existing citations you have gathered in the past). 

Part 2: Annotate and Tag 

For each of source, you will write an annotation that is a minimum of 2 paragraphs. The 
annotation should provide a summary of the major concerns of the text, perhaps with a 
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representative quote or two, and should indicate how the piece contributes to your body 
of knowledge about its subject. For more information, see the handout ñHow to Write an 
Annotation,ò which includes an example annotation. 

Once youôve written your annotation, you will add it to your Zotero entry as a Note. You 
should also tag your entry with 5-10 relevant keywords or ñtags.ò These tags can be 
based on the subject of the source but can also be for other relevant metadata, such as 
author, title, etc. Finally, add two more tags: (1) your full name and (2) the unit this 
source is for. Please format the latter as ñUnit 1,ò ñUnit 2,ò and ñUnit 3.ò (N.B. Please 
notice that you can tag both the entry and your Notes. Your 5-10 tags should be added 
to the entry. Your name and the unit should be added to both the entry and the Note.) 

Part 3: Share 

After you have completed your entry, you will drag your source into our classôs group 
library at Zotero.org Once the entry is there, everyone else in the class will be able to 
see it, and we will have begun to build a shared resource. 

If you want to make a change to an entry after you have added it to the group library, 
you will have to edit it in the library. Changes made to your library will not sync with the 
groupôs library. If youôve made changes, then, perhaps the simplest thing to do is to 
delete the copy from the group library and then drag your new copy over. Just make 
sure you donôt delete othersô work. 
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STRATEGY 3: CREATING A TECHNOLOGY FLUENT CAMPUS 

In addition to a highly trained faculty and an engaged student body, a number of 
initiatives will be launched to heighten the awareness of the increased role of technology 
in the liberal arts and the professions and to provide our constituents with the interest 
and vocabulary to engage in ongoing conversations about digitalization. Moreover, with 
these tools, we expect that digital technology will begin to inform our thinking and doing 
in an enhanced manner. Toward this end, beginning in the second year, an annual 
Summer Technology Symposium is planned to allow the opportunity for students, 
faculty, and staff to hear renowned speakers, engage in workshops, and present papers 
and demonstrations regarding some aspect of the digital world.  

Ideally, the Summer Technology Symposium will be held in conjunction with the 
weeklong faculty development program and will include presenters from the previous 
yearôs faculty and students. For example, a roundtable discussion might feature faculty 
sharing what they have learned from teaching their technology intensive course. A digital 
poster session could highlight exemplary student projects from the previous year. A 
blogging workshop could provide students and faculty with a hands-on introduction to 
popular software applications like WordPress or Mahara. A new applications seminar 
might be offered to introduce participants to emerging technologies of communication. 
Where feasible, materials from the symposia will be archived in the project repository. 

In addition, ongoing programming will address technology issues and developments at 
the rate of one major program per semester, with additional online activities and smaller 
scale programs being made available on a more regular basis. National and international 
conversations are being held daily about a wide variety of issues concerning 
digitalization, with topics ranging from ñDigital Humanities versus New Mediaò at the 
2012 Modern Language Association annual meeting to ñHow Digital Technologies and 
Open Educational Resources are Disrupting Higher Educationò at the 2012 American 
Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) winter meeting to a 2009 essay 
published by nursing professional Judy Murphy titled ñTechnology and Nursing: A 
Love/Hate Relationship.ò Indeed the topics of conversation are as plenteous as 
technological change is rapid. We intend to provide our campus constituents the 
opportunity to participate in this global conversation on technology. We believe that by 
so doing we are enhancing the studentsô (and faculty/staffôs) knowledge of technological 
skill and cognition. A certain number of these programs will be required of all students in 
TI courses, but attendance will be open to the university community. 

A timeline for the entire project is included in Appendix V. 
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VII. RESOURCES 

PERSONNEL 

A QEP Director will supervise the overall planning, implementation, and supervision, and 
assessment of the QEP. The ideal candidate should possess an earned doctorate with 
experience in educational technology and should possess some administrative 
experience at the collegiate level. Teaching preparation in one of the general education 
disciplines is preferred. A search for the QEP Director will ensue immediately upon 
approval of the QEP. 

The QEP Director will be under the supervision of the Division of Academic Affairs (see 
Appendix X). Ample office space will be allocated in one of the areas that houses 
Academic Affairs offices. An administrative assistant will be provided to the QEP 
Director. 

A draft of the job announcement appears in Appendix VI. The position will be advertised 
immediately following acceptance of the QEP. 

An Advisory Board will be named by the QEP Director in consultation with the Senior 

Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs. The advisory board will consist of 12 members 
drawn from a cross section of the campus, especially including representatives from the 
academic units, general education, student support, learning technologies, institutional 
effectiveness, teaching excellence, undergraduate research, the library, and IT Client 
Services. The advisory board will assist the QEP Director with implementation and 
oversight of the project, including, but not limited to selection of faculty cohorts, certifying 
TI courses, and assessment of digital projects submitted by students. The STEP-UP 
Advisory Board will be named shortly following the hiring of the QEP Director in Spring 
2012. In order to allow for new input but to maintain advisory board continuity, one-third 
of the members should rotate off every other year. 

TI Faculty, cohorts who are selected annually in collaboration between the QEP Director 
and the QEP Digital Learning Advisory Committee, will receive a summer stipend for the 
period of their training and course development. In addition, each TI Faculty member will 
receive digital hardware or software up to $1000 for planning and implementation of the 
TI courses. 
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PHYSICAL RESOURCES  

In addition to adequate office space for the QEP Director and Administrative Assistant, 
satellite help desks will be strategically located on the Spartanburg and Greenville 
campuses. While it may be advantageous to house such entities in the Library because 
of its extended hours, there is a case to be made for locating them closer to high traffic 
areas such as Student Support Services, the cafeteria, the residence halls, or academic 
areas that have computer labs. However, as physical computer labs are becoming 
fewer, owing in part to the increased number of students who come to campus with their 
own computers, there is a strong case for much of the lab resources to be virtual so that 
students have access to assistance whenever they are doing their work and wherever 
they happen to be studying. We propose, therefore, to begin with a small scale 
combination of the two and expand in years two and beyond as dictated by need. 

USC Upstate IT Client Services will provide adequate technical support for students. At 
present, there is the USC Upstate IT Help Desk located in the Administration Building 
that students can visit physically, visit on the web, email, or call for support. The IT Help 
Desk is available to students over 60 hours per week. Additional support will be added 
as needed, including expanded service hours at the IT Help Desk office, remote access 
and phone support, physical computer labs, if needed, and the addition of resources 
available to students to support an active technology learning environment. The QEP 
Director and the Director of IT Client Services will continually survey and search for new 
ways to increase IT support for the USC Upstate student body. 
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FINANCIAL RESOURCES  

The success of the QEP, as with any other initiative, depends heavily upon having 
adequate financial resources set aside to finance the enhancements sought by the QEP. 
Toward that end, USC Upstate has set aside approximately $888,000 over five years to 
address the enhancement of digital technology skills through the implementation of the 
QEP. A snapshot of the proposed budget follows. 
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VIII. ASSESSMENT & EVALUATION 

ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING ENHANCEMENTS 

The assessment process will be led by the QEP director and will involve the QEP 
advisory board along with the faculty chosen for each year of the project. The project will 
begin with a rubric created as part of the QEP proposal process, but this tool will be 
subject to gradual revision as necessary. It is imperative that the project undertake such 
a recursive and iterative process of assessment given the constantly changing nature of 
information technology. A preliminary rubric for evaluating digital projects has already 
been created (see Appendix VII). This rubric is structured around the SLOs and 
threshold concepts described in Section IV above. During each summerôs Faculty 
Development Institute, participants will review the rubric, discuss the ways in which it 
might need to be adapted for their discipline and their course, and revise it as necessary 
in consultation with the QEP director and institute leaders. For example, if a course 
emphasizes the first two of the four SLOs, then greater weight will be given to the first 
two rows of the rubric, and the explanatory text inside each cell might need to be 
expanded. 

In order to enact a multi-course assessment, participants will collaboratively create a 
representative assignment to be assigned in all technology-intensive courses. At the end 
of each term, each faculty member will collect a random sample of student work 
submitted for this assignment, and at the beginning of the following term the faculty 
cohort will assess the sample of student work using the digital project rubric.  

And finally, to assess student progress in the course of a single term, each faculty 
member will administer a pre-test at the beginning of the semester and a post-test at the 
end of the semester. These tests will be designed during the Faculty Development 
Institute and intended to focus on the SLOs that provide the STEP-UP Framework.  

TIMELINE 

SUMMER 2012 

 The advisory board will evaluate the ñDigital Project Evaluationò rubric (Appendix VII) 
and will make any necessary revisions. 

 The advisory board will assess syllabi and assignments submitted by the coming 
yearôs faculty cohort and suggest revisions, if any are deemed necessary. 

 The advisory board and the faculty cohort will design pretest-posttest evaluation tool. 

FALL 2012 

 The faculty cohort will administer the pretest and posttest evaluations. 

 At the end of the term, the faculty cohort will gather a representative sample of 
student projects and will also submit a collection of exemplary student projects to the 
libraryôs digital institutional repository. 
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SPRING 2013 

 Towards the beginning of the term, the advisory board and the faculty cohort will 
assess a representative sample of the completed student work from the technology-
intensive courses of the previous semester. 

 The faculty cohort will administer the pretest and posttest evaluations. 

 At the end of the term, the faculty cohort will gather a representative sample of 
student projects and will also submit a collection of exemplary student projects to the 
libraryôs digital institutional repository. 

 The advisory board will select a faculty cohort for the coming year. 

SUMMER 2013 

 The advisory board and the previous yearôs faculty cohort will evaluate the ñDigital 
Project Evaluationò rubric and will make any necessary revisions. 

 The advisory board and the previous yearôs faculty cohort will assess syllabi and 
assignments submitted by the coming yearôs faculty cohort and will suggest 
revisions, if any are deemed necessary. 

 The advisory board and the faculty cohorts will revise the pretest-posttest evaluation 
tool as necessary. 

FALL 2013 

 The faculty cohort will administer the pretest and posttest evaluations. 

 At the end of the term, the faculty cohort will gather a representative sample of 
student projects and will also submit a collection of exemplary student projects to the 
libraryôs digital institutional repository. 

SPRING 2014 

 Towards the beginning of the term, the advisory board and the faculty cohort will 
assess a representative sample of the completed student work from the technology-
intensive courses of the previous semester. 

 The faculty cohort will administer the pretest and posttest evaluations. 

 At the end of the term, the faculty cohort will gather a representative sample of 
student projects and will also submit a collection of exemplary student projects to the 
libraryôs digital institutional repository. 

 The advisory board will select a faculty cohort for the coming year. 

SUMMER 2014 

 The advisory board and the previous yearsô faculty cohorts will evaluate the ñDigital 
Project Evaluationò rubric and will make any necessary revisions. 

 The advisory board and the previous yearsô faculty cohorts will assess syllabi and 
assignments submitted by the coming yearôs faculty cohort and will suggest 
revisions, if any are deemed necessary. 

 The advisory board and the faculty cohorts will revise the pretest-posttest evaluation 
tool as necessary. 
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FALL 2014 

 The faculty cohort will administer the pretest and posttest evaluations. 

 At the end of the term, the faculty cohort will gather a representative sample of 
student projects and will also submit a collection of exemplary student projects to the 
libraryôs digital institutional repository. 

SPRING 2015 

 Towards the beginning of the term, the advisory board and the faculty cohort will 
assess a representative sample of the completed student work from the technology-
intensive courses of the previous semester. 

 The faculty cohort will administer the pretest and posttest evaluations. 

 At the end of the term, the faculty cohort will gather a representative sample of 
student projects and will also submit a collection of exemplary student projects to the 
libraryôs digital institutional repository. 

 The advisory board will select a faculty cohort for the coming year. 

SUMMER 2015 

 The advisory board and the previous yearsô faculty cohorts will evaluate the ñDigital 
Project Evaluationò rubric and will make any necessary revisions. 

 The advisory board and the previous yearsô faculty cohorts will assess syllabi and 
assignments submitted by the coming yearôs faculty cohort and will suggest 
revisions, if any are deemed necessary. 

 The advisory board and the faculty cohorts will revise the pretest-posttest evaluation 
tool as necessary. 

FALL 2015 

 The faculty cohort will administer the pretest and posttest evaluations. 

 At the end of the term, the faculty cohort will gather a representative sample of 
student projects and will also submit a collection of exemplary student projects to the 
libraryôs digital institutional repository. 

SPRING 2016 

 Towards the beginning of the term, the advisory board and the faculty cohort will 
assess a representative sample of the completed student work from the technology-
intensive courses of the previous semester. 

 The faculty cohort will administer the pretest and posttest evaluations. 

 At the end of the term, the faculty cohort will gather a representative sample of 
student projects and will also submit a collection of exemplary student projects to the 
libraryôs digital institutional repository. 

 The advisory board will select a faculty cohort for the coming year. 

SUMMER 2016 

 The advisory board and the previous yearsô faculty cohorts will evaluate the ñDigital 
Project Evaluationò rubric and will make any necessary revisions. 
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 The advisory board and the previous yearsô faculty cohorts will assess syllabi and 
assignments submitted by the coming yearôs faculty cohort and will suggest 
revisions, if any are deemed necessary. 

 The advisory board and the faculty cohorts will revise the pretest-posttest evaluation 
tool as necessary. 

FALL 2016 

 The faculty cohort will administer the pretest and posttest evaluations. 

 At the end of the term, the faculty cohort will gather a representative sample of 
student projects and will also submit a collection of exemplary student projects to the 
libraryôs digital institutional repository. 

SPRING 2017 

 Towards the beginning of the term, the advisory board and the faculty cohort will 
assess a representative sample of the completed student work from the technology-
intensive courses of the previous semester. 

 The faculty cohort will administer the pretest and posttest evaluations. 

 At the end of the term, the faculty cohort will gather a representative sample of 
student projects and will also submit a collection of exemplary student projects to the 
libraryôs digital institutional repository. 
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FDI EVALUATION 

An embedded open assessment/evaluation approach will be an integral component of 
the program: faculty will be asked to reflect upon and write about this design process as 
it unfolds, and they will share their reflections with their fellow participants. An online 
repository of this first collection of TI course designs will be created and expanded 
throughout the projectôs years of implementation. Faculty will also design appropriate 
learning assessments and course analyses to evaluate success in achieving the SLOôs. 
These intended assessments will also be collected and archived in the project repository 
to inform future iterations. (Note: Faculty and students will collaborate during the course 
to select representative work artifacts considered most illustrative of the concepts and 
SLOôs for project assessment at the end of the first year). 
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CONCLUSION 
 

In an effort to enrich and strengthen student use of technology, the University of South 
Carolina Upstate (USC Upstate) has developed a Quality Enhancement Plan that 
addresses student learning in new and exciting ways. STEP-UP, the Student 
Technology Enrichment Program, is the product of several years of research, planning, 
and development. The programôs flexibility and innovation promise to engage students in 
ways that will benefit their general knowledge, but more importantly will serve to develop 
and enhance digital literacy skills in a world that is becoming more and more technology 
based and information centered. The development of STEP-UP is the culmination of 
many conversations among and across a variety of campus constituents. As such, it is 
the result of many partnerships developed from broad input from faculty, staff, 
administrators, students, alumni, and employers. We are confident that through faculty 
development, course redesign, student engagement, and full campus participation in 
technology conversations and activities USC Upstate will become a more technology 
fluent campus. Moreover, student learning will be impacted in positive ways through 
greater engagement with digital technology. We know that our students will STEP-UP to 
the challenge. 
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APPENDIX I ï FACULTY SURVEY DATA 
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APPENDIX I ï FACULTY SURVEY DATA (continued) 

 
  


