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Overview and agenda
This presentation focuses on Universal Design for Learning (UDL) beyond individual courses. It considers how program-level structures can be designed for access and inclusion, particularly in the context of institutional curriculum transformation and pedagogical principles.
· Curriculum Transformation
· How institutional curriculum change creates a context for reviewing program and course design.
· Pedagogical Principles
· How shared principles can guide teaching, learning, assessment, and student-centred curriculum design.
· Scaling UDL for Programs
· How UDL can be approached at program level without reducing it to a compliance checklist or one-size-fits-all model.
Institutional context
UNSW Strategy: Progress for All
Pillar One of UNSW’s strategy is framed through accessible education: “Through accessible education, empower current and future generations.”
Curriculum Transformation and Pedagogical Principles
UNSW is transitioning to a Flex-Semester calendar by 2028. The curriculum transformation work is described as laying the foundations for transition to the Flex-Semester calendar. As part of curriculum transformation, the pedagogical principles are intended to:
articulate a clear and consistent educational philosophy to underpin teaching and support student learning
guide curriculum design and development
support student-centred teaching
encourage evidence-based teaching
Foundational Pedagogical Principles
The presentation highlights two foundational pedagogical principles for transforming education for UNSW’s future:
Universal Design for Learning
Prioritising the cultural and emotional dimensions of learning
We aim for these principles to apply to all programs and all courses.
Commitment, not compliance
The pedagogical principles are not a compliance checklist but rather a university-wide commitment to education that is relevant and responsive to students and society. 
Scaling UDL: where policy, implementation, and evidence collide
Hollingshead, Lowrey, and Howery (2026) frame UDL scaling as important but not simple. The authors caution that UDL is not simply the familiar “3 principles, 9 guidelines, and 31 checkpoints.” The framework also involves learner variability, barriers to curricula, intentional and iterative design, expert learning, and contextualised implementation.
Key research cautions for institutional scaling are:
Policy and institutional commitment can run ahead of implementation knowledge
UDL is hard to measure because it is not one discrete intervention
There is no uniform consensus yet about what counts as effective UDL implementation
Research is fragmented and definitions vary
Implication for this presentation: program-level UDL needs shared design expectations, local interpretation, and ongoing review.
Three focus areas for program-level UDL
We selected three focus areas as a practical starting point for noticing where barriers may be accumulating across a program. These areas are used as scaffolding for program check-in and reflection activities.
	Focus area
	Purpose at program level
	Possible questions for a program team

	Accessibility and predictability
	Make core information, learning pathways, and expectations easier to find, understand, and anticipate.
	Are basic accessibility practices in place? Is LMS or assessment navigation predictable across courses in the program?

	Expectations and hidden curriculum
	Surface assumptions about how students are expected to learn, participate, communicate, and succeed.
	What do we assume students already know? Where might expectations be implicit rather than taught or explained?

	Assessment variety, pacing, and progression
	Review how assessment patterns accumulate across courses and over time.
	Do students have early low-stakes practice? Are assessment types, timing, and weighting manageable across the program?



Facilitating proactive identification of student barriers
We used three activities to help program teams identify barriers proactively. These activities correspond to the three focus areas above. A brief introduction to UDL is recommended before engaging participants in the exercises.
	Focus area
	Activity
	What the activity helps identify

	Accessibility and predictability
	Program Awareness Check-in (Accessibility and UDL)
	Check-in about local accessibility and UDL practices.

	Expectations and hidden curriculum
	Learner perspective exercise
	Assumptions that may be invisible to staff but significant for students navigating the program.

	Assessment, pacing, and progression
	Assessment Mix Activity
	Patterns in assessment timing, weighting, format, and progression across courses.



Tracking and iteratively strengthening practice over time
We emphasized that program-level UDL is not a one-off activity. The purpose is to track and iteratively strengthen inclusive and supportive practices over time.
Shared Baseline Plus One template
The Shared Baseline Plus One template is a practical compromise for scaling UDL; inspired and adapted from Tom Tobin’s (2024) work on UDL at Scale. It creates enough consistency for program-level coherence while leaving room for educators to adapt practices to their course context and student feedback.
	Component
	Description

	Shared Baseline
	A program agrees on a baseline practice for engagement, a baseline practice for representation, and a baseline practice for action and expression, ideally based on student feedback and program insights.

	Plus One
	Individual educators add one intentional, course-specific change based on their practice, student feedback and/or priorities.

	Updating the baseline
	Once expectations are met or exceeded, the shared baseline can be updated and strengthened through a review process.



Optional adoption and boundaries
We framed adoption of this approach for program teams as optional. Where adopted, adoption can be defined in practical terms:
each program identifies recurring barriers
the program agrees on a shared baseline
the program implements at least one improvement in each focus area
the program reviews evidence from students, such as feedback on predictability, assessment flexibility, clarity of expectations, and LMS accessibility
The approach is not:
a compliance audit
a checklist of UDL checkpoints
a substitute for accessibility obligations
Core message
The core message of the presentation is that UDL can be scaled more meaningfully when it is treated as a shared responsibility rather than a purely individual course-level practice. Program-level UDL helps teams notice where barriers accumulate across the student journey and respond through shared expectations, local adaptation, and iterative review.
This approach is a practical middle ground: it avoids a superficial compliance model and overloading individual academics, while still giving program teams concrete focus areas, activities, and templates they can use to begin the work and fit into ordinary program governance (e.g. program/curriculum reviews).
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