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Executive Summary  

Portland State University  (PSU) needs a clear long-term strategy detailing why and how to 

grow the universityõs online learning offerings. Any strategy will require significant 

investment of University resources; the key is to make the best use of those resources using 

a centraliz ed model and the recommendation s below.  

Scope 

To meet the objective of improving and expanding online programming for students , PSU 

engaged an MBA student project team from the School of Business Administration to assist in 

the first phase of developing a strategy for online learning at the university.  The goal of this 

project  was to collect requirements and concerns from within  PSU, and to research what 

other similar institutions have done, or are doing, to address issues related to online 

learning.  

Research 

 Individual Interviews :  

Individual 30 -90 minutes interviews were conducted with 28 PSU employees.  The 

interview pool cons isted of a wide range of viewpoints, including: faculty, staff, 

deans, and administrators.  

 

 Student Survey:  

Student s were surveyed to understand their feelings and opinions about the online 

offerings at PSU. Approximately 3,000 students responded to the s urvey out of 19,000 

that were solicited. This equates to a n excellent  sample size of approximately 16%.  

 

 Faculty Focus Group :  

6 instructors participated in a 90 minutes focus group regarding online learning at 

PSU.  Topics included support services, marke ting, intellectual property, and 

consistency.  

Recommendations  Summary  

  

1. Create a new centralized Office of Online Learning  

2. Clarify and communicate PSUõs intellectual property policy as it relates to online 

course content  

3. Enhance faculty and student suppor t services  

4. Redesign and promote psuonline.pdx.edu  

5. Institute course development and training programs for faculty and students  

6. Develop technical and content standards as well as audit processes  
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Introduction  

PSU President Wim Wiewel has laid out five guiding themes for the university:  

Å Provide Civic Leadership through Partnerships --Lead as a civic partner, deepen 

our engagement as a critical community asset, demonstrate leadership in regional 

innovation, and serve  as an anchor institution in the Metro area.  

Å Improve Student Success --Ensure student experience s that result  in higher 

satisfaction, retention and graduation rates.  

Å Achieve Global Excellence --Distinguish the institution nationally and internationally 

throu gh the accomplishments of its faculty, reputation of its programs, and 

preparation of i ts students for the Flat World.  

Å Enhance Educational Opportunity --Ease the transition and create more effective 

pathways for students to move  from K-12 to higher education.  

Å Expand Resources & Improve Effectiveness --Expand resources in each of the 

funding streams (state, private, business partnerships, research, and tuition ), 

manage resources effectively and match inve stments to strategic priori ties. 

To Enhance Educational Opportunity , the following goals were laid out for 2008 -2009: 

 Expand and improve Portland State online programming for students  

 Develop strategy for increased P -20 partnerships  

 Assess and evaluate feasibility of guaranteed tuit ion programs  

 Pursue diversity goals for students, faculty and staff  

To meet the objective of improving and expanding online programming for students , the 

Provostõs office engaged an MBA student  project  team from the School of Business 

Administration to ass ist in the first phase of developing a st rategy for o nline learning .  The 

primary goal of this  phase was to collect requirements and concerns from within PSU , and to 

research what other similar institutions have d one, or are doing, to address issues related to  

online learning.  

Project Deliverables  

Å Interview 15 -20 key people at the university including faculty and administration that 

are primary stakeholders and thus crucial to the success of any plan. This information 

will serve as a basis for develop ing an understanding of the current delivery of 

programs and supporting resources. It will include an inventory of the types of online 

delivery taking place on campus and the resources being utilized to support these 

activities.  In addition, it will aid in  the development of key criteria and attributes 

necessary for buy -in from stakeholders and the delivery of a quality online learning 

strategy at PSU.  

Å Analyze and recommend an approach to the overall organizational structure (will 

future online strategies be centr ally managed or decentralized).  
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Å Analyze other comparable institutions around the nation for the purpose of 

benchmarking PSUõs strategy. This will include an analysis of best practices and 

strateg ies at successful universities.  

Å Develop a simple fina ncial model based on best practices and implementations at 

other universities that allows PSU to further analyze how they might charge and 

otherwise fund the program with incentives and long term considerat ions. 

Å Develop a set of recommendations and next st eps. 

Å Compile the findings into a final presentation to be delivered to President  Wiewel 

and his executive team.  

Roadmap 

The team set out to answer the following questions in order to tell a story in both the report 

and the presentation. This story is the r oadmap for future development of online learning at 

PSU. 

 What is the current situation at PSU as it pertains to online learning ? 

 What are other institutions around the nation doing with online learning ? 

 Is there a disparity between PSU and other comparable  institutions ? 

 If so, does this disparity matter to the constituents of PSU (faculty, students, and 

administrat ors)? 

 If it does matter, what steps should PSU take to resolve this disparity ? 

Response 

The resulting r esearch and analysis  have been digested and organized into the following 

categories:  

Å Current Environment  

Å Organizational Structure  

Å Intellectual Property  

Å Support Services  

Å Online Presence  

Å Training  

Å Incentives  

Å Auditing  

Å Financial Model  

The rest of this document presents findings  and recommendations to the reader for each of 

the aforementioned categories.   
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Current Environment  

Overview  

Å PSU currently has several online degree programs plus a number of other online 

courses that have grown without a cohesive long -term strategy.  

Å The university is primarily interested in using online learning as a way to expand 

access to its traditional students in  the greater metropolitan area.  

Å Current enrolment in online learning is growing rapidly nationwide but remaining 

fairly constant at PSU with  the exception of the eMBA and the Criminal Justice online 

degree  programs . Promoting growth however, will be a critical element of PSUõs 

mission to provide access to higher education for the greater metro politan region.  

Å PSU wants to develop a long-term st rategy to expand and improve the delivery of 

online programs and courses that maximize ef fectiveness and minimize costs.  

Enrollment  

Online enrollment has been growing faster than traditional enrollment for the past several 

years, showing no signs of slowin g. According to the Sloan Consortium there was a 12% 

increase in online enrollments in 2007 (up to 3.9 million students taking at least one class). 

This growth rate is even more astounding when compared to the same period growth rate of 

1.2% for the overal l population of students seeking higher education. Not only has the 

percentage of online s tudents seen substantial growth, other institutions are starting to see 

this market space as an area of competition.  

Total and Online Enrollment ð Fall 2002 through F all 2007 (Sloan Consortium õ08) 

  

Total 

Enrollment  

Annual 

Growth 

Rate Total 

Enrollment  

Students 

Taking at 

Least One 

Course 

Online  

Annual 

Growth 

Rate Online 

Enrollment  

Online 

Enrollments 

as a Percent 

of Total 

Enrollment  

Fall 2002  

     

16,611,710  NA   1,602,970  NA 9.6% 

Fall 2003  

     

16,911,481  1.8%   1,971,397  23.0% 11.7% 

Fall 2004  

     

17,272,043  2.1%  2,329,783  18.2% 13.5% 

Fall 2005  

     

17,487,481  1.2%  3,180,050   36.5% 18.2% 

Fall 2006  

     

17,758,872  1.6%  3,488,381  9.7% 19.6% 

Fall 2007 

     

17,975,830  1.2%  3,938,111  12.9% 21.9% 
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Comparison to the Nation  

PSU lags behind the national average in its online learning offerings and emphasis. The 

recent NASULGC survey of PSU faculty (preliminary data) shows that there is a disparity 

between this institution and the national average in adoption of online learning. There 

seems to be a lack of confidence in some key institutional areas as viewed by the 

respondents that will need to be addressed by the administration if any online learnin g 

strategy is adopted. For example, the survey asked respondents to rate their own 

institutions performan ce on what it considered to be òKey Online Support Issuesó: 

 

Note: this data was taken from preliminary results of the NASULGC survey conducted at PSU  

and should not be taken to be entirely complete as the survey re sults have not been 

published.  
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Student Survey  

It is with this in mind that PSU  students were surveyed to understand their feelings and 

opinions about the online offerings at PSU. Approximat ely 3,000 students responded to the 

survey out of 19,000 that were solicited. This equates to a response rate of approximately 

16% which is extremely good considering the average response rates for voluntary surveys . 

The survey in its entirety is available  as a separate document,  but notable questions and 

responses will be described below along with an explanation of what the respon ses may 

mean to PSU. 

Students were asked a myriad of demographical questions along with age, class, major, etc. 

Of note however  was the population of students that are employed.  

 

Nearly 75% of the students that responded are employed to some degree with 

approximately 47% being employed 20 hours or more. This fits into the assumption that PSU 

is made up of a high population of non-traditional students that would benefit from more 

access to flexible learning options.  

In an effort to gauge the market in terms of driving distance from campus, students were 

asked to report the distance of their regular commute and if taking  an online class wo uld 

save them a trip to campus.  
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This is a representation that should be considered fairly normal in that 80% of the students 

do not live on or within a mile of campus. As a result, commuting to campus is by far the 

norm for the ma jority of students. These students, especially those that live outside the 10 

mile radius are prime demanders for more flexible learning options especially when 

coupled with the previous statistic of employed students.  

When asked if they had taken an onlin e class at PSU, 35% of the respondents had taken at 

least one class. These students were then asked some questions about their experience. 

Their responses are demons trated in the following graphs.  
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Students were then asked about their likelihood to take a  hybrid course , which was defin ed 

as any course that replaced one or more  classroom sessions with one that was only available 

online.  Thereby reducing the number of traditional classroom sessions.   

 

 

These results are reinforced by a large number  of respondents mentioning their desire and 

interest in this type of course in the freeform essay questions at the end of the student 

survey. Although this report doesnõt explicitly recommend offering more hybr id courses, it 

should be noted that there is a large population of the student body that has an interest in 

taking  courses of this nature.   

Prototypical Course Classification  ð (Sloan Consorti um õ08) 

Proportion of  

Content 

Delivered Online  

Type of Course  Typical Description  

0% Traditional  

Course with no online technology used - content is 

delivered in writing or orally.  

1 to 29% Web Facilitated  

Course that uses web -based technology to facilitate what 

is essentially a face -to-face course. May use a course 

management system (CMS) or web pages to post the 

syllabus and assignments.  

30 to 79% Blended/Hybrid  

Course that blends online and face -to-face delivery. 

Substantial proportion of the content is delivered online, 

typically uses online discussions, and typically has a 

reduced number of face -to face meetings.  

80+% Online  

A course where most or all of the content is delivered 

online. Typically have no face -to-face meetings.  
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Students want the ability to have a seamless transition between taking bot h online and 

traditional courses  without having to be labeled an òonlineó student. This can be 

demonstrated in the responses to the foll owing question:  

 

Students overwhelmingly want the ability to take both online and traditional classes  as 

they need to in order to fit into their schedules. There  should be no difference (other than a 

potential cost differential) between the two types of c ourses. 

An overwhelming number of respondents  cited convenience and flexibility as the most 

desirable aspects of online learning . Convenience items included being  able to work at 

their own pace , review course material, and the ability to fit school int o their already busy 

schedules.  Not having to deal with the commute and parking were als o high ly desirable.  

There were three primary responses to the question òwhat do you dislike most about 

taking online classes at PSU ó. The first and most predominate was the feeling of having no 

interaction with other students. The second most common  was a concern about not having 

timely access to instructors. The third most common issue revolved around technology 

issues, primarily Blackboard and poor response from the IT helpdesk. In addition, there 

were concerns about the number of co urses offered being inadequate.  

There were two primary answers to the question òWhat would improve your level of 

satisfaction with PSUõs online offeringsó. Nearly 70% said that an increase in the number 

of course offerings would be the one thing that would cause the greatest increase in 

satisfaction. These respondents cited the desire for more hybrid cl asses, more core classes, 

more upper division classes, etc. Ne arly 30% cited a desire to see Blackboard replaced or 

improved.   
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Comparable Universit ies ð Benchmarking  

As student demand for online courses continues to increase more universities have entered 

this space. This has created a new level of competition among universities where location 

and physical presence are less important.  To maintain PSUõs competitiveness within the 

region the university must consider best practices in online learning. The comp etitive 

nature of online learnin g was emphasized when a university contacted for the purposes of 

this report  refused to participate in a University Profile survey. The results of the survey are 

summarized below; a more detail ed analysis can be found in Appendix D . 

The organizational structure  ranged from a centralized unit to a decentralize model where 

departments were responsible to manage their own online learning strategy. The 

centralized unit usually is located under an extended campus department where the 

department is responsib le for facilitating  course development, facul ty training and student 

support. To support the program, universities often charge a fee ranging from $38 -75 per 

credit hour . There were a few universi ties that did not charge a fee; instead the cost was 

integrated with tuition costs.  

Faculty incentives  ranged from $2,000 -5,000 per course. School administrators would be 

included in the incentive negotiation process between the instructor and the central ized 

online learning department . It is worth noting that Oregon State University moved to include 

the schools/colleges  into the incentive process due to concerns that faculty were  using 

school resources without appropriate funding.  

Faculty and student supp ort is crucial in online learning.  Other universities ensure that 

faculty are  given one-on-one training and receive  ongoing training from instructional 

designers.  Faculty and instructional designers work together to establish best practices and 

templates. Instructors are then free to deviate from the templates after teaching for a year.  

Student support was provided mainly through the web site. Details of the web site can be 

found in the Online Presence  section.   
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Is there a disparity ? ð Does it matter ? 

After anal yzing the current situation, gaining feedback from constituents across the 

institution , and comparing PSU with other universities, it is very clear that PSU is lagging 

behind the nation in adoption and execution of a coherent online presence.  This matters a 

great deal to the students of PSU based on our research.  

The following chart depicts, very clearly, the need to accommodate students and their 

education goals. 

 

PSU is extremely commuter -centric with nearly 80% of students living more than 1 mile from 

campus. In addition, nearly 50% of students that responded to the survey work at least 20 

hours per week with over 70% of students working in some way shape or form.  

Given these constraints as well as the current econo mic times, students need more options 

and greater flexibility for continuing and completing their education. It is because of these 

needs that the following recommendations are presented as ways of increasing the online 

offerings and quality of those offer ings at PSU. 

  

13.7%

19.3%
23.2%

18.6%

26.2%

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

Strongly Disagree Neutral Strongly Agree

Would be more apt to complete my degree if 
some or all were online
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Organizational Structure  

One of the primary  frustration s expressed by faculty members who  have developed online 

courses at PSU is the lack of  a clear organizational support structure.  Instructors  are unsure 

where to direct many of their questions or difficulties.  This results in a hesi tation to develop 

online courses and can limit attempts at making more dynamic /feature rich courses.  Faculty 

should not be doing general technical support, Blackbo ard support, or other debugging .  

These services can be provided  more effic iently and effectively with dedicated  central  

support staff.  

Recommendation  

A new c entralized department  should be created to  strategize, manage,  and  support 

online learning at PSU .  This group , hereinafter referred to as the òOffice of Online 

Learningó or òOOLó, should reside within the Office of Academic Affairs and not  be self -

support based  (i.e. not charge PSU departments for services).  The new office would absorb 

the Instructio nal Designers in CAE and be headed by a new Director position.  The director 

should be an entrepreneurial òdeal-makeró who can negotiate with stakeholders on campus 

to increase PSUõs online course/program offerings.  Finding the right person for this po sition 

is one of the keys to success.  

 

 

Online Course Value Chain :  

The Office of Online Learning wil l begin by working with  administrators and 

schools/colleges to develop a road map for which courses/programs should be made 

available online.  Initially, the university will need to make sure that a critical mass of online 

courses is reached.  

 

Instructors will work with the Office of Online Learning to create new online courses.  If the 

instructor has not taught an online course at PSU previously, they will be sent through a 

Responsibil it ies of the  Off ice of Online Learning include:  

1. Providing a central support resource for PSU employees engaged in online 

learning development and delivery.  

2. University wide strategic pl anning for online course offerings from creation 

through auditing.  

3. Enlisting early adopters as champions to promote online learning amongst 

faculty.  

4. Implementing and overseeing training and course development program s. 

5. Administering d istribution of online course fee revenue  to supporting 

departments.  

6. Developing and enforcing policies related to online learning, including 

intellectual property rights, quality control, standards, audit requirements, etc.  

7. Providing content and coordination for a central online learning website.   This 

includes maintaining a central course catalog for online classes/programs, and 

links to campus support services for online students/instructors.  
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comprehensive training program (see Training ).  After 

the class is up and running the Office of Online L earning 

will provide ongoing  support . 

 

Finally , OOL will coordinate  regular  audit ing to:  

 Examine student surveys.  

 Test content against standards developed by the 

department.  

 Summarize recom mendations for the next time a  

course is taught.  

 

Responsibil it ies of the Off ice of Online Learning will  NOT include:  

1. Hiring instructors: Departments will be re sponsible for staffing all online courses they 

offer.   

2. Creating course content: Instructors and departments will be responsible for cr eating 

the content placed o nline and ensuring that it adheres to  copyright law.   

3. Evaluating subject content : Departments are in charge of providing standards for 

content  quality .  The Office of Online Learning should  assist in the evaluation against 

these standards but will look to the departments to create the standards.  

4. Funding ins tructor salaries to teach online courses.  

5. Supporting learning management systems other than the campus standard, currently 

Blackboard.   

Responsibilities along the Value Chain  

Role  Responsible Department  

Strategic Planning  Office of Online Learning  

Incentive Planning  Office of Online Learning  

Training  CAE / Office of Online Learning  

Organizing Faculty  Schools / Colleges  

Course Content  Instructors / Departments  

Course Design  Office of Online Learning  / 

Instructors / Departments  

Faculty Technical Support  Office of Online Learning  

Student Technical S upport  Office of Information Technologies  

Blackboard Server Support  Office of Information Technologies  

Technical Auditing  Office of Online Learning  

Cour se Review and Content Auditing  Departments  

òI WOULD LIKE TO SEE AN 

EXPANDED RANGE OF ONLINE 

CLASSES, PARTICULARLY 

PREREQUISITES.ó   

 

PSU STUDENT SURVEY RESPONDENT  
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Office of 
Academic Affairs

Extended 
Campus

Office of Online 
Learning

Summer Session
Professional 
Development

Other SES 
Departments

Office of 
Academic Affairs

Office of Online 
Learning

School of 
Extended 
Studies

All other 
Departments

Organizational Structure Options

OPTION 1  (RECOMMENDED) : This model (see figure 1) is similar to the Oregon State University 

model with an umbrella organization called E xtended Campus that manages all non -traditional 

learning (i.e. online, professional development, etc) . 

Pros:   Proximity to the School of Extended Studies  (SES) provides synergies for existing online 

course development expertise, and paid training programs .  Existing infrastructure and knowhow 

can be leveraged to maximize PSUõs online offerings without having to build a department from 

scratch.  

Cons:  Proximity to other SES departments could make the 

Office of Online Learning appear like a self support group 

even though services will be available for free to the entire 

campus.  This could limit participation from some 

departments or instructors who are adverse to the self -

support model.  

OPTION 2: SES is re-branded as  

Extended Campus (see figure 2).  
Pros:  The advantage s are similar to  

option 1,  but overhead costs are 

reduced.  
Cons:  This option has the same 

disadvantages as option 1.  

Additionally, work will have to be 

done to restore relationships 

between departments and the SES.  

OPTION 3:  The Office of Online 

Learning  is located directly  under 

the Office of Academic Affairs (see 

figure 3).  

 
Pros: There is a clear separation  

from SES and less confusion over 

whether or not the group is self-

support  based. 

Cons:  Locating the Office of Online 

Learning directly under the Office of 

Academic Affairs  creates additional 

overhead and slower execution of 

online learning strategy due to 

organizational distance from existing 

expertise in SES.

  

Office of 
Academic Affairs

Extended 
Campus

Office of Online 
Learning

School of 
Extended 
Studies

FIGURE 1 

FIGURE 2 

FIGURE 3 
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Intellectual Property  

While interviewing members of the faculty and administration 

we found a wide divide in the understanding of the current 

policy regarding intellectual property  (IP).  This lack of clarity 

will have major  implications in online course development.  

As the number of online offerings increases there is a growing 

danger that this  lack of clarity  will result in tensions between 

the faculty and administrati on, as well as hinder quality  online 

course development . 

Control and Revenue  

Control and revenue are the foundation  of the IP dilemma.  

Online courses offer new avenues for distribution that can lead 

to an instructor losing control over the content  that they 

develop as well as be ing  disconnected from future r evenues 

gained from this content.   

Faculty Perspective  

Faculty are concerned that course content they develop  could  

be taught by other instructors or given to other universities 

without consent or financial benefit.  If this perception is not 

addressed it  may have a limiting affect on faculty participation 

in online course development.  F aculty believes there is little 

university support for online course development and given 

the amount of work required they should have an ownership 

stake in  the content.  

Administration Perspective  

Online course development requires  a significant increase in 

the universit yõs involvement and often requires multiple 

people to be involved in the process.  This required increase 

in investme nt will not happen if the university  does not have 

some control over  the product. If an instructor is granted sole 

ownership of online course content and then leaves, the 

universityõs investment would be lost and program continuity 

would be threaten ed.  Most of the schools in the comparative 

analysis give content ownership to the university if the content 

was developed using university resources  (Appendix D ð 

University Profiles ).  In the case of the University System of 

Maryland a join t ownership model was implemented initially, 

and later transitioned to a work for hire approach.   

 

PSU Policy On 

Intellectual Property : 

ñThe Educational and 
research activities of 
employees of the Board 
of Hig her Education and 
its institutions 
frequently result in the 

discovery of new 
knowledge in the form 
of inventions, 
technological 
improvements and the 
production of 
educational and 
professional materials. 
It shall be the general 
policy of the Board that 
such  results be made 
available to the public 
in the most expeditious 
manner.  

See: 

(http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rul

es/OARS_500/OAR_580/580_043.

html ) for more detail.  

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_500/OAR_580/580_043.html
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_500/OAR_580/580_043.html
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_500/OAR_580/580_043.html
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_500/OAR_580/580_043.html
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Recommendation  

It is imperative that the university clearly  articulate  and  communicate  a policy regarding 

the ownership rights for online course content.   While a full policy review is outside the scope 

of this report, a shared ownership model may provide  the best incentives for quality online course 

development.  This model  would grant rights to both the faculty a nd the administration to use 

online course c ontent over a given period.  This could help draw in faculty , and ret ain instructors  

who bring novel an d unique content to the school.  It is also worth examining whether different 

types of courses, programs, or instructors should have different ownership rights.  Finally, the 

university may want to require all employees creating online course content to confirm in writing 

that they understand and agree to the universityõs IP policy. (See Appendix E -Intellectual Property 

Resources for additional information .) 

 

Below is a framework that may be helpful in defining a University wide IP policy:  

Policy Checklist  

1. The policy should allocate ownership, use and/or revenue . 

2. The policy should define what ownership rights students and non -faculty have, if 

any. 

3. The policy should address the issue of revenue sharing.  

4. The policy should address the issue of competition usually by referring to the  

institution's policy concerning competition.  

5. The policy should specify the role of agreements between faculty and the 

institution.  

6. The policy should be written in light of federal copyright law and state law on 

employees  of public educational institutions, when applicable.  

7. The policy should address whether the amount of institutional and/or other 

resources  will affect owners hip and use.  

 

Kimberly B. Kelley, PhD & Kimberly M. Bonner, Esq.  University of Maryland University College  
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Support Services  

Centralized support for online learning does not have adequate funding/resources.  Several 

programs have gone òrogueó and are providing their own support at the school/program 

level.  W hile this may be reasonable to some extent for large programs, the majority of 

courses need to be fully supported centrally.  

Faculty  

Our research uncovered several pain points for instructor support.  First, our faculty and 

instructional designers agree that the instructional designers do not have enough time to 

provide adequate support.  Furthermore, the instructional designers often end up providing 

technical support instead of instructional design support.  Second, some stu dents are not 

fully prepared to take an online course and instructors end up spending a lot of time 

providing technical support to their students.  

To increase the level of support provided to faculty we are recommending that OOL 

hire a team of  I nstructional Developers  (we include thre e in the financial model) .  

These IT support specialists will focus on providing technical training and real time support 

for faculty in relation to online learning.  They will also keep abreast of the latest online 

learning technologies and work with facu lty to integrate those technologies into the 

universityõs online content delivery systems and courses. 

Additional Instructional Designers  are also required to handle the increased load of 

course conversion and support (two new positions are i ncluded in the  financial model) .  

These online education specialists focus on educational design , development of learner -

centered courses , instructional materials , teaching strategy, assessment, etc.  

Finally, it may make sense to move the  Instructional Development Suppo rt Center 

(https://www.idsc.pdx.edu/ ) so it is physically close to the Office of Online Learning.  This 

would provide  instructors  improved access to one -on-one support with instructional 

developers  while they are working on integrating technology into cour ses. 

Students 

Students are currently directed to the general OIT helpdesk for Blackboard support.  The 

OIT helpdesk has better weekday hours than other comparable universities , however, the 

weekend support is limited.  In fact, Sunday evenings see the highest number of users using 

Blackboard and the OIT helpdesk currently closes at 2:00 

PM (see Appendix F ð Blackboard Usage Statistics ). 

To ensure that students can receive adequate support 

during peak Blackboard usage, technical support hour s 

should be extended until at least 10 PM seven days a 

week.   Itõs also imperative that support staff have adequate 

Blackboard training to provide excellent levels of customer 

service and support.  This may be best served by a  

òTHE TECH SUPPORT 

NEEDS TO BE MORE 

AVAILABLE.  MOST OF THE 

TIME WHEN I HAVE A 

PROBLEM, I DID NOT 

KNOW WHERE TO GO TO 

FIND THE ANSWER AND 

SPEND A LOT OF TIME 

SEARCHINGó   

PSU STUDENT SURVEY 

RESPONDENT  
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specialized group of helpdesk  personnel that specialize in Blackboard support.  

Platform  

PSUõs learning management system (i.e. Blackboard)  has been a point of major frustration 

for both faculty and students.  While some of the issues can be blamed on the software itself, 

much of the f rustration is the direct result of insufficient availability of people resources to 

provide back end server support. To ensure that the university has a stable learning 

management system OOL should allocate a portion of its fee revenue to hire an 

additiona l Blackboard  server support position.   
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Online Presence  

Although online courses should appear to be the same 

as on-campus courses from the student õs perspective, 

there is an opportunity to target the message to the 

students that are most likely to succeed in online 

learning. These students need quick access and clear 

instructions to guide them through the process of being 

an online student.  

Current Website  

PSUõs homepage (www.pdx.edu ) currently lacks a clear link for online learning. To get to 

the online learning webpage users need to choose from òClass + Programsó, òLifelong 

Learningó and then òDistance Learningó. These headings cause confusion in that the 

targeted online student doesnõt associate themselves under Lifelong Learning and possibly 

not even under Distance Learning. As noted in the student survey results , (see Appendix G ð 

Student Survey) on-campus students are looking for a model that includes courses offer ed in 

a traditional classroom and an online classroom.  

At the School of Extended Studies (SES) website the online learning information is limited to 

a listing of online course offerings and a Frequently Asked Questions section where online 

learning questi ons are mixed in with more traditional extended stud ies programs. One 

answer notes a previous online learning management system (Web -CT) and hasnõt been 

updated to reflect the current system (Blackboard).  For further information prospective 

students are asked to email, call or visit  SES. 

There is a site designed to provide online learning 

resources called eLearning Resources at 

http://psuonline.pdx.edu . This webpage is a great 

resource for faculty and students; however its 

existence isnõt communicated well within PSU and to 

prospective students. There are also issues with the 

siteõs design; the webpage looks nothing like 

University pages and the pages are full of text without 

a clear structure.  

Best Practices 

Leading  online learning programs take advantage of 

a strong homepage designated as òOnline Learningó or òOnline Coursesó organized under 

the Academics section or as a link on the Universityõs homepage. The site guides students 

throughout the online learning proce ss from researching degree opportunities , to the 

application process , to orientation and registration , and ending on how to provide feedback. 

The process is designed to replicate the same experience a n on-campus student would face, 

but delivered completely  over the Internet and when necessary by telephone.  

Oregon State University  explains their approach to online l earning and helps the student 

evaluate if online learning could work for them and allow them to be successful. Information 

òIF I COULD HAVE THE KNOWN 

WHAT COURSES WERE GOING 

TO BE OFFERED I WOULD BE 

ABLE TO BETTER PLAN MY 

DEGREEó   

 

PSU STUDENT SURVEY RESPONDENT  
 

http://www.pdx.edu/
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about what type of courses are available and what degree 

programs are offered also assists the student in the university 

comparison p rocess. 

Next the website provides several contact options to students 

including: email address, telephone number, mailing address and 

synchronous chat. Students are given the option to receive a 

òGetting Startedó guide via mail or email. 

After the student has finished information gathering and has 

connected with the university, the university points the student to 

either a non-credit application or to the universityõs general 

application process , both via the Internet . 

Students then participate in an online orientation where university 

policies and student services are explained in a fashion that is 

similar to on -campus orientation. Special attention is given to 

online library services and IT support offerings. In addition , 

students are given a tutorial of the learning management system  

(i.e. Blackboard) . The orientation process is often delivered as a 

series of web pages, embedded video clips and flash animations.  

Leading universities  utilize the same registrat ion and tuition 

payment system for online and on -campus students. The system 

allows for registration over the Internet and several payment 

opti ons, primarily  debit/ credit card.  

A tutorial and support information for the learning management 

system is made available to assist students in attending courses. In 

addition , IT support contact information is presented throughout 

the site.  

Finally , students are encourage d to provide feedback related to not only the faculty and 

online learning tools, but the entire admissions and registration process. Survey results are 

then incorporated in course design, faculty selection and overall program structure.  

Links to all  stages of the online studentõs process is offered on each page for quick and easy 

access. Clearly laying out each step will assist the student in find ing  the next step.  

Recommendation  

The current PSU website  makes it very difficult to find infor mation regarding online 

learning.  The universityõs homepage needs to promote online learning . The homepage 

should have a link to a separate site, such as psuonline.pdx.edu,  that is focused on online 

learning with information intend ed to guide a student thr ough the stages described above . 

Students should be directed to a n enhanced/ redesigned psuonline.pdx.edu when 

sear ching for online course/program information . This site should be maintained by the 

Office of Online Learning.  

Research 
 

Connect  

Apply  

Pay Tuition  

Orientation  

 

Register  
 

Attend Course  

 

Feedback  

Online Student Stages 



 24 

O
n

lin
e

 L
e

a
rn

in
g

 S
tr

a
te

g
y
 |
 2

/2
7

/2
0

0
9

 
 

The student survey shows that PSU is doing a good job with its online application, 

registration and tuition payment process. Therefore maintaining this success is crucial as 

more students shift to utilizing these systems over the Internet.  

Blackboard tutorials and support are available  online within PSU; however it needs to be 

connected with the online learning webpage to take full advantage. Within Blackboard there 

is a tool to receive feedback from students; this process needs to continue and faculty and 

administrators must use the re sults to continuously improve the program . 
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Training  

Training is a key component to the success of online learning at PSU.  Without a robust 

training program PSU will be unable to create quality online course offerings.  Competition 

in the online learning  space will be strong and quality courses are necessary to attract 

students as well as our own faculty.  

Faculty  

Currently, faculty can attend Blackboard training courses through the Center for Academic 

Excellence (CAE).  They can also apply for a spot in t he Academic Innovation Mini -grants 

(AIM) program to:   

 

The AIM program should be enhanced to expand the number of instructors who can 

participate, and increase the grant dollar amounts.  

Students 

The primary training resource for students is an online course inside Blackboard titled òCE6 

Training - Planet - Studentó: 

 

The information in this course is useful, but feels more like a product manual than a training 

guide.  Students would benefit from a more interactive and step -by -step approach.  

Required Training  

PSU should consider required training for instructors and students who want to 

teach/take online courses at PSU.   This will ensure that instructors are aware of standards, 

guidelines, and resources managed by OOL.  Student training will make sure that students 

have the skills, tools, and resources to successfully complete an online course.   

Design or Retool a Web -Enhanced Course: A Comprehensive Approach  

Collaborate with other faculty and with instructional designers to create a web -enhanced 

course or retool an existing course. Emphasis  will be placed on course goals and outcomes, 

teaching and learning strategies, learning activities, and assessment methods for effective 

web -enhanced traditional courses, hybrid courses, or fully online courses.  
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Incentives  

In addition to support services, a proper incentive system needs to be in place for faculty to 

initiate the development of online courses. A successful incentive program will allow the 

Office of Online Learning to selectively add desired courses to the program. Several forms 

of incentives were addressed in faculty interviews, a faculty focus group, university surveys , 

and secondary research.  

Faculty Perspective  

PSU faculty feel that previ ous attempts to push for more online learning have been 

unsuccessful. This may be the result of insufficient support services and not a reflection on 

the other incentives used. Course relief was identified as the most popular incentive and at 

the minimum s hould be used during the first attempt at teaching an online course. Monetary 

stipend  should be $2500 to $5000 for the development of a new online course. Faculty also 

felt that there should be a direct relation ship between pay and the number of students i n the 

course.  

Incentive Negotiat ions  

The Office of Online Learning  needs to decide between negotiating with faculty either 

through the schools or directly  with the faculty member . Dealing with faculty directly gives 

OOL more flexibility and potentially for ms a stronger relationship between OOL and the 

faculty member. This was the initial process at Oregon State University, but eventually 

school deans and administrators became concerned that a significant portion of the schoolõs 

resources were  being used to develop online programs. As a compromise the OSU 

Extended Campus now negotiates an incentive with the school and then the school makes 

their own agreement with the faculty member.  

Recommendation  

The Office of Online Learning  needs control of stipend  dolla rs and to be responsible 

for allocating those dollars to get the needed courses and degree programs online.  An 

agreement needs to be made with the faculty and the college/ school on the number of times 

a course will be offered in the academic year. As noted  in the financial model (see Financial 

Model ) faculty can  be paid a stipend  durin g the summer term to complete training 

workshop s and work with OOL to develop online course s. 

In addition to monetary stipend s, the faculty tenure  and promotion  process should be re -

examined to determine whether or not online course development time should count 

towards tenure  and promotion . 
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QualityMatters.org Requirements for online course review.  

 Use of current QM Standards  

 Review of online or hybrid course  

 Three-person peer review team  

 All reviewers are eligible QM -trained Reviewers  

 At least one reviewer is external to the institution submitting the 

course 

 At least one reviewer is designated as a subject matter expert  

 Team Chair is QM Master Reviewer  

Auditing  

Quality remains a major concern in online course 

development.  Currently the responsibility f or keeping 

high quality in the online course  environment lies with 

the professor.  We believe it is necessary to develop 

standards for technical and content quality that can be 

assessed.  This will help to pro mote accountability and a 

commitment to quality across all departments.   

Though there is not a recommended certi fication there 

will be national and state reviews that could i mpact 

demand for PSU online prog rams. Future quality 

assessments will most likely require standards to be set 

and auditing to be done.  If we can begin this process 

early then we can be ahead of the curve.  

If quality systems are put in place early it will also allow 

us to build upon existing courses  rather than have to re -develop them in the future.  

Below is a process that the group Quality Matt ers uses to assess online courses.  This group 

originally started as a n online support gro up for the Maryland University S ystem before it 

was spun off as its own company.  

It may be valuable in the future to have an outside company like Quality Matters do some 

training and assessment.   This could help PSU compare and improve its online offerings.  

However for now,  PSU should develop its own stand ards and auditing processes  for 

online courses . 

  

òTRANSFERRING FROM 

PORTLAND COMMUNITY 

COLLEGEé I WAS SURPRISED 

AT THE VARIATION IN THE 

QUALITY OF THE ONLINE 

EXPERIENCE. FOR EFFECTIVE 

LEARNING, PSU TEACHERS 

NEED TO CATCH UP 

TECHNICALLY WITH THEIR 

STUDENTS AND BE WILLING TO 

INVEST MORE TIME 

INTERACTING WITH THEIR 

CLASSES THAN THEY WOULD 

IN A TRADITIONAL SETTINGó 

 
 PSU STUDENT SURVEY RESPONDENT   
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Financial Model  

Building a successful online learning program will  require  significant  upfront investment. A 

sample model (see Appendix  C ð Financial Model ) suggests using startup funds provided 

by the university and a student  paid per credit hour  fee. Following this model, a university 

investment of almost $900,000 is required over the first three  years to fund new staff 

positions, re-design the online learning website , and incentivize the develop ment of new  

online courses. 

Combining fee revenue and expenses  the Office of Online Learning would net a $ 520,000 

loss to the university for the first year , $302,800 in the second , and $55,600 in the third year . 

By the fourth  year our model projects enough fee revenue to achieve a positive net 

operating budget.   The program would be able to repay the entire s tartup investment by 

the end of year 5. 

Revenue Drivers  

The sample financial model in Appendix C assumes  develop ment of  180 courses over the 

first fiv e years of the program as detailed  below:  

 Year 1  Year 2  Year 3  Year 4  Year 5  Total  

Undergraduate  15 15 30 30 30 120 

Graduate  0 15 15 15 15 60 

Total  15 30 45 45 45 180 

 

The new courses would  be offered twice a year and average four credits per course. 

Undergr aduate and Graduate courses would  have 25 and 18 students per course , 

respectively. The model also assumes a $50/credit student fee  is charged for online courses.  

Expenses  

The sample financial model assumes an annual staff budget of approximately $600,000 (see 

Appendix  C ð Financial Model ).  Salary costs were estimated and further research into 

market compensation is recommended.  The redesign of PSUõs online learning website is 

included at an estimated cost of $30,000.  Course development incentives are estimated at 

$3,000 per course.  

The model distributes 10% of fee revenue to other departments  to fund the additional costs 

incurred by an increase in  the number of online students ( website upgrades, additional 

phone support , extended hours, etc.). This estimated figure needs a more detailed cost  

analysis to determine total need for  each department.  

In addition to t he 10% distributed to departments there are dollars set aside for funding an 

additional learning management s ystem (i.e. Blackboard ) server a dministrator. Currently 

there is only one Blackboard  server administrator funded by OIT ; the Office of Online 

Learning would fund an additional position within  OIT. 



 

 
29 

O
n

lin
e

 L
e

a
rn

in
g

 S
tr

a
te

g
y
 |
 2

/2
7

/2
0

0
9

 
 

Appendix A ð Individual Interviews  

Participants  

The following individuals participated in a 30 ð 90 minute informational interview:  

1. Jacqueline Balzer (Vice Provost for Student Affairs)  

2. Sharon Blanton (CIO, Office of Information Technologies)  

3. Mike Burton (Vice Provost, Extended Studies)  

4. Michael Chamberlain (Instructional Designer, Center for Academic Excellence)  

5. Scott Dawson (Dean, School of Business Administration)  

6. Lindsay Desrochers (Vice President, Finance and Administration)  

7. William Feyerherm (Vice Provost for Research and Graduate Studies)  

8. Hannah Fisher (ASPSU President) 

9. Michael Fung (Budget Director, Finance and Administ ration)  

10. Mark Gregory (Associate Vice President, Finance and Administration)  

11. Janet Hamilton (Associate Professor, School of Business Administration)  

12. Rachel Hardesty (Adjunct Assistant Professor, Criminology & Criminal Justice)  

13. Kris Henning (Associate Profes sor, Criminology & Criminal Justice)  

14. Randy Hitz (Dean, Graduate School of Education)  

15. Mark Jenkins (Director, Distance Learning)  

16. Sukhwant Jhaj (Director, University Studies)  

17. Marvin Kaiser (Dean, College of Liberal Arts and Sciences)  

18. Richard Knight (Dean, Ma seeh College of Engineering and Computer Science)  

19. Roy Koch (Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs)  

20. Leslie McBride (Director, Center for Academic Excellence)  

21. Robert Mercer (Assistant Dean, College of Liberal Arts and Sciences)  

22. Robert Sanders (Associate Professor, Foreign Languages and Literatures)  

23. Patrica Schechter (Associate Professor, History)  

24. Barbara Sestak (Dean, Fine and Performing Arts)  

25. Shawn Smallman (Dean, Undergraduate Studies)  

26. Helen Spalding (University Librarian)  

27. Kal Toth (Associate Director, Oregon Master of Software Engineering)  

28. Rachel Webb (Senior Instructor, Mathematics & Statistics)  
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Participant Feedback ( notable comments , in no particular order)  

Audit ing  

 Itõs important not to make everything multiple choice in online courses. 

 Current literature suggests that academic excellence is not an issue in relation to 

online learning.  

 New office of online learning should include centralized assessment of online 

courses. 

 Online courses should have a òsecret shopperó. 

 Training s hould be required for teaching and taking online courses.  

 Enforce standards.  

Funding  

 The state has a history of unfunded/unsupported mandates; this strategy will not 

work for increasing PSUõs online courses. 

 More online courses will save the university mon ey in facilities costs (e.g. building 

space, parking, etc).  

 Students are willing to pay for the convenience of online learning.  

 We need more analysis on how much online vs. traditional courses cost.  

 OSU has successfully implemented a fee based support stru cture for online learning.  

Incentives  

 Previous attempt to push for more online learning have been unsuccessful.  

 Course relief should be granted for creation of new online courses.  

 Course relief should be granted during the first attempt at teaching an onli ne course.  

 $2500 to $5000 for development of a new online course.  

 Instructors should be paid based on the number of students in an online course.  

 Schools/Colleges should manage incentives.  

 Central office of online learning should allocate incentive dollars.  

 Time spent developing an online course is time taken away from research.  Tenure 

track faculty should get credit for building online courses.  

Intel lectual Property  

 Intellectual property issues needs to be resolved and well communicated.  

 Most instr uctors believe that they have ownership rights to the online content they 

create.  

 Most administrators believe that the university has ownership rights to online content 

created by instructors.  

 Online course ownership should be shared by faculty and the uni versity.  

 Instructors need to be made aware of copyright issues.  

 Copyright approval process can be outsourced.  
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Marketing  

 Why are we making a move to online learning? Students, fiscal, pedagogy?  

 Faculty need to believe that online courses are a legitimate form of learning.  

 Need to create a core group of instructors who will be the champions for online 

learning at PSU. 

 Need a place for instructors to see data proving that online learning is equivalent to 

traditional courses.  

 We need to prove to the campus th at online learning can be done well.  

 What's the value of online learning ? 

 http://psuonline.pdx.edu  needs to be properly maintained and promoted.  

Online Content  

 Need more online courses.  

 Online courses often take more time/effort per student.  

 It takes time to perfect a new course, especially when itõs your first time teaching 

online.  

 Hybrid model has been effective.  

 Is the quality of an online course the same as a traditional course?  

 Are we focusing on new online progra ms or additional online courses across the 

board?  

 Consistent online course templates will increase student success.  

 Online learning moves instruction from the pleasure of presentation to the pleasure 

of design.  

 There is limited support from university studies and the sciences for online courses.  

 PSU should have a range of online offerings including: fully online and hybrid 

courses. 

 We should focus on adding more online courses to relieve òbottleneckó courses. 

 We need university studies and other univers ity wide required classes available as 

online courses.  

 Is the quality of an online course the same as a traditional course?  

 Online courses should be standardized within each school/college.  

 It usually takes more time to teach an online course  

 Online course  styles are different depending on the discipline.  

 Access issues for students with disabilities needs to be addressed.  

 Online learning can be impersonal, need to focus on counter -acting.  

 PSU should focus on hybrid courses.  

 Online courses should not be abou t transferring content;  instead it should focus on 

facilitating instruction (i.e. learning communities).  

 Itõs difficult to bring in outside presenters for an online course. 

 Need to be aware of the emotional state of online students.  

 Online relationships ne ed to be nurtured.  

 Class sizes should not exceed 15 -20 students per online course.  

http://psuonline.pdx.edu/
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 It takes no less than 3 or 4 days to create a new online course.  

 PowerPoint slides arenõt good enough. 

 Be sure to distinguish between a òsyllabus onlyó and truly online courses. 

Organizational Structure  

 There is a perception that self -support units donõt have access to university wide 

services.  

 New online office should contract the running/administration of our LMS platform to 

central IT.  

 Has never seen a successful program t hat wasnõt centralized. 

 New online programs office should provide dollars to support service (e.g. library, 

student services, instructor training, etc).  

 CAE and SES online services should be merged into a single online learning office.  

 CAE and SES online services should not be merged into a single online learning 

office . 

 A new position should be created to lead, coordinate, and promote online learning at 

PSU. 

 Majority of online courses should not be self -support based.  

 Central office of online learning should live under the Provost.  

 Fee structure needs to be put in place for release time or stipend.  

 Manage hybrid courses in CAE, and fully online courses in SES.  

 No sense of community with other instructors teaching online.  

Support Services  

 Students are not always prepared for technical issues that may arise with an online 

course.  

 Instructors are overloaded as is, and will need substantial support from the university 

to succeed.  

 The state has a history of unfunded/unsupported mandates, and this strategy wil l not 

work for increasing PSUõs online courses. 

 Need dedicated central IT support for Blackboard.  

 Faculty want one centralized LMS (e.g. Blackboard).  

 Dedicated IT helpdesk support for our LMS.  

 Online tutoring?  

 Student services should be accessible to onlin e-only students.  

 We need better technology, LMS is clunky.  

 Instructional designers are being forced into a technical support role.  

 We donõt have enough central support for online learning. 

 We need extended hours for online learning technical support.  

 Where  do I go for online learning support and information?  

 Remote healthcare? 

 LMS needs to be stable and well funded.  
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 Saturday hours for campus services.  

 800 numbers for remote students (e.g. library).  

 Outsource online learning technical support for students?  

 Need a pool of online learning IT specialists (instructional developers) to handle 

technical support issues and analysis/deployment of online learning technology.  

 Embedded librarian in online courses.  

 Would like to see easy access to recording and streaming  technologies.  

 Instructional designers should not be doing technical support.  

 24/7 technical support for online courses.  

 IDSC lab should be physically closer to instructional designers/developers.  

 Need veteransõ services available online. 

 Instructional des igner and faculty roles need to be well defined.  

 IT customer service needs improvement.  

Training  

 Instructors could be paid to take online education courses over the summer.  

 Donõt adopt new technology when the support staff is not ready. 

 We need training to  setup/facilitate online communities.  

 Summer workshops, such as the AIM program, could be provided to train and 

develop an online course.  

 Summer òboot campó. 

Miscellaneous  

 We should have our own instructional design program on campus.  

 Need to include facul ty in the online learning taskforce.  

 Online courses will help to increase student retention.  

 Peak Blackboard usage is a night, with Sunday evening seeing the heaviest load.  

 Job descriptions for new instructors should include online teaching skills.  

 Univers ity studies courses are intended to have a socialization aspect.  

 Camtasia studio software can be used to record voice over Power Point.  

 Student code of conduct needs to address online learning.  

 Student orientation?  

 Online courses should be clearly labeled and tracked in Banner.  

 Online graduation ceremonies?  

 We need to be able to identify online/distance students.  

 How do we capture the value -add of being a local provider of online courses?  

 Students and faculty need to pass through the system unscathed.  

 The class scheduling system  currently  reserves a physical classroom even if a class is 

fully online.  

 PSU student count is based on the # of òseatsó; this needs to be re -defined to take 

into account online students.  
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Appendix B ð Focus Group  

Participants  

The following individuals participated in a 90 minute focus group:  

1. Talya Bauer (Prof Bus Admin OBHRM, School of Business Administration)  

2. Janet Hamilton (Associate Professor, School of Business Administration)  

3. Jill Mosteller (School of Business Administration)  

4. Kal Toth (Associate Director, Oregon Master of Software Engineering)  

5. Wayne Wakeland (Associate Professor, Systems Science)  

6. Rachel Webb (Senior Instructor, Mathematics & Statistics)  

Questions/Topics  

The following questions were posed to the focus group:  

1. Please introduce yourself  and describe your experience s wi th online/distance 

education at PSU. 

2. What is your e xperience with instructional design and IT support at PSU? 

3. How do we market  the benefits of online/distance educati on to PSU faculty? 

4. What are your t houghts on the intellectual property r ights of online courses/content?  

5. How do we o ffering a consistent online experience for students while maintaining 

flexibility for individual instructors ? 
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Appendix C  ð Financial Model  

 

PSU      

Online Learning Financial Model  

      

 Year 1  Year 2  Year 3  Year 4  Year 5  

      

Undergraduate Level       

New Courses Developed  15 15 30 30 30 

Total Course Offered  30 60 120 180 240 

Enrollment (25 Students/Course)  750 1,500 3,000 4,500 6,000 

Student Credit Hours (4  Cr/Course)  3,000 6,000 12,000 18,000 24,000 

      

Graduate Level       

New Courses Developed  0 15 15 15 15 

Total Course Offered  0 30 60 90 120 

Enrollment (18 Students/Course)  0 540 1,080 1,620 2,160 

Student Credit Hours (4 Cr/Course)  0 2,160 4,320 6,480 8,640 

      

Fee Revenue ($50/Credit)  $150,000 $408,000 $816,000 $1,224,000  $1,632,000  

      

EXPENSES      

Office of Online Learning       

Director (1@$120,000)  (120,000) (120,000) (120,000) (120,000) (120,000) 

Instruct. Designers (2@$80,000)  (160,000) (160,000) (160,000) (160,000) (160,000) 

Instruct. Developers (3@$60,000)  (180,000) (180,000) (180,000) (180,000) (180,000) 

Student Employees (2@$15,000)  (30,000) (30,000) (45,000) (45,000) (45,000) 

Web Design Contractor  (30,000) 0 0 0 0 

      

CAE Online Learning Workshop       

Faculty Incentive ($3000/Course)  (45,000) (90,000) (135,000) (135,000) (135,000) 

      

Other Support Services       

Additional Blackboard Server 

Support  Position (1@$90,000) (90,000) (90,000) (90,000) (90,000) (90,000) 

Distributions to Departments (10%)  (15,000) (40,800) (81,600) (122,400) (163,200) 

      

Net to University  $(520,000) $(302,800) $(55,600)   $311,600   $678,800  
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Appendix D  ð University Profiles  

Oregon State University  

Organizational Structure  

The online learning is primarily located 

under the Extended Campus department. 

Courses and programs fall under the 

corresponding school. Extended Campus 

is responsible for assisting faculty in 

course development and work with 

support services to serve onli ne students.  

Financial Model  

The online program is a self -support 

program financed solely on the $75/credit 

hour fee. This $75/credit hour fee replaces 

the fee charged for on -campus student 

support services: student health services, 

athletic fee s, residen ce building fees for 

example. Student tuition for online 

students is similar to on -campus students. 

Tuition is then divided into three 

categories: 80% goes to the college, 10% 

goes to the University for services such as 

records and library, the remaining 1 0% is 

invested into program development.  

College/Faculty Incentive  

The investment in program development 

is distributed to the college when faculty, 

college and Extended Campus have 

agreeme nt and faculty has met with the 

Course Development Team. Originally 

Extended Campus had an agreement 

directly with the faculty, however this 

became an issue when faculty used 

college resources and the college didnõt 

receive compensation for those resources . 

Policy was then changed where Extended 

Studies would have an agreement with the 

college and the college was responsible 

for agreements with faculty.  

The incentive system brought faculty into 

Extended Campus, but Extended Campus 

would work with colleges t o get needed 

courses and programs available on 

Blackboard. Blackboard templates were 

recommended for faculty use. Faculty was 

also required to meet with a Course 

Development Team. Student Blackboard 

support was provided by the general IT 

Help Desk that on -campus students used.  

Intellectual Property Rights  

At completion the course belonged to the 

college and content quality was the 

responsibility of the college. Oregon State 

University follows the Oregon University 

System intellectual property policy that 

states course developed on campus 

belongs to Oregon University System.  

Online Degrees/ 

Course Offerings  

Over 400 courses in 

more than 60 subjects  

Financial Model/ 

Fee Structure  

$75/credit hour fee;  

10% of Tuition 

retained for Program 

Development  

Organizational 

Structure  

Within Extended 

Campus  

Faculty Incentives  College Negotiates 

with Faculty  

Learning 

Management System  

Blackboard  
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Internet Presence  

The Extended Campus website has a 

direct link from t he Oregon State 

University homepage called  òDistance & 

Online Educationó. From the Extended 

Campus website there is a heading for 

òOnline & Distance Degreesó where 

information regarding accreditation, 

online learning, degree and course 

offerings, enrollment services and a 

òGetting Started Guideó can be found. 

A course demo is offered on the site to 

introduce online learning to students. 

Included is a n introduction to eC ampus, 

an online classroom and examples of 

online courses.

Student Support  

Oregon State University offers two online 

assistance tools for prospective and 

current students: Knowledge Base and 

Live Chat.  Knowledge Base contains 

answers to many questions and is updated 

regularly. The Live Chat feature connects 

users with eCampus staff to learn about 

programs, policies and support services 

weekdays between 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM. 

For registered students, there  is online 

tutoring available, technical support chat 

and 24/7 library support chat.  

Online orientation  is available in the form 

of a series of websites. At completion an 

online exam is used to test completion and 

notify the studentõs advisor. Sections of the 

program include: degree planning, tuition 

paying, accessing services, registering 

and taking online  courses. òQuick links ó 

to these services are listed on most 

eCampus websites.

 http://oregonstate.edu  

http://ecampus .oregonstate.edu/online -degrees  
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University of Washington  

 

Organizational Structure  

Online learning is decentralized among 

various schools. University of Washington 

Educational Outreach (UWEO Online 

Learning) is the largest within the 

University. The Vice Provost for 

Continuing Education or a designee meets 

with faculty and administrators to 

communicate UWEO Online Learning 

goals and policy. UWEO Online Learning 

is a fee-based, self -sustaining unit.  

Faculty Incentive  

Faculty members teaching online courses 

can arrange for online courses to count as 

part of their teaching load (with 

departmental approval) or work with 

UWEO to agree on a contract as an online 

instructor.  

Faculty Support  

UWEO Instructional Designers are 

assigned to each faculty member teaching 

a UWEO online course. Training is 

typically a one -hour, one -on-one session 

with follow -up consultation as needed.  

Corse Quality Audit  

Departments approve course outlines and 

instructional designers perform a review 

of the online components in relation to 

course objectives and assessments prior 

to course publication. Credit -bearing 

courses must include either a proctored 

examination or a final project. Midcourse 

and final course evaluations are 

completed by students and then reviewed 

by UWEO staff. 

Intellectual Property Rights  

UWEO online courses contain materials of 

any one of three types of ownership:  

Á Instructor -owned material  

Á Material used by permission of a 

third -party owner  

Á Material owned by UWEO  

The third category includes work done for 

hire and materials created by UWEO 

instructional designers. Independent 

contractors are required to provide a list 

of materials submitted with their 

deliverables that fall into the first two 

categories.  

Student Services  

All students are provided with many 

online resources: links to writing guides, a 

research tutorial and dictionaries and 

encyclopedias specific to their subject 

area. Student can access the library 

catalog, borrow books through mail, email 

or chat with librarians and use campus 

computing centers.

Online Degrees/ 

Course Offerings  

13 Degree Programs, 

more than 20 

Certificate Programs 

and hundreds of 

Credit and Noncredit 

Courses  

Financial  Model/ 

Fee Structure  

Fee-based, Self -

Sustaining Unit  

Organizational 

Structure  

Decentralized, 

Primarily Organized 

in UWEO Online 

Learning  

Faculty Incentives  Part of Teaching Load 

or on Contract  

Learning 

Management System  

Blackboard  
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http://www.o nlinelearning.washington.edu/ol  

Internet Presence  

The online learning section of the 

University of Washington is under 

the UW Continuing Education 

page. Clicking the online lea rning 

link then takes you to the UW 

Online Learning home.  Individual 

courses are listed along with full 

certificate and degree programs.  

In addition an Online Student 

Handbook is available to assist 

prospective and current students 

find answers to common questions. 

Contact numbers are also provided 

for advising, registration, online 

learning support, and technical 

support.  

Free Online Courses  

UW Educational Outreach offers a 

wide variety of online learning fo r 

free. Topics include American Civil 

War, Greek Mythology, Hamlet, HTML 

Basics and History of Jazz: New 

Orleans.  

At the bottem of the page a link back 

to University of Washingtonõs online 

learning is present. Offering free 

courses provides basic education to a 

wider audience and acts as a 

marketing tool for prospective 

students.

  

http://www .outreach.washington.edu/openuw  
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University of Balt imore

 

Organizational Structure  

University of Baltimoreõs online learning 

(UBOnline)  is limited primarily to three 

degrees: webBachelorõs webMBA and 

webMPA. Therefore the online learning 

system is organized into one department 

managed by an assistant to the dean. This 

individual decided what type of courses 

would be offered and worked as a liaison to 

the technology and other support functions. 

This department uses private resources and 

grant funds to promote development of 

online learning.  

Faculty Incentive  

Providing release time as an incentives for 

faculty became an issue due to accreditation 

issues related to insufficient full time faculty 

in the class room. A new model was then 

used offering a stipend where  50% was paid 

following an agreement to develop course 

and the remainder at course completion. In 

addition a new workstation was offered 

financed through the IT budget.  

Faculty Support  

When training faculty, Instructional 

designers decided best practices.  After a 

faculty member had taught for a year, 

course design was more flexible and faculty 

was given more freedom. This freedom did 

lead to some quality concerns; this was 

addressed by evaluation studies comparing 

online courses with the face -to-face 

counterpart. Responsibility landed on the 

assistant to the dean to maintain quality.  

Intellectual Property Rights  

Intellectual property confusions were 

avoided by using a work -for -hire as a 

principal. The agreement was that the 

instructor owned the content and the 

university would have a license for one year 

after to ensure continuity.  As course 

development moved towards a team effort 

the ownership question became less of an 

issue.  

Internet Presence  

Clicking on the Academics section of the 

University of Baltim oreõs homepage takes 

the user to a list of programs including 

Online Programs. The user is then taken to 

http://ubonline.edu .  

The site gives students information on 

University of Baltimoreõs approach to 

distance education, the academic and 

technical requirements and the steps to 

become an online student. Descriptions of 

the online degrees are then presented 

along with a schedule of courses.  

  

Online Degrees/ 

Course Offerings  

BS ð Business  

MBA  

MPA  

Financial Model/ 

Fee Structure  

+$38 (in -state)  

+$59 (out -state)  

Organizational 

Structure  

Central Department 

Managed by an 

Assistant to the Dean  

Faculty Incentives  Stipend: 50% paid at 

Agreement, 

Remainder paid at 

Course Completion  

Learning 

Management System  

Proprietary System 

created by University 

System of Maryland  
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Learning Management System  

UBOnline uses a proprietary system 

designed by The University System of 

Maryland (U SM) called WebTycho. By 

building the system in -house, the 

department that manages WebTycho can 

survey users and use the results of the 

survey as the basis of the next version of 

WebTycho. The goal is to have a system 

where faculty members can create online  

classrooms that reflect the way they teach.  

As with most Learning Management 

Systems, WebTycho provides data storage 

for course materials, a digital record of 

student assignments, both asynchronous 

and synchronous communication between 

students and facult y. Testing and grading 

resources are also available to faculty.  

At University of Baltimore WebTycho is 

supported by a 24/7 help desk to assist 

students with technical problems 

encountered when using the online tools.   

Hardware and Software Infrastructure  

The system is built upon Lotus Domino 

which contains an object -oriented database 

structure, Java and JavaScript supports and 

an application development framework . 

WebTycho runs on a UNIX operating system 

and some parts of the program were wr itten 

in C and C++.  

Ten SUN Enterprise production servers run 

most of the system with a hub to manage 

replication between the servers. In addition 

there is a training server and a chat server.  

The system uses a dedicated DS3 

connection to t he Internet utilizing 5 to 10 

Mbps out of a possible of 45Mbps.
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Appendix  E ð Intellectual Property Resources  

 

Policy examples  

http://www.utsystem.edu/ogc/intellectualproperty/telecr s.htm 

http://www.ifla.org/documents/infopol/copyright/intllpty.txt . 

http://www.usg.edu/admin/policy/600.phtml  

http://www.stanford.edu/dept/DoR/rph/5 -2.html#Sec1  

http://www.uwsa.edu/fadmin/gapp/gapp27.htm  

http://www.msu.edu/unit/facrecds/FacHand/develpcopyright.html  

http://www.rohan.sdsu.edu/dept/senate/sendoc/distanceed.apr2000.html . 

 

PSUs Copy Right Information  

http://www.lib.pdx.edu/copyright/copyright_guide.php#author_creator_rights  

 

Oregon University System Rules  

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_500/OAR_580/580_043.html  

 

PSUõs Internal Management Directives 

http://www.pdx.edu/fadm/imdintro.html  

  

http://www.utsystem.edu/ogc/intellectualproperty/telecrs.htm
http://www.ifla.org/documents/infopol/copyright/intllpty.txt
http://www.usg.edu/admin/policy/600.phtml
http://www.stanford.edu/dept/DoR/rph/5-2.html#Sec1
http://www.uwsa.edu/fadmin/gapp/gapp27.htm
http://www.msu.edu/unit/facrecds/FacHand/develpcopyright.html
http://www.rohan.sdsu.edu/dept/senate/sendoc/distanceed.apr2000.html
http://www.lib.pdx.edu/copyright/copyright_guide.php#author_creator_rights
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_500/OAR_580/580_043.html
http://www.pdx.edu/fadm/imdintro.html
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Appendix F  ð Blackboard Usage Statistics  

 

Days of the Week  

 

  

Blackboard Usage ð Mon Feb 2nd through Sun Feb 8 th 2009 

Hours of the day from Monday at Midnight until Sunday at Midnight  
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One Day Average  

 

  

Hour of the Day  

Average Daily Profile over the Week of Mon Feb 2 nd 2009 
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Appen dix G ð Student Survey Results in Graphical F orm  

This report contains a detailed statistical analysis of the results to the survey t itled Survey of 

Online Learning . The results analysis includes answers from all respondents who took the 

survey in the 18 day period from Thursday, January 22 , 2009 to Monday, February 09, 2009. 

2913 completed responses were received  to the survey during this time out of 19,000 

requested respondents. These charts do not include the four essay questions that were 

included in the survey. The responses to these qu estions will be provided separately.  
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