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Introduction 

The purpose of the needs assessment was to ascertain the needs and interests of faculty 

teaching at Johns Hopkins School of Nursing (JHSON) for development experiences, as well as 

their overall willingness to participate in programming. This survey (Appendix A) was developed 

by the Office for Educational Quality and Innovation (EQI) based on nationally published faculty 

development assessments (Western Michigan University and the University of Colorado) and 

input from the Academic Affairs leadership and the Johns Hopkins Center for Educational 

Research.  

Findings from the survey will be used to determine faculty teaching and learning needs, 

interests, and willingness to participate in programming offered by the Office for Educational 

Quality and Innovation at JHUSON.  Aggregate findings from this survey and recommendations are 

presented in this report. 

 
Demographics 

 

A total of 39 individuals responded to the survey which are displayed in Table 1 and 

Figures 1, 2, and 3. All 39 individuals were full-time faculty. The majority of faculty (76.92%) held a 

junior rank as assistant professor or unranked as an instructor.     

Table 1. Faculty track and rank 

Track % Count  Rank % Count 

Research-
Education 

35.90% 14  Professor 12.82% 5 

Practice-
Education 

58.97% 23  Associate 
Professor 

10.26% 4 

Clinical 
Instructor 

5.13% 2  Assistant 
Professor 

51.28% 20 

Total 100% 39  Instructor 20.51% 8 

    FT Clinical 
Instructor 

5.13% 2 

    Total 100.00% 39 

 



Although there is a large percentage of junior faculty represented in this survey, 

approximately two-thirds of all faculty report over 8 years of experience in teaching. While an 

overwhelming majority of faculty have experience with traditional onsite (live classes), at least 

two-thirds of the faculty report experience with hybrid/blended and online format. 

 
Figure 1. Years’ experience 

 

 

Figure 2. Instructional format experience 
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Although many faculty reported experience with pre-licensure students in midsize to 

large classes for theory, lab and/or clinical, this finding was not seen for doctoral courses 

such as the DNP and PhD programs. In particular, none of the respondents reported 

experience working with large doctoral theory courses as will be seen in the DNP theory 

courses. 

 

Figure 3. Types of classes taught 
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interest. 

In general, approximately half the faculty expressed significant interest in learning all 

topics surveyed for instructional programming with 84.38% interested in designing activities, 

assignments, and projects and 63.64% expressing a strong interest for curriculum 

development process. 

Table 2. Curriculum and Syllabus Development Knowledge and Interest 

 Average Faculty 

Knowledge score 1-5  

% of respondents with 

significant to high interest 

Curriculum development process 3.25 63.64% 

Curriculum approval process 3.09 43.76% 

Designing learning experiences: 

aligning goals, methods and 

assessments  

3.0 57.57% 

Designing activities, assignments, 

and projects 

3.47 84.38% 

New approaches to syllabus 

design 

2.61 50.00% 

Developing team-taught courses 2.82 50.00% 

Developing clinical courses 2.91 46.43% 

Developing interdisciplinary 

courses 

2.56 51.51% 

 
Instructional Development Programming 

 
In this section we invited faculty to rate their knowledge and interests in topics related to 

instructional development for online, hybrid and blended courses. Respondents rated their 

knowledge in the subject area using the following scale: (1) None, (2) Very little, (3) Some, (4) 



Approaching mastery, (5) Mastery and could teach others. Respondents also rated their interest 

in further increasing their knowledge in the area with the following scale: (1) No interest, (2) 

Some interest, (3) Great interest, (4) Significant interest and (5) Very high interest. This type of 

analysis will guide programming to assure needs and likelihood for participation in an activity is 

matched. The results are displayed in Table 3 and Figure 4.  

 Faculty report the least knowledge regarding the use and evaluation of portfolios 

(2.47/5.0) followed designing effective instruction and assessment for doctoral students (2.7/5.0). In 

general, faculty report modest knowledge for all areas with knowledge means all below 3.6/5.0. A 

moderate knowledge score (3.55/5.0) is reported for providing meaningful, constructive, and timely 

feedback to learners.   

Faculty interest scores reveal high interest In general, faculty indicate significant to very high 

interest in all categories except developing essay tests (32.15%). Interest for fostering and enhancing 

instructor- student relationships received the highest interest score (77.78%). 

 

Table 3. Instructional Development Programming 
 

N = 29-31 Average Faculty 

Knowledge score 1-5  

% of respondents with 

significant to very high interest 

How to develop a new and/or 

revised course syllabus 

3.33 51.72% 

 

Designing effective instruction 

and assessment for masters 

students 

3.09 68.97% 

Designing effective instruction 

and assessment for doctoral 

students 

2.7 70.00% 

Writing objective and measurable 

learning outcomes 

3.38 51.73% 

Enhancing small group teaching 3.2 60.00% 



and group projects 

Dealing with diversity and cultural 

inclusion in the classroom 

3.34 61.29% 

Select appropriate teaching and 

learning methods for specific 

instructional objectives 

3.27 64.51% 

Developing learning assessment 

strategies and assignments 

3.3 65.52% 

Designing multiple choice tests: 

test construction, development, 

item-writing, & evaluation 

3.1 58.07% 

Designing effective essay tests 2.77 32.15% 

Developing assignment rubrics 3.21 56.67% 

Incorporating reasoning skills in 

the classroom 

3.19 63.34% 

Incorporating writing and 

communication skills in the 

classroom 

3.13 56.67% 

Using different pedagogical styles 

to facilitate  clinical reasoning and 

problem-solving skills competency 

2.93 65.52% 

Using emerging technologies in 

teaching  

2.78 67.85% 

Providing meaningful, 

constructive, and timely feedback 

to learners 

3.55 52.00% 

Dealing appropriately with 3.47 57.14% 



academic dishonesty, plagiarism, 

ethics violation, and the resulting 

procedures 

Developing and grading group 

work 

3.33 57.15% 

Designing and responding to 

student self-assessments 

2.9 51.85% 

Using and evaluating of portfolios 2.47 39.29% 

Designing and evaluating 

competency assessment 

2.97 68.97% 

Working with non-traditional 

students (e.g. international, 

disabled students) 

3.06 68.96% 

Dealing with rude and/or 

disruptive students 

3.21 67.85% 

Navigating difficult situations and 

conversations with students 

3.25 73.34% 

Creating active student 

engagement activities, 

assessments, and participation 

opportunities in an online course 

3.1 65.51% 

Facilitating online discussion 

forums 

3.27 62.07% 

Fostering and enhancing 

instructor- student relationships 

3.4 77.78% 

Determining ways to assess 

student progress in an online 

2.93 72.41% 



course 

Choosing appropriate 

technologies to enhance 

online/hybrid classes 

2.87 75.00% 

Designing teaching strategies and 

content to match learning 

outcomes 

3.21 66.67% 
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Figure 4.   Interest in Instructional Development Programming 



Additional Learning and Learning Topics 
 

In this section faculty were asked to rate their knowledge and interests in additional 

learning and program topics using the following scale: (1) None, (2) Very little, (3) Some, (4) 

Approaching mastery, (5) Mastery and could teach others. Respondents also rated their 

interest in further increasing their knowledge in the area with the following scale: (1) No 

interest, (2) Some interest, (3) Great interest, (4) Significant interest and (5) Very high interest.

 Knowledge scores for additional learning and programming topics range from 2.41 to 3.39 on a 

5.0 scale with only one category (fostering classroom civility) above 3.0 (some knowledge). 

Approximately half of the faculty reported significant to very high interest for all topics. Approximately 

three-fourths of the faculty expressed high interest in mentoring graduate students. Results are 

presented in Table 4 and Figure 5. 

Table 4. Additional Teaching and Learning and Topics 

N = 29-34 Average Faculty 

Knowledge score   

% of respondents with 

significant to very high interest 

Developing simulation learning 2.74 44.83% 

Developing unfolding case studies 2.88 51.61% 

Developing course website 2.7 46.88% 

Developing distance clinical 

education 

2.41 40.00% 

Teaching under-prepared students 2.74 50.01% 

*Teaching media/visual literacy & 

incorporating it into curriculum 

2.74 45.16% 

**Teaching and incorporating 

information literacy into curriculum 

2.22 46.67% 

Fostering classroom civility 3.19 64.52% 

Avoiding copyright issues with 2.97 61.29% 



online resources  

Mentoring graduate students 3.39 72.72% 

Writing education training grants 2.29 58.88% 

TA mentoring and counseling 2.68 50.01% 

*Media/visual literacy is the ability to interpret, negotiate, and make meaning from information presented in 
the form of an image, extending the meaning of literacy, which commonly signifies interpretation of a written or 
printed text. 
 
***Information literacy is a set of abilities requiring individuals to "recognize" when information is needed and 
have the ability to locate, evaluate, and use effectively the needed information. 
 

  



Figure 5. Interest in Additional Teaching and Learning Topics 
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Preferred Format and Location 

Faculty were asked to identify preferred learning formats (Figure followed by placing the 

choices in a rank order with 1 being the most preferred format. Preferred format options 

included face-to-face group sessions, one-to-one individualized sessions, online self-paced, 

online webinar, no preference, and other.   

 A majority of faculty identify face-to-face group sessions (87%) followed by 

asynchronous modalities of either online self-paced or online webinar (Figure 6.). Face-to-face 

group sessions remains the top choice when faculty conducted a rank order for preference 

with an average score of 1.52 (Figure 7). 

 

Figure 6. Preferred Learning Formats 
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Figure 7. Rank Order for Preferred Format 
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Figure 8. Rank Order Preference for Location 

 

 

Other Development by Professional Organizations 

The last section of the survey asked faculty to identify preferences for participating in 

development activities provided by professional nursing organizations (Figure 9).  
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Key Findings and Recommendations 

 

Approximately half of the faculty (39/75) in the School of Nursing participated in the 

survey, however, 20% who initiated the survey did not complete the survey. Although the 

majority of respondents hold junior appointments (assistant professor or instructor), at least 

two-thirds of the faculty have experience with either blended/hybrid and online teaching. In 

addition, only one-fifth of respondents had less than 3 years of teaching experience. These 

results bear further investigation in light of concern that many faculty are new to teaching 

and thus, not knowledgeable in teaching methods as opposed to not receiving appropriate 

preparation for the teaching role in the faculty doctoral preparation or orientation to 

academic appointment. 

Interestingly, many faculty report little experience with large master’s specialty or mid 

to large-size doctoral courses. This is an important consideration given the transition from 

the master’s specialty to Doctor of Nursing Practice (DNP) program where advanced practice 

DNP (ADNP) and Executive DNP students will be classes together with the exception of the 

DNP project courses. Preparation for the ADNP should also include mentoring faculty for 

In general, faculty reported moderate to high interest in most categories and topics. 

The major themes are highlighted below for programming considerations. 

I. Demographics 

Provide faculty development on approaches and methods for teaching large master’s 

specialty and mid to large-size doctoral classes.  

 

II. Curriculum and Syllabus Development 

In general, moderate interest is reported for all topics. However, a visual review of the 

findings reveals that higher knowledge scores associated with higher interest while 

lower knowledge scores associate with lower interest. Based on knowledge scores, 

faculty interest, and academic initiatives at JHSON, the following topics are important 

programming considerations given the transition to ADNP, distance education 

program, large number of students in the Master’s entry into nursing cohort, and 

interprofessional nature of JHSON faculty. Specifically, the following areas are 



recommended: 

Curriculum and Syllabus Development knowledge and interest for (moderate to 

high interest): 

 Developing team-taught courses (2.82/50.00%) 

 Developing clinical courses (2.91/46.43%) 

 Developing interdisciplinary courses (2.56/51.51%) 

 Curriculum development process (3.25/63.64%) 

 Designing activities, assignments, and projects (3.47/84.38%) 

 

III. Instructional Development 

Instructional development for online and hybrid course development programming 

needs are viewed in the context of knowledge and interest. Although low 

knowledge scores are seen with lower interest scores, with the exception of essay 

tests, faculty report moderate to high interest in the low knowledge topics. This 

represents an engaged faculty who are receptive to learning. Thus, topics identified 

below with low knowledge and moderate to high interest are recommended for 

programming. In addition, topics with moderate knowledge and high interest should 

be included in programming.  

Low knowledge (score <3) and high interest 

 Designing effective instruction and assessment for doctoral students 

(2.7/70.00%) 

 Determining ways to assess student progress in an online course 

(2.93/72.41%) 

 Choosing appropriate technologies to enhance online/hybrid classes 

(2.87/75.00%) 

 Using emerging technologies in teaching (2.78/67.85%) 

 Designing and evaluating competency assessment (2.97/68.97%) 

 Using different pedagogical styles to facilitate clinical reasoning and 

problem-solving skills competency (2.93/65.52%) 

Low knowledge and low interest 



 Designing effective essay tests (2.77/32.15%) 

Low knowledge and moderate interest 

 Designing and responding to student self-assessments (2.9/51.85%) 

Moderate knowledge and high interest 

 Designing effective instruction and assessment for master’s students 

(3.09/68.97%) 

 Dealing with rude and/or disruptive students (3.21/67.85%) 

 Select appropriate teaching and learning methods for specific 

instructional objectives (3.27/64.51%) 

 Incorporating reasoning skills in the classroom (3.19/63.34%) 

 Delivering and grading group work (3.33/57.15%) 

 

IV. Additional Teaching and Learning Topics 

Additional topics identified as either low knowledge or moderate to high interest that 

align with academic initiatives and faculty are recommended for programming. These 

include: 

 Fostering classroom civility (3.19/64.52%) 

 Avoiding copyright issues with online resources (2.97/61.29%) 

 Mentoring graduate students (3.39/72.72%) 

 Writing education training grants (2.29/58.88%) 

 

V. Learning Format, Location, and Other Development Opportunities by Professional 

Organizations 

 Offer workshops or programs onsite at JHSON when possible followed by 

offerings at East Baltimore campus.  

 Consider asynchronous online formats  

 Maximize American Association of Colleges of Nursing webinars 

 

 

 



Summary 

The recommended areas should be prioritized and integrated in an overall faculty 

development program coordinated by the Office of Educational Quality and Innovation to 1) 

provide direct programming, 2) offer joint programming or referral to other programs at JHU 

such as Institute for Excellence in Education or Center for Education Resources, and 3) provide 

development at professional organizations such as the National League for Nursing and 

American Association of Colleges of Nursing provide faculty development opportunities and 

webinars.  

 

  



Appendix A 

 Faculty Instructional Development Survey 

 

On March 16, 2017, we sent out the "Faculty Instructional Development Survey." Due to feedback 
regarding technical issues and a subsequently identified issue with the formatting of a few of the 
questions, we are issuing a new, updated version of the survey that can be completed below. 

 

If you have already completed the survey in full, you are not required to complete it again. 
However, if you would like to complete it again because you experience any technical difficulties 
with the survey, you may. If you were currently in progress or had not completed the survey, we 
ask that you please complete this updated version of the survey. We apologize for any 
inconvenience. 

The survey will be used to determine faculty teaching and learning needs, interests, and 
willingness to participate in programming. This survey was developed by the Office for 
Educational Quality and Innovation based on nationally published faculty development 
assessments and input from the Academic Affairs leadership and the Johns Hopkins Center for 
Educational Research. 

The results of the survey will guide future programming offered by the Office for Educational 
Quality and Innovation at the JHU School of Nursing. Aggregate findings from this survey will be 
reported in May 2017 and will be used to inform and enhance the office's programing to meet 
your interests and needs. 

This survey will take approximately 5-10 minutes. It is anonymous and completely voluntary; your 
name will not be recorded or linked with your responses. 

We would appreciate your feedback by Wednesday, March 22, 2017. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Rita D’Aoust at rdaoust1@jhu.edu. 

Thank you very much for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Rita F. D’Aoust, PhD, ANP-BC, CNE, FAANP, FNAP 

Associate Dean for Teaching and Learning 

 



 

 




