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Executive Summary

Over the past five years, there has been a signifinicrease in the number of educational
programs delivered through Ecampus. In the corakEktended Campus’ growth, course access
issues, and the desire of many units to increasestich and impact of their programs, it is
important that the University ensures that therificampus agenda is aligned with the
institution’s educational priorities and goals &mcess, affordability, and quality of education
programs and student experience.

To explore key questions and make recommendategesding the role of Ecampus in the
University, a task force was appointed jointly lgb&h Randhawa, Provost and Executive Vice
President, and Leslie Burns, President of the Ba8dnate.

The task force met 12 times between December 20d Diane 2011. The task force included
representation from instructors, professors, amdigdtrators with experience delivering
Ecampus courses and from the OSU community at.ldrg€&ebruary, the task force solicited
input from the OSU community via a secure web sithat input further informed the task force.
Wherever possible, the task force chose to focuguating principles rather than attempt to
create policy. As the task force worked its wawptigh the charge, some themes emerged that
permeated throughout our discussions. Perhapsimpsttantly, we continually reaffirmed that
Ecampus is part of OSU. Wherever possible, stgdéntulty, advisors and others who come in
contact with Ecampus should have a seamless erperigtween Ecampus and on campus
courses and supporting activities. We also ackedgéd that the Ecampus model that has been
developed at OSU over the past few years is a gomtel for OSU that, with minor
adjustments, can become even better.

Overall, the task force felt that Ecampus is wogkivell. The policies and procedures in place
are generally appropriate and represent a goodimgorkodel for the delivery of on-line courses.
Nonetheless, some issues were brought to the iattesftthe task force. However, when we
examined those issues in detail they often wessaltrof lack of compliance with or
understanding of policies and procedures rather slgatemic or policy issues. In that regard, it
is useful to recognize that Ecampus instructica jsint venture of Extended Campus (providing
infrastructure and administrative support) andDepartment, Program, or School that is
responsible for the content and quality of theringion that is delivered. The task force
considered in some detail the budget model usdeichynpus and concluded that model is
roughly right.

In light of this overall assessment of Ecampus tdis& force has the following specific
recommendations:

» Ecampus should be allowed to grow to meet demanodjded the quality of the courses and
the educational experience is high, there is céypéeig. instructors, advisors) to support the



growth, growth is financially viable, and growthdsnsistent with strategic directions outlined
for the University.

» The University should move forward with developrhef hybrid courses (defined as courses
that place a substantial portion of the currensiv@format into online learning), giving
consideration to several issues including the farelrmodel, incentives, and faculty workloads.

* The task force evaluated a funding model to inprie development of creative and often
multi-disciplinary coursework at locations off thein campus. The task force recommends
review of the proposal by the Provost’'s Council apgroval by the Provost for implementation
beginning Fall, 2011 (201201).

* In a preliminary analysis, student success rfaeEcampus courses were found to be
somewhat lower than for on-campus courses. Howsuetess rates for students taking ONLY
Ecampus courses were somewhat higher than for mpus students. The Task Force
recommends the following actions for follow-up:
1) Conduct a deeper analysis of the student datketdify which (if any) student
subpopulations have the more significant succealettyes in the Ecampus platform than
the general student population

2) Fall 2011 share the expanded data set with tleekgraduate Education Council (UEC)
for additional feedback and discussion.

3) Research possible interventions to bolster Glisvaampus student success rates in
Ecampus courses, implement a pilot support prognagnassess results, reporting back to
the UEC and Faculty Senate Distance Education cteeni

4) Track this (or a similar set of Ecampus courszass metrics) annually and discuss
with Ecampus and Academic Success and Engagement.

» The task force strongly encourages the Uniwetsifind a mechanism to allow graduate
students to “count” Ecampus courses towards the/GRA minimum course load requirement.

*Compensation for a given Ecampus course shouldenstibstantially different than for a
comparable face-to-face course, albeit with allavesrfor different levels of effort for different
instructional delivery methods, for different diganes, and for differences in rank and
experience of the instructor.

» Regardless of the mechanism of delivery of irdtom, students paying Corvallis on-campus
tuition and fees should have the ability to fulfiégree requirements without being expected to
enroll in an Ecampus course.

* The task force proposes development of a schofapogram (funded with current Ecampus
fees and managed by the Office of Financial Aid Soldolarships) where on-campus students
can apply for scholarships to cover the cost ohijmss courses. Criteria for awarding



scholarships could include financial need, couesgiired for timely program advancement, and
number of courses previously funded by Ecampuslardiops.

» Ecampus should have representation on the UE@ted appropriate University standing
committees. Ecampus should establish an Advisomyngittee that includes faculty with
Ecampus experience and is responsible for advaraimand facilitating the integration of
Ecampus into the University’s learning environment.
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I. Charge and Membership

Over the past five years, there has been a signifincrease in the number of educational
programs delivered through Extended Campus. Towthrincludes the development of over
700 credit courses as well as many full degreerprog delivered online to learners around the
state, country, and throughout the world. Thereatse many on-campus students opting for
online classes as a solution to course accesssigbigeneed for flexible schedules, and/or
because of their preference for technology-basdidétearning opportunities.

Many academic units are in the process of asseiséirgdegree programs in the context of the
University’s educational priorities as defined ur @pdated Strategic Plan. Continuous increases
in enrollment is also adding pressure on unitdfecgvely deliver their educational programs to
large student audiences and more clearly definedlleeof providing courses via Extended
Campus for on-campus students.

In the context of Extended Campus’ growth, courszess issues, and the desire of many units to
increase the reach and impact of their progranis jmhportant that the University ensures that
the future Extended Campus agenda is aligned wliistitution’s educational priorities and
goals for access, affordability, and quality of eation programs and student experience.

The task force appointed jointly by Sabah Randh#@sayost and Executive Vice President, and
Leslie Burns, President of the Faculty Senate, axifilore the following key questions and make
recommendations to effectively incorporate and agdaxtended Campus’ role in the overall
strategic direction of the University. It would alse helpful to get the Task Force input on what
office makes final decision or provide oversightamademic policies related to Extended
Campus.

» How large should Extended Campus grow over the 8éxyears (programs, students,
student credit hours) and where should the growtiuio(e.g. signature programs,
programs relevant to regional needs, on-campugs@mgjcourses)?

* What is the role of technology-delivered and hylmadrses for on-campus students?
How do we ensure that those courses provide a mgfahengaged experience for
students taking Extended Campus courses and wkegight is needed? How can
Extended Campus work with the Center for Teachiegrning and Assessment to
promote the development of hybrid courses?

* How do we ensure faculty development for effectieévery of distance education
courses? How does compensation for Extended Camgwgction compare to



compensation for on-campus instruction and howrde that compensation plans for
Extended Campus align with the new overload policy?

* How do we address intellectual property issuesosungting distance education?

* What type of internal organization is needed topsupthe growth and leverage other
available campus resources?

* What business model will incent appropriate groyghavoid the development of an
“underground economy?”

* What is the role of OSU’s Extended Campus vis-attwesOregon University System
(e.g. ability to deliver courses/modules for otheiversities, particularly regional
institutions)?

The Offices of Extended Campus and Budget and Faaning will provide background
information to assist the Task Force, includingaarview of current Extended Campus
programs and operations, a description of Extet@itdpus’ business model, and strategic goals
for the Division of Outreach and Engagement in erndf Extended Campus. The Task Force
may also want to review the portfolio and growtmtis for similar programs at OSU’s peer and
aspirational universities.

Timeline: The task force will commence its worksa®n as membership is confirmed in
October with the report and recommendations dukedd’rovost and Faculty Senate President by
April 15, 2011.

TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP

Dan Arp, University Honors College, (Chair)

Sherm Bloomer, College of Science

George Boehlert, Hatfield Marine Science Center

Susie Brubaker-Cole, Academic Success and Engagemen

Armelle Denis, French Instructor

Bruce Dugger, Fisheries and Wildlife (& Chair F&f@ance Education Committee)
Dave King, Outreach and Engagement

Roger Nielsen, Geosciences (& member of FS Dist&dteation Committee)

Kate Mactavish, Human Development and Family Saiemember of FS Curriculum
Council)

Tom Maness, Forest Engineering, Resources and Marag

Brian Meara, Budget and Fiscal Planning

Brent Steel, Political Science

Lisa Templeton, Outreach and Engagement

Jessica White, Adult Education and Higher Educattieadership and Center for Teaching and
Learning (& member of FS Graduate Council)

Il. Process

The Task Force began their work on December 3, 20&i0met 12 times up to the end of May
2011. We began by focusing our work from all otéhded Campus (which also includes
Summer Session and Lifelong Learning) to just EaznpNe organized our charge into those
issues that involved considerations of strategieation and philosophical approach for



Ecampus and those issues that were largely opeahtieor the operational issues, we
considered whether current operational approaclees appropriate. We called upon
Institutional Research and staff from Ecampus twigle data and information as necessary.
The task force met once with the University Budgemmittee. We worked through each item
in the charge, and cycled back as necessary toletargiscussions.

On February 18, 2011, we distributed a call to the OSU commufutyinput. We shared our
charge with the community and asked for input vi@eure web site. We requested input by
February 25. The input was considered by the task force aedl to inform our discussions. A
copy of the email that was sent to the communitgétided in the appendix. A summary of the
comments is also included (Appendix 1, 2).

Early in our discussions, we made the decisiomtas wherever possible on guiding principles,
rather than attempt to define policy. Changesolitp require action by the responsible
administrators or Faculty Senate committees. We hahere appropriate, recommended where
we think policy changes or additions are in order.

lll. Responses to each item in the charge

1. How large should Extended Campus grow over the nex@-5 years (programs, students,
student credit hours) and where should the growth ccur (e.g. signature programs,
programs relevant to regional needs, on-campus progms/courses)?

We discussed the question of “how large” and caedithat it was not necessary to set a
specific target or cap with regard to programsgsiits, or student credit hours. Any decisions
about growth should be within the context of growatid enrollment management for all of our
academic programs. However, we did conclude trattr should follow these four guiding
principles (also referred to as “drivers of growth”

1.A. Capacity. There should be capacity available to develapdeiiver the courses. Capacity
in this context refers to the need for qualifiestinctors to develop and deliver the courses, for
the technological infrastructure and personnelfpsrt the electronic delivery of the courses,
for the advising and academic support to ensuestusuccess, and for the administrative
support to register the students, pay the instractic. With regard to instructors to delivee t
courses, the committee felt it was appropriateuitdizapacity using tenured and tenure-track
professors and instructors. Following this recomtdagion, participation in e-campus activities
(course development, oversight, and instruction)ccbe explicitly built into position
descriptions for tenure track faculty (i.e. as @afal expectation of the job).

1.B. Quality. Courses delivered via Ecampus should followstérae standards for high quality
that are expected of on-campus courses. The cmatisuccess of Ecampus, as well as the
reputation of OSU in general, requires that coudsdivered via Ecampus be of the highest
quality possible and of comparable quality to ceardelivered on campus. To ensure quality
and foster a continuous cycle of improvement, alfpus offerings, like all on-campus
offerings, should undergo a robust assessmentdimguStudent Evaluations of Teaching and



peer review. Faculty should have access to supmodevelopment of Ecampus courses,
assessment of offerings, and improvement of Ecangaching. Ecampus provides
instructors/course developers with support frontrutdional designers with expertise in online
pedagogy as well as multi-media experts. Ecampagges Departments funds to support
course assessments and peer-reviews at the Depaf@imars request. Ecampus has also
become certified ilQuality Matters (QM). This is a faculty-centergeer review process that is
designed to certify the quality of online and bleddourses. QM is a leader in quality assurance
for online education and has received nationalgeition for its peer-based approach and
continuous improvement in online education andesttitbarning.

1.C. Financial Viability/Sufficient Market . Any program offered through Ecampus needs to
be financially viable. While financial viabilityf@ program can and should be considered in the
larger context of a unit’s financial plan, Ecampusgrams should be contributing to the
financial viability of the unit. Related to the mefr financial viability is the need for the
program to have a sufficiently large market to w&atithe investment of faculty and Ecampus
resources. There are occasions when it will berchited that low enrollment courses should be
developed or maintained. Examples include coutsgsanrich the breadth of options in an
online program, or at times an experimental or lyigimovative course. In such cases, the unit
offering the courses or program needs to articutetestrategic reason for the offering and must
be responsible the costs of delivery.

1.D. OSU Strategic Plan.Courses and programs offered through Ecampuddhbelconsistent
with the strategic plan of OSU. Our three broatufoareas (healthy people, healthy planet,
healthy economy), along with the foundation of arg sciences, provide a wealth of
opportunities for the development of courses angams. When Ecampus began, development
of new courses and programs was essentially adgmaddriven by the initiative of faculty and
unit leaders. As Ecampus has evolved, courses ragugms are, appropriately, being developed
more as part of unit plans and consistent withiateyrated within their curricula. As Ecampus
continues to evolve and especially with the addibdmore on-line degree programs, the need
for broader strategic discussions that cross umitallege boundaries will increase (e.g. the
biology requirement for the Fisheries and Wildliie-line degree). There are also opportunities
to more strategically align our Ecampus offeringsuieas that are consistent with OSU’s
strategic plan and meet current marketplace demands

2. What is the role of technology-delivered and hybriccourses for on-campus students?
How do we ensure that those courses provide a meagful engaged experience for
students taking Extended Campus courses and what essight is needed? How can
Extended Campus work with the Center for TeachinglLearning and Assessment to
promote the development of hybrid courses?

The Task Force approached this bullet as two sepesues: hybrid courses and Ecampus
courses for on-campus students. In addition, vdeaa discussion of courses delivered off
campus, generally at sites managed by OSU (e.fieldiatMarine Science Center, H.J. Andrews



Experimental Forest, Agricultural Experiment FiSlhtions), and the mechanisms to fund those
courses.

2.A. Hybrid Courses. There was broad support for the developmenybfiti courses, defined
as courses that place a substantial portion afuhent on-site format into online learning. One
driver for the development of hybrid courses isré& up classroom space. As OSU’s
enrolliment grows, there will be continued pressurelassrooms for instruction. While space is
a driver, the task force concluded that the mongoirtant driver is the opportunity to foster
student success. According to published studess Appendix 7), students generally have
greater success in hybrid courses than in eithi&egnon-site or entirely electronically

delivered courses. In developing hybrid coursesfolowing issues need to be considered:

2.A.a.Hybrid Course designator. It will be necessary to identify a course designéor
hybrid courses (much like the “DSC” for Ecampustét for Honors courses) to indicate to
students that a course is hybrid. It will also leeessary to make clear to students that the
expectations for students are different than ftivegientirely Ecampus or entirely on-site
courses.

2.A.b. Faculty support. Support for faculty to develop hybrid coursesssential. Support can
include incentives for development of hybrid costsgpportunities for training, and access to a
learning community of faculty offering hybrid coess The proposal to have an Instructional
Designer for hybrid course development was viewgedraimportant support piece. An ideal
situation would be to provide a course buy-outlimmafaculty to develop a hybrid course.
Support in the way of faculty development has aydaeen put in place with the hiring of a new
Instructional Designer, a joint endeavor betweeangmus and the Center for Teaching and
Learning, funded by Ecampus.

2.A.c. Financial model. The University will need to identify a sustainalfiinancial model to
support and incent the development of hybrid cauesl to incent (or at least not discourage)
students to enroll in hybrid courses.

2.A.d. Incentives or mandates The task force concluded that development andmance of
hybrid courses would progress most smoothly arndiefitly if they were driven by incentives
and followed the lessons learned from pilot prograrather than creating mandates requiring
units to transition some percentage of their coofaings to hybrid courses.

2.A.e.Information Technology. There was not a concern that development ofithyfmurses
would place a substantial additional demand onrtfeemation technology resources currently
in place.

2.A.f. Faculty work loads. The task force concluded that development ofidytwurses needed
to proceed in such a way that it did not lead tveased work loads for faculty.

2.A.g.Lower division vs. higher division courses.We discussed whether it seemed more
appropriate to offer hybrid courses in lower dieisior upper division courses. The argument
was made that upper division students might be meady to take on the additional



responsibility of self-directing the electronic s&m of the hybrid course. On the other hand, it
was acknowledged that students coming out of helo@ are increasing technology savvy,
comfortable, and expect the use of technologyrfstruction. We did not come to a specific
conclusion that either was better.

2.A.h. Materials for feeder schools.The point was made that selected electronic nadder
developed for hybrid courses could easily be maddable to our feeder schools (community
colleges in particular) to be used as teaching riesda their classes. Sharing of teaching
materials in this way could help ensure that comityuwollege courses serve as effective pre-
requisites to upper division courses at OSU, anohtas credit courses when the students enroll
at OSU. Providing these materials would provigeexhanism to help ensure the quality and
content of the courses while allowing our commugitifege partners to design and deliver their
own courses, but would likely take faculty-to-faguhteraction to be successful.

2.B. Ecampus courses for on-campus student$ncreasing numbers of on campus students are
electing to take Ecampus courses. Currently, abalfiof Ecampus enroliment is on campus
students and about one fourth of on campus studigkesat least one Ecampus course. The
following issues/concerns were addressed for ompaarstudents electing to take Ecampus
courses.

In considering the issues for on-campus studekisgd&campus courses or hybrid courses, we
started with confirmation of a guiding principle fdelivery of instruction for on-campus
courses: Regardless of the mechanism of delivieinstruction, students paying Corvallis on-
campus tuition and fees should have the abilifylidl degree requirements without being
expected to enroll in an Ecampus course. Whileetheay be pedagogical reasons for delivering
instruction to on-campus students via hybrid otina-approaches, the costs of these
experiences should be included in the on-camptisriuand fees. Corvallis campus students
should have access to all needed courses at tvallcampus pricing structure. Students, of
course, may choose to complete degree requirerngnéking Ecampus courses and opt to pay
extra for an Ecampus course.

2.B.a. Seamless experienceStudents on campus should not feel like thegheft OSU to
attend Ecampus. Their experience should be fotggrated with the rest of their college
experience, including academic support, advisitg, e

2.B.b. Ecampus by choice We discussed the fact that students elect & Eglampus courses.
There are many drivers to cause students to e@shpus courses rather than take the same
course on campus. These include convenience, siimgdearning styles, instructor choice,
and fully enrolled on-campus versions. Whatevent#ason, it is helpful to remember that this
is a choice the student makes.

2.B.c. Quality. The quality of Ecampus and on-line courses shoeloh@istinguishable.
Instructors should be equally knowledgeable aegpaed. Students completing an Ecampus or
on campus course should be equally well preparedriinue with a curriculum that uses that
course as a prerequisite or foundation. Primasponsibility for measuring and assessing the
quality of courses (regardless of the method akdg}) falls to the individual units who deliver



courses. This includes the assessment of stuelemiihg and the assurance that the learning
outcomes for all courses are consistent - regasdiethe method of delivery. All courses,
Ecampus and face to face alike, “belong” to thesuni

2.B.d. Convenience feeThe task force addressed the issue of whetheotown campus
students should be expected to pay an additioitedridor the convenience of taking Ecampus
courses. This issue was discussed in connectittmtiae budget model (see below). Briefly, we
concluded that the budget model is roughly rightt simould be largely left in place. However,
we do recommend that a scholarship program be immgoléed to assist on-campus students with
need who are taking Ecampus courses (see page dét&ils).

2.B.e. Graduate students.There are issues regarding tuition remissioncanuaise-load credit

for Ecampus courses for graduate students thattodeelresolved. The Faculty Senate Distance
Education Committee and the University Budget Cottgmiare considering these issues. The
task force strongly encourages the Universitynd fa mechanism to allow graduate students to
“count” Ecampus courses towards the GTA/GRA mininagurse load requirement. As for
undergraduate students, graduate students payingl@mon-campus tuition and fees should
have the ability to fulfill degree requirementshuatit being expected to enroll in an Ecampus
course.

2.B.f. Student Successlhe task force did a preliminary analysis of shidiccess rates (%
receiving grades of C- and above and average GétAJdampus courses relative to on-campus
courses. Institutional Research examined datadiorses where both an on-campus and
Ecampus version are taught (see Appendix 3). Talengnary results are quite interesting.
Viewed in the aggregate, success rates (bothnmstef the average GPA and pass rates) for
students taking Ecampus courses are lower thasuiteess rates for students taking on-campus
courses. However, when we drilled down deepertimadata, some interesting trends emerged.
When students taking ONLY Ecampus courses were aoedpwith on-campus students who
take most of their courses on campus and one o BBormpus courses, the “only Ecampus”
students had higher average success rates than-tempus students (and higher success rates
than on-campus students taking on-campus coursesther words, students committed to the
Ecampus approach, on average, appear to do wlkienvironment. Students accustomed to
the more guided and structured on-campus coursestfodifferent motivations or distractions)
may be less likely to succeed in Ecampus courBagher, this discrepancy is greatest for
freshmen and decreases for seniors. The EcamplisFbace speculated on several potential
explanations for these observations, which, unfately, remain speculationsTwo other
universities with similar Ecampus programs wererigaeand they have not collected a similar
data set so we do not know to what extent OSU’&®eepce is unique. Neither institution was
surprised at the results we saw.

The Task Force recommends the following action$dibow-up:
2.B.f.i. Conduct a deeper analysis of the studatd tb identify which (if any) student

subpopulations have the more significant succealtettyes in the Ecampus platform than the
general student population
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2.B.f.ii. Fall 2011 share the expanded data sdt thie¢ Undergraduate Education Council (UEC)
for additional feedback and discussion.

2.B.f.iii. Research possible interventions to be<orvallis campus student success rates in
Ecampus courses, implement a pilot support prograghassess results, reporting back to the
UEC and Faculty Senate Distance Education committee

2.B.f.iv. Track this (or a similar set of Ecampuairse success metrics) annually and discuss
with Ecampus and Academic Success and Engagement.

2.C. Off-campus courses: Developing an appropriatinding model. The task force also
evaluated a funding model that has been proposedpi@ve the development of creative and
often multi-disciplinary coursework at locationd tife main campus. Originally proposed as
part of the Hatfield Marine Science Center's (HMS@ategic plan, the model has been used for
over 5 years for the Marine Biology class (Bl 45} offered at the HMSC in spring. This
application has used a variant of extended camydirig model, but requires special coding
and handwork that limits its utility for broaderpiementation.

The task force considered the model to be benéfia broad range of off-campus sites,
including the HMSC, the Andrews Experimental For&sosciences Field Station, and
Agricultural Experiment Stations. It recommendedesal changes to the existing model, and
using the funding mechanism from the Summer Sessmutel (86/14) but with selected changes
in course coding. Also suggested was having thepoaronline schedule of classes search
function have a primary default to an “all locagdcategory. This change would allow students
to see all delivery modes (including Ecampus) aauibus locations that courses would be
offered. Implementation would be during fall thghuspring quarters. The full proposed model,
as modified by the task force, is presented in Appe9.

The task force recommends review of the proposahéyProvost’s Council and approval by the
Provost for implementation beginning Fall, 20111201).

3. How do we ensure faculty development for effectiveelivery of distance education
courses?

Extended Campus has in place a process and stgbist faculty with the development of
distance courses including course design, produatielivery, evaluation, and revision. This
process has been in place for some time and hasdffeetive for the faculty members who
have used it. Key elements of the process include:

3.A. Design. When the instructor is chosen by the Departmané fnew distance course, the
Ecampus Course Development Team works with hintthdefine the scope, delivery methods
for the course, and media needs. A sample module#&ed to discuss, refine, and approve
before production begins. Instructors begin leagmore about Blackboard and best practices in
online course design at this stage.
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Production:Once the prototype has been agreed upon, the Esa@quuse Development team
collaborates with the instructor to produce theaegnmg materials and media. All components
are assembled in Blackboard. At each step in ptaziuthe materials are reviewed looking at
scope, structure, and components to ensure coropligith OSU, OUS, and Federal standards.
Blackboard and media training continues during stégje. The development is a collaboration
between Ecampus and the Instructor. Department€aes offered an opportunity to review the
course before it is offered.

3.B. Delivery. The Ecampus Department and Learner Services teaks wimsely with

instructors to ensure Banner input is accuratébteks and materials are ordered, and

student concerns are addressed. In addition, tamfpes Course Development team continues to
support instructors with Blackboard training andestmedia needs.

3.C. Evaluation The OSU Student Assessment of Teaching formdianebuted online for
distance students during the 10th week of a couraghe Blackboard or INfOSU portal. The
results of the evaluation are provided to the Diepaint Chairs.

3.D. RevisionsWhen the content or structure of a course goesfalate, the Ecampus Course
Development Team assists the instructor with aicoatis improvement process to ensure
accurate and current courses.

Ecampus employs a three year ‘refresh’ cycle foorine courses: we invite faculty teaching
courses that have been offered online for threesyieaperform a peerssessmerdf the course
with technical support/input from Ecampus courseettigoment staff, and based on that
assessment perform revisions/updating to the caanseent and delivery strategies. Both
assessment and revision processes are supporedififly through incentive grants to the
faculty/department.

3.E. Additional Support. Ecampus also supports faculty development throughtgrograms
incentivizing faculty’sresearctefforts in distance education topics, gmdfessional
developmenbpportunities to share research findings and &o tiese of other distance
education professionals. Professional developmemits are also made available to academic
advisors whose focus is on distance students.

Professional development for faculty is also predidhrough an annual Faculty Forum, hosted
by Ecampus, where faculty and others present arpbastices in online learning. Academic
Advisors are invited to an Ecampus hosted quartedlyisor Meeting, to
share/discuss/collaborate on advising issues spéziflistance student needs.

This information, and more, is consolidated in atoaously updatethstructor Manuglmade
available to all new and existing faculty teachifampus courses, and is available online as a
PDF.

Ecampus is also funding a new Instructional Desigiosition in the Center for Teaching and
Learning.
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4. How does compensation for Extended Campus instructh compare to compensation
for on-campus instruction and how do we ensure thatompensation plans for Extended
Campus align with the new overload policy?

The issue of compensation for on-campus instruatiag in considerable flux during the time
period of the task force’s work. Prior to winterldQ the academic department could choose to
both hire and pay course instructors directly eceto have Ecampus pay instructors who have
been approved by the department (see AppendiE&umpus pay to instructors was based on
the number of SCH delivered (number of studentdass x credit hours for the class) up to a
limit of 180 SCH.

Effective winter, 2011Ecampus no longer pays any facudigectly for online instruction; all
payroll is now managed through the academic deamtin collaboration with the College’s
Dean’s Office and their affiliated Business Serv@anter staff. Colleges and departments are
responsible for ensuring instructor pay arrangesahide by OSU overload policy. In addition,
individual Colleges and departments are respongibl®rmulating ‘equitable’ pay policies for
instructors teaching Ecampus courses. The Collageésiepartments coordinate with Academic
Affairs and Human Resources offices to ensure ciam@e with these policies. This change
grew out of the efforts to be in compliance witre@on Administrative Rule 580-021-0025
regarding overload compensation and the recognitianfair and equitable compensation
(whether overload or in-load) should not be bas#elyon the number of students in the course.

Examples of two college-based policies and onertieeat-based policy on instructor pay for
Ecampus courses are included in the appendix (pperflix 4, 5, 6).

This issue continues to be in flux as collegesamnits develop and refine their policies. The
task force offers the following guiding principlesconsidering fair and equitable compensation
for Ecampus instruction:

4.A. Compensation for a given Ecampus course shoulbenstibstantially different (higher or
lower) than for a comparable face-to-face courlitwith allowances for different levels of
effort for different instructional delivery methos.g. Ecampus courses often require more

effort per student than face-to-face courses) andifferent disciplines.

4.B. Load considerations should be similar for Ecampusface-to-face. For example, 12
Ecampus courses in a year should not be resul@iA®FTE load (to avoid benefits) any more
than 12 face-to-face courses should.

4.C. Ecampus courses should be managed and staffesh@miaer consistent with the assignment
of load of face-to-face classes. Mode of delivetgss size, credit hours, and other factors may
all be appropriate for assessing the appropriatalevent and workload assigned to particular
sections.

4.D. Similar work should lead to similar compensationdmnilarly qualified instructors.
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4.E.Rank of instructor, class size, complexity of tberse, and discipline are among the
considerations used to establish compensation.

We believe these principles are consistent wittSfagement issued by the American
Association of University Professors on Conting&ppointments and the Academic Profession.
http://www.aaup.org/NR/rdonlyres/47A00141-3691-418521-
83974185600B/0/ContingentAppointmentsandtheAcaderiession.pdf

5. How do we address intellectual property issues suounding distance education?

Extended Campus online courses follow OUS intell@gbroperty policies. These are the same
policies that apply to all OUS courses (see appgndi

The below link connects to the Faculty Senate tepointellectual property policy and Distance
Education.
http://oregonstate.edu/senate/committees/othedipppport/index.html

6. What type of internal organization is needed to suport the growth and leverage other
available campus resources?

Extended Campus is organized to provide a smodtiwag of access to OSU learning
opportunities for non-residential/distance/onliearhers. Ecampus’ internal organization
consists of various units that focus on:

» Market analysis and development

» Student recruitment and retention/prospective studemmunications

» Course and program design, development and delivery

» Student, faculty, and department support services.

Ecampus works closely with the academic units oftethe courses and programs, and supports
the funding of course development and advisorspaogram coordinators for all undergraduate
degree programs delivered through Ecampus.

Ecampus also collaborates with various campusientitcluding Center for Teaching, Learning
and Advancement, Media Services, Curriculum Courtedampus advocates for the distance
learners in order to make OSU accessible in allleg@eapacities. OSU has made great strides
over the past 10 years and continues to modifyc@sliand processes to make campus resources
available to distant/online learners.

We recommend that Ecampus has representation ds&@eand any other appropriate
University standing committees. Ecampus is alsomqihg to establish an Advisory committee
when the Provost's task force completes its wohe @dvisory committee will be responsible
for advocating for and facilitating the integratiohEcampus into the University’s learning
environment.
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7. What business model will incent appropriate growthyet avoid the development of an
“underground economy?”

7.A. Is the current business model roughly correctWe started with a consideration of
whether the current business model is roughly corr&€he model consists of an 80/10/10 model
for tuition ($160/credit UG, $386/credit, G) wheé3@% of the tuition is returned to the unit
teaching the course, 10% is set aside for new ealegelopment, and 10% goes to central
administration. Another $75/credit is chargedtiodents and goes to Ecampus for operations
and student advising. The general consensus waththaurrent business model is indeed
roughly correct. The reasons cited:

7.A.i. Predictability: The current model allows units to predict witreasonable degree of
accuracy the costs to deliver a course and thexpaténcome from that course. There is a
predictable and easily understood connection betileenumber of students taught and the
resources available to provide the instruction.

7.A.ii. Incentive: Because there is a clear, predictable, and adeu@ime stream associated
with successful Ecampus offerings, there is an@piate incentive to offer quality courses.

7.A.ii. Growth: The current model allows for growth that is sclabAs numbers grow, the
resources needed to provide and support the coalsegrow. A concern with the growth is
whether it is sustainable. Decreasing SCH leadietoeasing revenues, so it must also be
possible to manage these decreases. The predigtalib enhances growth in that “profit” from
one course can be used to offset a potential téfi@i occurs when a new course is developed,
fostering department-level investments in new, toreaoursework.

7.A.iv. Educational tool: The current model, where resources are so djricked to the
success of the course and/or program, provideslacaiional tool to administrators and faculty.
For example, the often-underappreciated linkagede market demand and course success
cannot easily be ignored.

7.B. Should the model be fine-tuned?Given that the model is roughly correct, areeher
opportunities to fine-tune the model? We ideatifthree boundary conditions that all need to
be considered when thinking about changes to thdemo

7.B.i. Incentive: It is important that the incentives currentlypilace to the units delivering
Ecampus courses not be substantially diminishedevatiiempting to enhance incentives to other
stakeholders, in particular, the on-campus students

7.B.ii. Cost differential: We heard repeatedly from students and facultyttfeadifferential

cost for on-campus students to take Ecampus coisrsesoncern. We also set as an overarching
principle to make the Ecampus/ on-campus trans#®seamless as possible. This cost
differential is the most obvious disconnect frons ghrinciple of “seamlessness”. The tuition
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plateau exacerbates this issue as Ecampus couesesesnpted from the plateau—on campus
tuition and Ecampus tuition are determined seplgratel then summed.

7.B.iii. Overhead: Another reoccurring issue was the need to deterraifair overhead for
Ecampus to pay to central administration. Curyemtbout 7% of revenues managed by
Ecampus ($75/SCH + 10% of tuition returned to Ecashjare returned to central administration
to cover overhead costs. Recognizing that thesisapples to oranges” comparison, about 35%
of on campus E&G revenue goes to central administréor “overhead”.

With regard to dealing with the Cost Differentialtiout decreasing incentive, the task force
proposes implementation of a scholarship fund t@call or some portion of the fee and/or
tuition for on-campus students taking Ecampus asuroug Severs, Director of Scholarships
and Financial Aid, indicated his office could maeagich a program. A potential source of
funds would be a portion of the $75/SCH fee. $03Svould generate a fund of close to
$1M/yr. This amount would be sufficient to fullyrfd one 4-credit Ecampus course each year
for 1,000 students. We propose a scholarship progrhere on-campus students can apply for
scholarships to cover the cost of Ecampus cour@&s. note that Ecampus only students already
have access to a similar program.) Criteria forrawng scholarships could be:

* Financial need
» Course required for timely program advancement
* Number of courses previously funded by Ecampbslacships

With regard to overhead, we supported a policy eloserhead for both Ecampus and on
campus is consistent with actual costs, recognitiagthis requires a more detailed analysis of
overhead than we are prepared to undertake.

7.C. The Underground economyThe concern about an “underground economy” seems t
come from a concern that units will create artificeasons to use Ecampus courses instead of
face-to-face courses so they can reap the finareiadrds of the Ecampus business model. The
committee did not see a great deal of evidencestinat behavior was happening.

Ecampus revenues flow to units based on the 80itain model and do involve large sums
transferred to units. At first glance, this capegr to be a financial windfall. However, this is
in large measure because all the direct and indiests of Ecampus instruction are not charged
directly against Ecampus revenues. The costscoftfawho teach in-load, service and supply
costs, GTA salary, administrative overhead, anfil steerhead are real costs not assigned to the
Ecampus revenue. A quick review of total costsr@veénues in two Colleges (Science and
Education) suggest that Ecampus revenues coveacthbal costs, with a slight surplus in some
areas, depending on discipline and course structure

There were issues with units, or more often indiaid, using Ecampus courses to secure excess
additional compensation. The changes in overloadpay policy have largely corrected those
excesses. The committee feels that applicatioheoptinciples outlined here will prevent any
consistent abuses of the Ecampus business model.
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The strength of the model is that the predictabditthe funding has encouraged units to be
imaginative and entrepreneurial. There is alwagskathat a few people will try to use such a
system in a way that was not intended. Howevergtiod work that has developed and the
appropriate use of guiding principles has kept almighe approach to a minimum.

8. What is the role of OSU’s Extended Campus vis-a-vithe Oregon University System
(e.g. ability to deliver courses/modules for otheuniversities, particularly regional
institutions)?

OSU is a leader in the OUS system in credit-basdidelearning. EOU, SOU, WOU and OIT
have active online programs. Eastern matches OSiddergraduate programs. PSU has a strong
Continuing Education program and is growing the banof online credit courses. And UO has

a decentralized program with some individual sttesagBut overall OSU is the leader--in full
degree programs (grad and undergrad), total coarsskable, and total student credit hours.

OSU took the initiative to host a meeting last sgrof all the OUS online, continuing ed, and
summer session programs to promote more interaatidrcollaboration.

As an OUS system leader, it provides OSU an oppiytto provide input and leadership in
developing a statewide collaboration for sharingrse access. Other states and regions have
similar efforts established and underway.

One example could be to institute a “home-insoititimodel where all institutions aggregate
available online course listings in a common catafo student admitted to any OUS university
could register for any course in the common catalbg student would pay tuition and fees to
their home institution. If the course originatedaabther institution, the home institution would
keep 10% for administrative expenses and push 90% the originating institution for
development and instruction expenses. Credit ®icthurse would accrue art the student’s home
institution. Coordination for this enterprise coble established at the OUS System level or
delegated to a member institution. Coordinatiost could be shared among all member
institutions as marketing expenses.

The task force views this option as an answeréajtiestion posed, but looks with some
trepidation at the possible issues raised. Althaufmome institution” model as noted above is a
simple system-wide approach, the real questiorhetwalue would this bring to OSU and our
students? If the OUS system wishes to pursue a migrgrated approach to online learning
statewide, this could work. However the task fam@mmendation is to focus our attention on
future growth and student satisfaction at OSU first
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1. Request for input

Over the past five years, there has been a significant increase in the number of educational
programs delivered through Ecampus and the number of students taking Ecampus courses,
both on campus and off. Continuous increases in enrollment are adding pressure on units
to effectively deliver their educational programs to large student audiences and more
clearly define the role of providing courses via Ecampus for on-campus students.
In the context of Extended Campus’ growth, course access issues, and the desire of many
units to increase the reach and impact of their programs, it is important that the University
ensures that the future Extended Campus agenda is aligned with the institution’s
educational priorities and goals for access, affordability, and quality of education programs
and student experience.
To address these issues, a task force was appointed jointly by Sabah Randhawa, Provost
and Executive Vice President, and Leslie Burns, President of the Faculty Senate. The Task
Force was asked to address the following key issues:
* How large should Extended Campus grow over the next 3-5 years and where should the
growth occur?
*  Whatis the role of Ecampus and hybrid courses for on-campus students?
* How do we ensure faculty development and appropriate compensation for delivery of
distance education courses?
* How do we address intellectual property issues surrounding distance education?
*  What type of internal organization is needed to support the growth and leverage other
available campus resources?
*  What business model will incent appropriate growth yet avoid the development of an
“underground economy?”
*  Whatis the role of OSU’s Extended Campus vis-a-vis the Oregon University System?

The task force now seeks your input on these issues. If you have comments about Ecampus
that are relevant to the charge of the task force, please [do the following]. Your comments
will be most useful to the task force if they are received by February 15.

TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP

Dan Arp, University Honors College, (Chair)

Sherm Bloomer, College of Science

George Boehlert, Hatfield Marine Science Center

Susie Brubaker-Cole, Academic Success and Engagement

Bruce Dugger, Fisheries and Wildlife (& Chair FS Distance Education Committee)

Dave King, Outreach and Engagement

Roger Nielsen, Geosciences (& member of FS Distance Education Committee)

Kate Mactavish, Human Development and Family Studies (& member of FS Curriculum Council)
Tom Maness, Forest Engineering, Resources and Management

Brian Meara, Budget and Fiscal Planning

Brent Steel, Political Science

Jessica White, Adult Education and Higher Education Leadership (& member of FS Graduate
Council)

Staff: Lisa Templeton
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2. Summary of input from community
04/11

The survey responses varied greatly. The followis@ brief summary of the results and a few
examples of some of the comments received:

How large should Extended Campus grow over the nexd-5 years and where should the
growth occur?

A majority of respondents agreed that Extended G@anspould be allowed to grow as needed to
best serve the needs of student success. The esphagowth being a product of student
functionality and not revenue generation was atéwed among the respondents.

“A limit should not be invoked, but growth should b function of student need and

registrations.”
Number of Ecampus courses taught: 3-5

“How Large...? I'd say *large* Although | don't likeemote teaching and learning and believe
we have to be extremely careful about offering aliguproduct, | think we’d better take
advantage of this opportunity fully or risk beirgtibehind. | received a phone call yesterday
from someone in the Ivory Coast who wished to t@ke of our E-Campus courses. If we don't

satisfy this kind of person someone else will.”
Number of Ecampus courses taught: 0

What is the role of Ecampus and hybrid courses foon-campus students?
Most respondents believe the role of Ecampus abddgourses for on-campus students should
not be to replace the brick and mortar class, matead to be available as an alternate resource.
Many respondents felt that most professors weeadir engaged in some form of hybrid
teaching through the use of blackboard and otlednt@ogy driven methods. Many respondents
were adamant that students are given the optionftyputy to take courses online or on campus
and are not forced to take required courses onim&campus. In addition some respondents
reflected on the idea of on-campus students legdstas diverse and busy lives as distance
students, which would also result in the needHent to take Ecampus courses.
“The role of Ecampus classes for on-campus studeraisabout access, preferences in pedagogy
and flexibility.”

Number of Ecampus courses taught: 3-5

“On-campus students should have the option of ta&imline courses but not be forced to take

them (they came to OSU & should be able to have fadace classes which many prefer).”
Number of Ecampus courses taught: 1-2

“The increased use of Ecampus for on-campus stsidhast the opportunity to unburden us from

the enrollment limitations posed by inflexible, dveoked classroom space on campus.”
Number of Ecampus courses taught: 1-2
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How do we ensure faculty development and appropria compensation for delivery of
distance education courses?

In relation to ensuring faculty development andrappate compensation there were a variety of
responses and concerns.

“Release time or professional development funds could be an incentive for faculty to
develop and deliver hybrid courses. Compensation should be in load—any other

model distorts faculty activity in relation to the position description.”
Number of Ecampus courses taught: 0

If we were to limit E-Campus instruction to insttois paid on what is essentially a
piece-work basis, then our E-Campus offerings asendifferent from those of the
University of Phoenix and the like, except that pinefits go to supporting our Research
University rather than corporate shareholders. &elthat's a big enough difference if
the demand exists, but we need to proceed with@yes to the potential exploitation of
piece-work instructors (who are, of course, alreaxiyloited in the delivery of high-

enrollment face-to-face classes).
Number of Ecampus courses taught: 0

“Consider the # of credits and ways the course wasldped for distance learning (i.e.,
the time invested) to develop compensation mo&sme faculty don’t do a lot to

“teach” online classes and they should be compedsatcordingly.”
Number of Ecampus courses taught: 1-2

“Faculty development and appropriate compensation for delivery are essential. In
our department, this is done as an overload course and without reasonable

development funds and salary, it would not happen.”
Number of Ecampus courses taught: 1-2

How do we address intellectual property issues suounding distance education?

Many respondents simply acknowledged that withenElcampus course development agreement
it stipulates that if OSU pays them to developasslthen the resulting property belongs to the
university. A number of respondents believe thahesship of intellectual property is an issue

for the legal department or that they do not knowuggh about the subject to give an informed
opinion.

“I am not sufficiently knowledgeable about inteligal property issues to have

suggestions or views on this matter.”
Number of Ecampus courses taught: 0

“Faculty should be required to adhere to copyrlghis surrounding intellectual property

just like we want students to.”
Number of Ecampus courses taught: 3-5

What type of internal organization is needed to soport the growth and leverage other
available campus resources?
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There were a variety of responses to this question.

“I would think that the current E-campus structbes a lot going for it. | would like to

see course developers have better access to wvideenanation tools.”
Ecampus courses taught: 1-2

“Ecampus funds have been secured and will contimlbe secured.”
Ecampus courses taught: 3-5

“Don't mess with that. It is a lean, efficient oggon now, which is probably why it is the
only one on campus that generates excess revermesieed appropriate oversight from
an academic standpoint and from business managestaewipoint but in my mind not

much additional administration.”
Ecampus courses taught: 3-5

“I worry that Ecampus in particular is also con@gtnwith the raising revenue as
Ecampus generated funds appear to be more andimooetant to the operation of
individual units. That is great, but | feel stropghat our paramount goal should always

be the quality of the education that we deliver.”
Ecampus courses taught: 0

What business model will incent appropriate growthyet avoid the development of an
"underground economy?"

There was a broad range of responses. Many thankurrent Ecampus model works extremely
well, others don't like it. Many did not understhwhat was meant by “underground economy”.

The ecampus is vibrant and growing and with goadaa. It is a prime example of how
incentives encourage excellence. Unlike the stahdampus model where links between
credit hours and departmental rewards are tenunditeas than obvious, the ecampus
model provides direct rewards to departments acultiabased on the successes of
online courses. More students translates to morgegnfor departments. Any plan
moving the ecampus forward must not tinker witls d#entral element of the ecampus's

SuUcCcCess.
Ecampus courses taught 3

The best way to avoid an underground economytiedard this effort as part of a normal
teaching assignment, with corresponding reductiomsher expectations (e.g. a reduced

traditional teaching load).
Ecampus courses taught 0

When colleges rush to offer Ecampus courses fide-glistaining stream of revenue,
there should at least be mechanisms in place wretise Ecampus course is suitable.
From mere observation it seems like the numbepofses offered through Ecampus is
rising exponentially, and the quality of the cogrgestagnant at best. | understand the
financial bottom line of these offerings, but ldot understand the human/educational

bottom line.
Ecampus courses taught 0
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3. Success rates for Ecampus relative ton-campus courses
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4. Compensation policy from COS

The University, in response to a review of OSU practices regarding compliance with Oregon Administrative rules,
has implemented a new policy defining the procedures and practices regarding overload effort and compensation
for that effort. A copy of those rules can be found at
http://oregonstate.edu/admin/hr/word%20&%20xls/overload-policy.doc

The key parts of the policy related to teaching concern the time commitment and compensation for overload
effort:

* Overload teaching is not to exceed, on average, the equivalent of one additional course
per term. Further, overload teaching may not be assigned at any time when the quality
of instruction may be jeopardized or when such overload work interferes with regularly

assigned duties.

e The allowable overload limits defined here are considered maximum loads. The appropriate dean,
director, vice president, or vice provost may set a lower limit for overload work in cases where there are
concerns that additional commitments would interfere with the full performance of an employee’s
normal duties.

*  Compensation for overload teaching is set by course, not by the number of students or student credit hours
(SCH).

*  Courses, whether delivered face-to-face or in an asynchronous mode, vary in complexity and the time
they require from an instructor. Instructional faculty members are assigned to courses based upon their
skills and their ability to provide a quality educational experience.

* Compensation for instructional work in the College of Science is not done on an hourly basis.

* Compensation provided for overload courses should be consistent with the compensation provided for
similar courses delivered by instructional faculty in their normal duties. Academic unit supervisors or
deans, in consultation with the Vice Provost for Academic Affairs and International Programs, are
responsible for identifying an appropriate range for overload instruction in their units with a clear
justification for how those compensation levels are set.

These changes are specific to overload compensation but because they require that compensation is determined
by the course (not the enrollment) the policy leads to the conclusion that we must establish clear and consistent
guidelines for all compensation for Ecampus instruction (whether as salary or in other form) and that
compensation for overload courses is consistent with that for similar courses delivered in other ways. The College
of Science is committed to providing appropriate and consistent compensation for the development and delivery
of courses at the undergraduate and graduate level, regardless of mode of delivery.

Ecampus compensation schedule and process:

A compensation schedule based on a “per course” standard does not require that every course be paid at the
same rate. Course compensation may vary because of instructor qualifications (M.A./M.S., Ph.D.), credits, level of
course (lower, upper division; graduate), workload (e.g., WIC versus non-WIC), time spent in contact with
individual students, and discipline (market). There are also cases where the number of students enrolled or the
mode of delivery of the material significantly increases or decreases the effort (i.e., hours per week) needed to
deliver an Ecampus course, as compared to its face-to-face equivalent.

Ecampus compensation should be related to the effort required to deliver a course. Compensation rates should be
consistent (considering the factors noted above) whether the course is delivered face-to-face or by Ecampus, or in-
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load or as overload. The reasons for the differences in compensation for different delivery modes or courses
should be clearly articulated.

The College of Science surveyed the compensation rates for recent Ecampus work (both in-load and overload) and
compensation for similar face-to-face instruction. The compensation schedule provided below is based on that
census and defines medians and ranges for course compensation at different levels and by instructors of different
levels of experience. These rates will be revisited periodically as they are used and will be adjusted annually
consistent with annual faculty salary raises. Exceptions to these rates can be requested if circumstances justifying
significantly less, or more, effort occur for a particular class.

Some specific notes and expectations regarding course delivery and course development are noted in the
following sections.

Table 1: Ecampus salary schedule per course for the College of Science. Differences in disciplinary costs are within
the ranges provided. Salary may vary within ranges for the experience of the instructor, specific issues of course
delivery mode or student interaction, or other clearly identifiable criteria. The reasons for ranges in compensation
for courses within a unit should be clearly documented. Salary for Ecampus course delivery may be set within the
ranges by unit heads. The yellow boxes are “standard” teaching ranges for courses in the College. Use of the other
salary ranges or compensation proposed outside the ranges requires consultation with the Dean. Note that use of
the “seminar” and “reading and conference” ranges is restricted to the noted course numbers.

Rank/Type: | Instructor Assistant Associate Full
Professor Professor Professor

Course Level:
Lower division (200-level 54,800 $6,000 $7,000 $9,000
and below) 3000-7000 5000-7500 6000-9000 | 7000-11000
Upper division (300- and
400-level) same same same same
Graduate same same same same
(L;kr’(/) :ﬁ:;tt'g;:rvarge $960 $1,200 $1,400 $1,800

700-1400 1000-1500 1200-1800 1400-2200
supplement
Seminar courses (399/499, 52,400 $3,000 $3,500 $4,500
407/507, 408/508) 1500-3500 2500-3750 3000-4500 3500-5500
Reading and Conference 51,200 $1,500 $1,750 $2,225
(405/505) 750-1750 1250-1875 1500-2250 1775-2750

Course delivery notes and procedures:

e Compensation can vary with the qualifications and experience of the instructor

e Compensation within a range normally would reflect years of experience of the instructor within
the rank or specific issues about the delivery of the course, relative to it’s face-to-face
equivalent.

* Yellow highlighted areas indicate normal staffing rates. Most Ecampus courses will be
compensated at instructor rates regardless of the rank of the instructor; courses that can be
staffed by instructor rank faculty will be compensated at those rates even if a professorial rank
faculty member chooses to deliver the course. Exceptions will need to be justified and approved
by the Dean
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* Compensation does not generally vary by the level of class; the demands and needs at different
levels vary, but the aggregate effort is similar

» Slash courses (4xx/5xx) are considered a single course and are compensated as such. Cross-listed
courses (e.g. OC 103/GEO 103) are also considered a single course.

* Undergraduate classes that exceed an enrollment of 25 or any class meeting the university
minimum enrollment levels that includes a lab or recitation for which a graduate teaching
assistant or other instructional assistance is not assigned may warrant additional compensation
to reflect the additional load (as such effort is factored into the assignment of face-to-face
course loads). Normally, it is preferred to add TA support to a course, rather than increasing the
compensation for the instructor. Compensation that includes this addition must be approved by
the Dean [note we will work on defining more specific criteria for this in the future]

* Seminars or reading and conference courses can be offered through Ecampus. Such courses are
not normally counted as part of course loads for face-to-face delivery as we recognize that
require less effort than a full “course”. We have set a standard of about 50% or 25% effort for
such a small enrollment courses (relative to a regular course). The program head must approve
the offering of such a course and there must be a clear programmatic reason for its delivery

e Units can offer courses that do not generate enough revenue to cover the costs of delivery.
Such a decision might be for strategic reasons, for the development of a new program, or for a
required course in a degree program. Some strategies for such situations include:

0 Departments subsidizing such courses from other revenues if there is a compelling
programmatic need for the course

0 Building a subsidy into course development proposals funded by Ecampus for some
number of years to allow new programs to grow and reach a steady-state

0 Requesting a subsidy from the College’s Ecampus development fund or from Ecampus
to support a course as it grows

e All Ecampus course delivery whether as overload for salary, overload to a 201 account, or
delivery in load should be consistent with this compensation schedule.

e OPE will also be paid from the appropriate accounts when the effort level requires it. When
overload compensation is taken to a faculty 201 account, the compensation will equal the salary
from the ranges above and may include an additional 25% (the average OPE contribution for
salary overload) if a unit head considers it appropriate

e Units are responsible for the costs of Ecampus compensation, once unit heads have approved
overload compensation or approved the offering of a course, regardless of actual enroliment.

e Ecampus revenues will return to the unit responsible for the course content (i.e. the owner of
the course designator)

* The Department responsible for the course content will be responsible for identifying and
compensating instructors for all courses carrying the unit's course designator

e Course compensation must be set prior to the delivery of the course.

e The estimate of course effort in position descriptions is normally in the range of 0.08 to 0.12
FTE. Normally, 0.10 FTE will be used as the effort for Ecampus courses.

e Ifanindividual on a term-to-term appointment is to teach multiple sections over the course of
the year, the salary and effort per course should generally be equivalent. The issue here is
simply one of complexity in the appointment process. If units have concerns or questions about
this, please consult with the Dean’s Office and the Business Center.

Course development notes and procedures:
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Agreements for Ecampus course or program development must meet the same key conditions as course
delivery: the aggregate effort in overload work cannot exceed the standards set in the overload policy
and the compensation must be consistent with the effort required.

Course development compensation will normally be treated as the equivalent of one course. Unit heads
will determine if the required effort meets that for a full course (development of an entirely new course)
or a seminar course (i.e. revisions of an existing course). Development of particularly complex courses
may extend for more than one term and the equivalent of more than one course. Note that course
development counts towards the overload limit of no more than one course per term.

Program development normally involves the development of more than one course. If this work is done
on an overload basis, the work must be structured such that it meets the requirements of the overload
policy regarding management of effort and compensation. It is helpful in proposals for compensation
for course development work to identify the effort in “course equivalents” of effort. This will aid the
Dean and the Business Center in assessing the appropriate level of compensation.
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Ecampus Income Calculations for reference:

80% of the tuition revenue for Ecampus courses is passed to units
RAM generated by Ecampus is passed in part to the Colleges; this varies but last year was about 9.7% of the tuition revenue returend to the College
2011 Undergraduate tuition is $160/SCH
2011 Graduate tuition is $386/SCH

Estimated income (before expenses) for a 3-SCH course at various enrollments:

Enrollment
3 6 15 25 50 75

Undergraduate: Tuition: S 1,152 S 2,304 S 5,760 S 9,600 S 19,200 S 28,800

RAM: S 112 S 223 S 559 S 931 S 1,862 S 2,794

Total: S 1,264 S 2,527 S 6,319 S 10,531 S 21,062 S 31,594
Graduate: Tuition: S 2,779 S 5,558 S 13,896 $ 23,160 S 46,320 S 69,480

RAM: S 270 S 539 S 1,348 S 2,247 S 4,493 S 6,740

Total: S 3,049 S 6,098 S 15,244 S 25,407 S 50,813 S 76,220
Enroliment needed to meet total compensation (salary plus 25% OPE)

Ph.D. Instructor
Seminar-Ph.D. | Ph.D. Instructor (with large Maximum $ Maximum $
Instructor (low end) course stipend) Professor Instructor Professor

Salary S 2,400  $ 4,000 $ 5760 $ 9,000 $ 7960 $ 12,800

Total Cost: S 3,000 $ 5000 $ 7,200 $ 11,250 S 9,950 $ 16,000
Undergraduate: Enrollment needed 8 12 18 27 24 38

Income S 3370 $ 5055 $ 7,582 §$ 11,374 S 10,110 $ 16,007
Graduate: Enrollment needed 3 4 6 9 8 13

Income S 3,049 $ 4,065 S 6,098 $ 9,146 $ 8,130 $ 13,211
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5. Compensation Policy from CLA

Background

The Oregon University System (OUS) has establishles and policies regarding overload pay
(OUS Fiscal Policy Manual 10.33, Oregon AdministratRule 580-021-002andOregon State
University’s (OSU) Conflict of Commitment PolicyOregon State University has issued its
updated policy regarding Overload CompensationEgampus Instruction, effective September
16, 2010. This policy was mandated as a reswdhahternal audit. These policies have always
been in effect and the audit process caused Orszde University to address the audit findings.
As a result, it is necessary, for all units to cante compliance with the overload policy upon
the effective date and in-load Ecampus instrudbieginning winter term, December 16, 2010.

The Internal Audit Division gave Oregon State Umsiy an opportunity to develop its own
policy and to determine how pay rates would bebdisteed and enforced. The Vice Provost for
Academic Affairs and International Programs (VPA#nvened a task force comprised of
Deans, tenured administrators, professors and huesanirces staff who drafted the policy now
in effect.

This document is intended to clarify the process guide and inform academic unit supervisors
as to how this policy should, and may, be impleméntSpecifically, two aspects of the policy
need to be emphasized.

* Faculty are permitted to engage in activities imugy overload time not to exceed one
day in a seven day week, on an average, or itvalgnit during the academic year or
other period of appointment, and that no full-tiemployee “shall engage in any outside
employment that substantially interferes with dsitie

* For unclassified faculty, this restriction meanatthoth overload effort and overload
compensation is limited to an effective equivaleitmho more than 8 hrs per week, 104
hours per term, or equivalent to 1 course a quaitgernal audits have declared all
overloads in excess of this amount to be in violabf OUS and OSU policy.

Compensation for Instruction

» Overload compensation for tenure track facultyasda on the “standard rate of pay” for
on-campus and Ecampus instruction.

» Student Credit Hours (SCH) cannot be used to justimpensation rates and is not
subject to exemption (see below).

» Therefore, all instructor compensation will be lthea aper-course basis

» The “standard rate of pay” for any specific coutsayever, can be based on criteria such
as: instructor qualifications (M.A./M.S., Ph.D.jedits, level of course (lower, upper
division; graduate), workload (e.g., WIC versus{WIC), and discipline (market).

» Itis understood and accepted that compensatioalifopurses, including non lecture
courses with no meeting times (e.g., doughnut esyisternships, etc.) should take into
account the effort required to deliver the couraghough SCHs cannot be used
exclusively to justify compensation rate, whennienber of students enrolled
dramatically impacts the effort (i.e., hours peeweneeded to deliver a course, then
compensation could reflect this.
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Approval for Overload Pay

A “request for overload pay” form will require &dst three different signatures for approval,
and will now be reviewed by the VPAA's office beddiinal approval can be granted.
Specifically, the order of signature approval is@®ws:

1.
2.
3.

4.

Employee’s Supervisor (who will provide explanatemd justification for compensation)
Employing College/Unit Authorized Representativedd’s Office)

Executive Officer or Authorized Representative (Opal: Needed if overload is for
work outside the faculty’s member home academit).uni

Business Center HR Representative (Until CLA Bussn@enter hires such an official,
these will be forwarded to Jeri Hammer in HR).

Finally, all requests will then be reviewed by ¥ieAA'’s office for final approval. Once
a policy process is approved, only those requegtsde these guidelines will need
VPAA approval.

Criteria for approval at step #1 (academic unit suprvisor). OUS policy requires that
no full-time employee “shall engage in any outsdeployment that substantially
interferes with duties.” It is the responsibilititbe academic unit supervisor to ensure
that any overload duties do not interfere withgh#@isfactory execution of an employee’s
in-load duties. The unit supervisor will review thmployee’s performance based on
his/her position description to determine whettdgquate performance standards are
being met in teaching, research and service. Mgétiese standards is a prerequisite for
teaching overload courses.

Criteria for approval at step #2 (Dean).Each unit (school, department, program) in the
College of Liberal Arts must submit a plan to theADean that is in compliance with
OUS and OSU overload, instructor and Ecampus iastrypolicies.

Criteria for approval at step #3, which will be evduated by the Vice Provost for
Academic Affairs and International Programs. The primary concern is compliance
with Oregon State Law and Oregon University SystetdS) policy regarding overload
and Ecampus instructor pay. The Oregon Unive&ystem (OUS) has established rules
and policies regarding overload p&@US Fiscal Policy Manual 10.33, Oregon
Administrative Rule 580-021-002&8ndOregon State University’s (OSU) Conflict of
Commitment Poligy These documents stipulate:

o Activities involving overload time should not exce®n average, the equivalent
of one additional course per term.

o Compensation for overload courses should be cemiatith the compensation
provided for similar course delivered by instruobfaculty in their normal
duties.

o0 Academic unit supervisors or deans, in consultatriih the Vice Provost for
Academic Affairs and International Programs ar@oesible for identifying an
appropriate range for overload instruction in thaiits with a clear justification
for how those compensation levels are set.

o0 On-campus and Ecampus instructor compensatiorfrawiti this time forward be
based on @er-course basisCompensation for overload teaching cannot be
defined as a function of students or student ciealit's.

o Overload compensation for tenure track facultyasda on the “standard rate of
pay” for on-campus and Ecampus instruction.
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0 The “standard rate of pay” for instructors and &aa compensation can be
based on: instructor qualifications (M.A./M.S., B, credits (1, 2, 3, 4, etc.),
level of course (lower, upper division; graduate)ykload (e.g., WIC versus non-
WIC), and discipline (market). Student Credit Ho(B€H) cannot be used to
justify compensation rates and is not subject engtion (see below).

o0 The “standard rate of pay” should provide reasamabmpensation for work and
high quality instruction for students.

o Tenure-track faculty eligible for overload compeimamust not be in violation
of OSU’s “Conflict of Commitment” policy
(http://oregonstate.edu/admin/hr/documents/confliginmitment_policy.pdf

o0 Exceptions to the policy for nascent courses, @ogr; certificates and degrees
may be petitioned to the CLA Dean and VPAA (Eeeeptions to Policybelow).
A three-year implementation period may be provifteccourse, program,
certificate and degree development. At the enthethree-year period a formal
review will be conducted to determine whether sacfivities should be
terminated or continue to operate.

New Policy Regarding Instructor Compensation (On-cenpus and Ecampus).

Tenure-track faculty may teach Ecampus coursesdd;lbut will not receive additional
compensation.
On-campus and Ecampus instructor compensationmousbe based on a per-course
basis.
Student Credit Hours (SCH) cannot be used to justifmpensation rates and is not
grounds for an exception to the policy.
The “standard rate of pay” for instructors can beda on: instructor qualifications
(M.A./M.S., Ph.D.), credits (1, 2, 3, 4, etc.), é&wof course (lower, upper division;
graduate), workload (e.g., WIC versus non-WIC), disgipline (market).
The “standard rate of pay” should provide reasamabmpensation for work and high
quality instruction for students.
Instructors, both on campus and Ecampus, withad éppointment of at least.50 FTE
will be provided benefits per OUS requirements.
o When appointed by different academic units, theaife FTE will be the sum of
all appointments.
o0 When the total appointment entitles an instruatoibienefits, the responsibilities
of each academic unit for paying these benefitst tnesiegotiated and explicitly
stated before the appointment can be made.

Suggestions for Setting Workloads and Compensatidior Non Tenure-Track Faculty

As a rule of thumb, one course will be consideteddffort equivalent of 0.20 FTE
Academic Unit Supervisors, with the approval of rean, can determine alternative
equivalents where appropriate. These exceptiolhd&reviewed by the VPAA’s
Office.
o For example, labor intensive courses requiring nhoias per week to deliver
than a representative course within that acadenitacan have a higher FTE
equivalent than other courses.
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o Courses that, for whatever reason, do not requireffart equivalent to 0.20 FTE
may be set at a lower FTE level. For examples jtassible to define a 2 credit
course as being equivalent to only 0.10 FTE.

“Standard rate of pay” does not mean that the @msation for every course at OSU is
fixed at the same rate. Rather, it reflects adsiethset of criteria that determines
compensation in an equitable manner. For exartipdeactual compensation given for a
course may vary as a result of:

o Instructor credentials and degrees

o Particular discipline

o Course credits (e.g., 3 credits versus 4 credits)

o Course level (e.g., lower division, upper divisignaduate)

o Effort required to deliver it

Example: An academic unit supervisor might determine thateffort required by an
instructor to deliver a given course with very lemrollment (i.e., less than 5 students)
via E-campus is actually much less than 0.20 FTéttaih doughnut courses are a good
example of this. In these instances, the FTE etgnvanay be justifiably set at a lower
rate (e.g., 0.10 FTE or even 0.05 FTE per courBeany case, the effort equivalence
determined for a given course (or section) need® tustified without relying on SCH.

Exceptions to Policy (VPAA)

All requests for exceptions to the policy must bbreitted to and approved by the VPPA'’s
Office before implementation. No exceptions wil granted to pay overload compensation or
on-campus/Ecampus instructors on a SCH basis. Egosgo the standard rate of pay may be
requested for such situations as:

Critical program needs
Ensuring student access to required courses
Development of nascent courses, programs, cetgicand degrees
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6. Compensation policy from Fisheries and Wildlife

12 April 2011

The Department of Fisheries and Wildlife maintains one of the highest quality
undergraduate and graduate academic programs in fisheries and wildlife sciences in the
nation. Our goal is to retain that preeminence by continuing to be innovative in the
development and delivery our curricula. Maintaining a pool of quality instructors and
offering fair and equitable compensation for curriculum development and delivery is
paramount to this goal. This policy sets department compensation rates for curriculum
development and instruction for both on- and off-campus instruction and for overload
compensation. This policy is consistent with the OSU Policy on Overload Compensation
dated 16 September 2010.

Curriculum Development

The department’s undergraduate and graduate curricula are the purview of department’s
Curriculum and Graduate committees, respectively. Service on those committees is an in-
load expectation of the members of those committees. The development of new courses for
on-campus instruction is an in-load expectation of the faculty developing the courses they
are assigned to teach. However, the conversion of on-campus courses to online delivery
formats is not an in-load expectation of our faculty. The department will compensate
faculty for developing online courses in the form of a block grant (Table 1). The block grant
approach is used because some faculty may prefer to engage graduate teaching assistants
(GTAs) for one or two terms to assist in converting course materials to online formats,
while other faculty will use the entire block grant on salary for themselves. A block grant
based on credit hours for a course acknowledges that the amount of work for curriculum
development is proportional to the number of “lectures” that must be prepared.

Table 1. Compensation rates for development of online

courses.
Credit hours Block grant amount
2 $6,000
3 $9,000
4 $12,000
5 $15,000

Curriculum Delivery

The Department of Fisheries and Wildlife employs instructors, research faculty and tenure
track faculty on overload for delivery of curriculum on a per-section and per-term basis.
Faculty on overload will teach a maximum of one section per term (OSU Policy on Overload
Compensation dated 16 September 2010); instructors or research faculty may teach
multiple sections per term. The majority of instruction covered under this policy will be at
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less than 0.5 FTE. In cases where instructors or research faculty members exceed 0.5 FTE
the department may elect to hire the instructor or faculty member on an annual contract
for specific teaching and advising duties. Annual contracts will be individually negotiated
at competitive rates where the department’s intent is to provide long-term employment for
high quality teachers and advisers. Compensation rates are based on 3-credit classes and
will be adjusted proportionally for 2-, 4- or 5-credit classes. Compensation will be the same
for online (Table 2) and on-campus (Table 3) instruction, but enrollment caps will differ
between the two instruction modes. Enrollment caps are lower for online classes than for
on-campus classes because of the large number of instructor-to-student interactions
required when teaching online learners. Furthermore, when we hire an instructor to teach
courses, all curricular materials are provided to the instructor requiring minimal class
preparation time. In cases where on-campus instructors must develop substantial
curricular materials additional compensation may be negotiated. Minimum enrollment
numbers are consistent with OSU’s minimum class size guidelines. Classes below the

minimum may be canceled depending on student access to other classes.

Table 2. Compensation rates for online course instruction for a 3-credit class2.

Compensation (per course section)

Course Level Instructor | Instructor | Research or Class enrollment
swith<3 | swith>3 tenure-track Maximum/mini
years years faculty mum
experienc | experience
e

Graduate only (500 or $4,000 $5,000 $6,290 15/6

600)

Slash courses (400/500) | $5,500 $6,500 $7,000 25in

aggregate/15

Upper Division (300 or | $5,100 $6,000 $6,500 25/15

400)

Lower Division (100 or $5,100 $6,000 $6,500 30/25

200)

aCompensation rates are for 3-credit classes; 2-, 4- and 5-credit classes will be

compensated at 0.66, 1.33 and 1.66 times the 3-credit rate, respectively.

Table 3. Compensation rates for on-campus course instruction for a 3-credit classa.

Compensation (per course section)

Course Level Instructor | Instructor | Research or Class enrollment
swith<3 | swith>3 tenure-track Maximum/mini
years years faculty mum
experienc | experience
e

Graduate only (500 or $4,000 $5,000 $6,290 20/6

600)

Slash courses (400/500) | $5,500 $6,500 $7,000 50 in
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aggregate/15
Upper Division (300 or | $5,100 $6,000 $6,500 75/15
400)
Lower Division (100 or $5,100 $6,000 $6,500 100/25
200)

aCompensation rates are for 3-credit classes; 2-, 4- and 5-credit classes will be
compensated at 0.66, 1.33 and 1.66 times the 3-credit rate, respectively.

Compensation for Cross-listed Classes

In cases where cross-listed classes are taught by faculty with home organizations in other
departments, Fisheries and Wildlife will transfer funds to the home department consistent
with the home organization’s policy for instructional compensation and proportional to the
number of Fisheries and Wildlife majors in the class. Thus, if a cross-listed was 75%
Fisheries and Wildlife majors, we would transfer 75% of the instructor’s pay and OPE for
that class at the rate the home department has agreed to pay its instructor.

Supervision of Graduate Teaching Assistants for Online Delivery

Many of our online classes are taught by GTAs supervised by a faculty member who is the
instructor of record. Our model for funding graduate students to teach online classes has
provided the department and individual faculty with numerous GTAs that we previously
could not have funded. These GTA'’s, controlled by individual faculty for developing a DE
course, are a significant benefit to those faculty members. Although not involved in the
course on a day-to-day basis the instructor of record is responsible for insuring quality of
the course and for resolving issues related to grades and academic dishonesty. In some
cases, faculty must supervise a graduate student for whom they are not the student’s major
advisor. The department will pay faculty members $500 per online course to supervise a
graduate teaching assistant who is not one of their graduate students.

Additional Compensation or Support for Writing Intensive Courses

Writing intensive classes (WIC) require substantial additional work for editing assignments
and multiple drafts of research papers. WIC guidelines suggest that a GTA be assigned for
WIC classes with enrollments greater than 30 students. The department will compensate
instructors or faculty an additional 25% for teaching a WIC class and will assign a 0.49-FTE
GTA for each 30 students when enrollments exceed 30 students.

Supervision of Professional Science Masters Graduate Student

Supervision of non-thesis graduate students in Fisheries and Wildlife (Professional Science
Master in Fisheries and Wildlife Administration) will require working with the student to
develop their program of study, advising them on their internship and reading the resulting
report or documents, and participating in the student’s defense. We will provide faculty
$2,500 for supervision of a PSM graduate student when the student completes their degree.

Combination of Duties for Overload Compensation

0SU’s Policy on Overload Compensation restricts overload to no more than the equivalent
of one course per quarter. The development of a course where the faculty member applies
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the entire block grant to overload or the teaching of a course will qualify as one course
under this policy; these activities cannot be combined during a quarter. Other duties such
as supervising graduate students to teach online classes, supervising Professional Science
Masters students or partial use of a course development block grant may be combined for a
total overload compensation of $7,000 per term, but these latter duties cannot be
conducted while a faculty member is teaching for overload. The $7,000 represents the
maximum a faculty member might be compensated for teaching a 3 credit class for
overload.

Authorizing Signatures

W. Daniel Edge Date
Department Head

Sonny Ramaswamy Date
Dean, College of Agricultural Sciences

Becky Warner Date
Vice Provost for Academic Affairs
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8.

Ecampus compensation policies prior to and as d¥inter Term 2011

Excerpted from the Extended Campus Web site:

Instructor hire and pay effective Winter 2011

Effective Winter 2011, Extended Campus will no longr handle instructor pay
arrangements. All instructor hiring and pay arrangements will be the responsibility
of the hiring academic department. The departmenwill establish the instructor’s
rate of pay and will take care of hiring paperwork,in collaboration with the
College’s Business Service Center.

Please contact your academic department Chairwr@ollege’s Business Service
Center for details.

Instructor hire and pay policy prior to Winter 2011

Prior to winter 2011, the academic department cobtubse to both hire and pay course
instructors directly or elect to have Ecampus paructors who have been approved by the
departmentThe instructor wage and payroll benefit expensesg@ssed by Ecampus were
charged directly into budget indexes designateddmnh college.

Instructors were paid up to a maximum of 180 SCH peterm (60 students in 3 credit
courses; 45 students in 4 credit courses).

The 180 SCH limit was calculated per instructot, p&r course.

Pay rates remained the same: $55 per undergra8Q&teand $85 per graduate SCH.
These SCH could have been a mix/match of undergtadir graduate, but the maximum
is 180 SCH.

At 180 undergraduate SCH, the pay would equal $£9,90

If all 180 SCH were graduate level, the maximum wayld have been $15,300 (very
unlikely due to lower enrollments in graduate cesty

PEBB benefits (health insurance) would not havenbeitiated by Ecampus pay. (180
SCH were equivalent to 0.49 FTE)

Compensation for overload instruction cannot exceed04 hours per academic term at
the instructor's current salary rate. Reference: OUS Fiscal Policy Manual, Personnel —
Payroll Index (FASOM) 10.33, Overload Compensatittp://www.ous.edu/cont-
div/fasom/sec10/10.00 10.71.pdThe academic department has the responsibilatynork

with the Human Resources office to ensure complianeith this policy.

An OUS report, Distance Education Policy and Fraom@2000

http://oregonstate.edu/senate/committees/otheifppplort/index.html#al

Oregon Administrative Rules relevant to intelle¢tw@pyright issues

http://oregonstate.edu/senate/committees/otheifppport/index.html#a?2
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9. Distance Education Committee: 2010-2011 Annualdport

Membership

Bruce Dugger, '11 Chair Fisheries & Wildlife

John Myers '11 Media Services

Dawn Anzinger '12 Forest Ecosystems & Society
John Edwards ‘13 Psychology

Roger Nielsen ‘13 Geosciences

Lisa Templeton ‘13 Ecampus

Ex-Officios:

Budgets & Fiscal Planning Committee (TBA)
Curriculum Council (TBA)

Graduate Council (TBA)

Library (Stephanie Buck)

Extended Campus (TBA)

Student Members -
- Graduate (TBA)
- Undergraduate (TBA)

Executive Committee Liaison — John Selker

Committee Charges for 2010-2011

At a meeting with the FS Exec Committee during sem2910, the DEC Chair brought it to the
the attention of the FSEC that the need and purpibdee DEC was unclear (see 2009-2010
annual report). The standing rules no longer apind it was clear that the FSEC had no clear
role for the DEC. The conversation was productixg we think unresolved) and resulted in the
FSEC assigning the DEC a broad range of issuesdotize and consider for the 2010-2011
academic year. The list of topics included:

0. Financial model for Ecampus — work with the Univigr8udget Committee on
recommendations as to the funding model
1. Goals for Ecampus from an academic perspectivet isltae mission of Ecampus from
an academic/educational perspective
2. Impact of distance education on P&T — how do distaeducation activities “count” —
are policy statements needed?
3. Policy regarding on-campus students access to Heaogurses both undergraduate and
graduate
o0 one complaint we have heard from on-campus studethat required courses in
their major are only available through Ecampus smthey have to pay extra
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tuition in order to take a required course. | hageverified to determine if this is
actually true, but, if so, the DEC may want to expla policy about this
o Graduate students on assistantship (who theret®d to be enrolled in 12 credits
each term) cannot use Ecampus credits to countdoativa 12 credits. This has
been explained to me as a budget issue. DEC malytvarplore alternative
strategies or options for graduate assistants
4. Overload compensation policy — this new policy fiodk Ecampus faculty from getting
paid based on the number of students/SCH geneifagiceuse some faculty were abusing
the system. | do not know how much faculty inp@réhwas to this policy. Maybe it did
come to DEC prior to implemention, but if not, litogild have been one that had come to
the DEC for discussion prior to implementation.
5. Faculty Development for distance education — recendmation to inform Ecampus as to
the most effective faculty development opportusitie
6. Tuition levels of Ecampus compared to competitoasrecommendation from DEC to
Ecampus
7. Intellectual property policy surrounding distanckieation
8. Course/program quality and assessment of distaowses and programs — what
oversight is needed beyond the Curriculum Coumesilew of new courses? What
oversight is needed in terms of assessment steate@ita Ramaswamy, Director of
Assessment, would be a good person to consultregtarding this issue.

We included on our agenda the recurring item oisfer of standing rules and an additional
item of considering changing the name of the cotemit During spring term, the DEC was also
asked by the FSEC for a report updating how OSUEraanpus were progressing with meeting
the requirements of the newly passed “State Autation Rule”. Below is a summary of our
progress on these items. Recommendations anchaigtios are bold, italicized and highlighted
in yellow.

2010 — 2011 Activities and Accomplishments

The DEC met four times this year. | believe my auttee members were prepared to meet
more frequently; however, my schedule this yeaitéichour productivity. At the first meeting,
we spent some time debating and prioritizing tisees listed above to shape our agenda for the
remainder of the academic year. The committedHattitems 1, 2, 6, 7, 8 were low priority or
being dealt with by other committees. For examgdeeral issues were being deliberated on by
the Ecampus task force, created by the Presidghedfaculty Senate and the Provost. Three
members of the DEC (B. Dugger, R. Nielsen, L. Teztgi) served on the task force and we
agree with the action items and guidelines producéde Ecampus Task Force Report. We
recommend the FSEC review that report.

1. Agenda item: Should the name of the Distance Edut&ommittee be changed?
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There was general agreement that the phrase “Bestaducation” is outdated and fails to
capture the evolving nature of online educatio®8t). For example, 25-30% of our student
credit hours at Ecampus are generated by on-castpdsents. Thus, the committee agreed that
changing the name of the committee would be useftibr consideration of several
alternatives, the committee recommended its namelinged to the Online Education
Committee

2. Revise the Standing Rules of the committee

In our 2009-2010 report we summarized our delilbi@naton the current list of standing rules. It
was our committee’s recommendation that rules &-ddleted and that rules 5 and 6 be
modified. In retrospect, given the nature of tHeMChair’'s conversation with the FSEC during
the summer of 2010, one standing rule seems seifficiWe spent relatively little time
deliberating this issue, but have the followingomenended standing rule:

The OEC considers angrovides recommendations to the Faculty Senate omide range of
philosophical and technical issues considered imgamt to faculty and students related to the
role of online education in meeting the academicgsion of Oregon State University.

The rapidly changing role of Ecampus and othemenléarning opportunities at OSU would
seem to require that the standing rules be flexgdeve see little value in being more

prescriptive.

3. State Authorization for Ecampus programs

As part of the US Higher Education Act, there rseav requirement called the Program Integrity
Rule (PIR). It appears targeted at irregularigissociated with how “for profit” colleges are
taking advantage of the student federal aid systemake profit, to the detriment of students.
As is often the case, it appears to have a vaofetyintended consequences for public
universities like OSU. Alfonso Bradoch and Lisani@eton of Ecampus provided an update on
what's being done to bring OSU Ecampus in compéanith this new rule.

The rule states:

“If an institution is offering postsecondary educatthrough distance or correspondence
education to students in a State in which it ispiotsically located, the institution must meet any
State requirements for it to be legally offering{s@condary distance or correspondence
education in that State. We are further providhg an institution must be able to document
upon request by the Department that it has thacgipé State approval.”
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Twenty states currently have a similar requiremieat,it is typically only applicable to
universities that have a “physical presence” indtag¢e. As you can imagine, the definition of
physical presence varies and can be as limiteédaadnexam proctors or internships. This new
federal regulation has forced most other statedalok a current policy on regulating DE
programs in general to consider adopting one.

Ecampus is taking the lead in assuring that OSUptiesiwith the new rule. Unfortunately,
complying appears rather onerous. Each prograememffoy OSU (not just the university as a
whole) must be approved in each state each yesamfgus has contacted each state to determine
what it will take to come into compliance. Thettassociated with meeting state regulations
varies by state. OSU Ecampus is paying the castscated with distance education approval
and they estimate it will take $150,000 to $300,800et approval from all 50 states.
Additionally, there will be recurring costs to m&im standing in each state each year. Because
of the general problems that universities arourdcthuntry are having meeting these
requirements, the federal government extendedehdlthe from July 2011 to July 2014.
Oregon’s congressional delegation and the OUS Giflans office are aware of the problem

with the PIR, and there is some hope that a paligolution might be brokered.

We are fortunate that the considerable revenuergesteby Ecampus has provided the funding
needed to address the new regulation. Ecampusstthiat, if nothing changes, the cost of
complying with this rule may stifle developmentradw online programs at other universities
that lack such funding.

Lastly, the new rule also has implications for ampus programs that offer internships that are
based in other states. There is a separate ditmtied by Becky Warner, to address this issue.

If you are interested in reading additional matseran this new rule, the following web sites are
useful:

http://wcet.wiche.edu/advance/state-approval

4. Undergraduate and Graduate access to Ecampisesou

We spent the remainder of our time this year dgaliith this agenda item. As online education
gains a more prominent role in meeting OSU’s edacat mission a couple issues associated
with equity and fairness to students have coméraprieed to be addressed.

1. Should undergraduates who are based on-campusjinesict to take Ecampus courses as
part of the requirements for earning their degree?
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This is an issue because the costs of Ecampusraragnpus courses can vary. This question was
also being considered by the Ecampus Task ForoethE sake of efficiency, the ETF took the
lead in crafting a policy recommendation (recaditteeveral DEC members serve on the Task
Force). The Ecampus Task Force outlined a guipliirgiple related to the delivery of

instruction for oncampus students. It reads:

“In considering the issues for on-campus studesiteng Ecampus courses or hybrid courses, we
started with confirmation of a guiding principlerfdelivery of instruction for on-campus

courses: Regardless of the mechanism of deliieanstruction, students paying Corvallis on-
campus tuition and fees should have the abilifylfdl degree requirements without being
expected to enroll in an Ecampus course. Whileetheay be pedagogical reasons for

delivering instruction to on-campus students vibrid/or on-line approaches, the costs of these
experiences should be included in the on-camptistiuand fees. Corvallis campus students
should have access to all needed courses at theallisrcampus pricing structure. Students, of
course, may choose to complete degree requirerbgritking Ecampus courses and opt to pay
extra for an Ecampus course.”

This reccomendation specifically excludes requfreld programs, most of which carry
additional fees related to transportation, food ladsing, and for which there is a longstanding
pedagoical rationale.

The DEC agrees with this guiding principle and weaommend the Faculty Senate adopt a
resolution supporting this philosophy

2. Graduate students on a GTA or GRA cannot use Ecagrnadlits to count toward the 12
credits they must enroll in to maintain their acadestanding.

Faculty from multiple colleges on campus have camgld about this issue and requested that it
“be fixed”. Complaints have risen over the past j@ars as the availability of graduate courses
offered through Ecampus has increased. This isssean agenda item for not only the DEC in
2010-2011 but in varied forms for the Universitydgeet Committee and the Ecampus Task
Force. Because of other priorities, the UBC ditladdress this issue this year. The Ecampus
Task Force considered the issue in a broad sense tliby considered issues associated with
access, equity and fairness for students, butdbésrred to the DEC to consider this issue in
detail.

It is not clear when this policy was institutededardless, based on conversations with the
Graduate School and University Budget Office, ikslappear to have originated with the
Provosts Office (it was not a Graduate School gadiecision), and it was budget driven. The
policy was implemented because of the fundameiftarence between On-campus and
Ecampus regarding how tuition dollars are dispergadrrently, all graduate tuition is paid into
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the university general fund, while tuition paidEoampus is largely returned directly to the
academic units teaching the course.

The nature of the problem varies with the spediiicumstance. Here are three examples.

1. Graduate students given tuition remissions asgdatGTA or GRA can not apply
Ecampus courses towards meeting their 12 crediinegent.

2. Students willing to payhe Ecampus tuition cannot use Ecampus creditarttsv
the graduate assistantship 12 credit hour (fuléjirequirement. This requires them to
sign up for additional on campus credits in ordeoe considered “full time”. This has
resulted in students carrying 15-21 credits a tatngpnsiderable cost in time, effort and
money.

This problem has also revealed that:

3. APlis not allowed to use tuition money in a grampay Ecampus tuition.

While there may be fiscal reasons for this poli@academically it makes no sense and the DEC
recommends that the FSEC engage the Provost’s @ffit discussions to change this policy.

During discussions about how to resolve this pnobhgth various entities on campus, the
general statement that “...changing the policy vafiult in a loss of revenue to OSU’s general
fund...” invariably was uttered. While this seetmge, the magnitude of this impact is unknown
and the statement alone is not sufficient to palsearching for solutions or changing the

policy.

During our deliberations, we felt solutions coultfet depending on the specific scenario.
Additionally, lacking specific information aboutdmmagnitude of the financial impact changing
this policy would have on OSU, some data seem negdeelp guide a long-term solution.

We recommend a two step process for moving towardssolution:

1. The policy statement should be revised immediatelgllow graduate students to pay
Ecampus tuition and have those credit hours couatvards the 12 credit hours
required to maintain their academic standing. Sexh Pls should be allowed to pay
Ecampus tuition from a grant.

If a student is paying their tuition they should/éahe right to select from the full range of
course options at OSU. While keeping Ecampus agp&iom on campus might have made
sense when Ecampus was a very small enterpriseawigy limited course catalog, that is no
longer the case, and we feel this artificial barbietween Ecampus and On-campus needs to be
reconsidered. Similarly, a Pl that raises tuitimtiars through grants should be able to support
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their graduate student in a way the Pl and stuidetd bests supports the student’s academic
development. Additionally, PIs should not be required to spedciéilly identify “Ecampus
tuition” as a line item in their grants. The need for students to take an Ecampus coulise w
often not be planned in advance; rather, it wis@because of unforeseen consequences.

Changing the policy as recommended above will vespért of the problem and provide an
opportunity to collect data related to other paftthe problem. It was clear from conversations
that resistance to adopting wholesale changestoutrent policy in part stems from uncertainty
about the market for Ecampus courses by on canmagsigte students. Once some data have
been gathered from step one, they can be used aitim§nancial models to perform a more
detailed analysis of the fiscal consequences astgacwith allowing graduate students broader
access to Ecampus. The underlying principle bethirscrecommendation is that both cases
represent “new monies” for OSU. It remains an auistiative decision as to how they are to be
distributed equitably. Towards that end,

2. We recommend that Faculty Senate request that OSidertake a formal review of the
fiscal consequences associated with allowing on pasigraduate students who receive
tuition remissions to count Ecampus courses towandaintaining their academic
standing.

Such a review would provide real fiscal data tlmatld be used to discuss this issue more
objectively with the faculty. We understand th&uis of tuition remissions is more complicated
because of the firewall between the OSU Generatl flaunal Ecampus accounting. However, that
logistical reality is inconsistent with an academitlosophy that values fairness and access to
courses for all students at OSU. We recognizertbtiting currently prevents all students from
taking Ecampus courses, but the financial realityequiring they pay more in effect serves that
purpose. Finally,

We recommend that the FSEC resist any effort by #tministration to require academic
departments to pay Ecampus tuition for graduate cumts.

This “solution” has been discussed within the Ursity Budget Committee, but we do not
believe this is a feasible solution. The individuaits already carry a large part of the burden of
delivery of the courses. Such a mandate woultk stfforts to develop and deliver quality
Ecampus programs and likely constrain access tmfes courses by graduate students.
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10. Proposed policy for funding model for off-camps courses

June, 2011

A proposal for funding the offering of multidisciplinary, field-oriented
coursework at Oregon State University

Summary: Developing signature, experiential coursework at off-campus locations is
hindered by financial constraints. A model allocating tuition to promote and support these
courses is proposed using the OSU Summer Session (86/14) revenue-sharing approach.
The goals are 1) to stimulate the development of unique, multidisciplinary coursework and
educational outcomes consistent with the educational goals and metrics of OSU’s strategic
plan and 2) to free the development of those experiences from competing with high-
demand, on-campus curricular programs for scarce resources.

Introduction and Need

National trends in recruitment, retention, and graduation in science and engineering are
alarming, and call for new educational approaches.! Practical, hands-on courses that
include field experience and interaction with practitioners and professionals are viewed as
an important national need.ii Such courses can provide compelling student experiences
and are powerful tools for recruitment and engagement. As Oregon'’s statewide university,
OSU has widespread facilities and faculty that offer opportunities for such “immersion”
learning. The experiences at these facilities include internships, residential coursework,
experiential education, and research for OSU’s undergraduate and graduate students; these
provide unique opportunities that often represent a capstone in the OSU educational
experiencelii, Benefits of these programs include enhanced student success and
competitiveness for jobs upon graduation as well as the visibility it brings OSU - with
payoffs in student recruitment and retention.

Specific off-campus locations for OSU include the Hatfield Marine Science Center (HMSC),
the Andrews Experimental Forest, the OSU Geosciences field station in Mitchell, OR, the
Branch Stations of the Agricultural Experiment Station, and the Astoria Seafood
Laboratory. An additional site could include the Malheur Field Station in eastern Oregon.
Although OSU-wide statistics on this topic are difficult to obtain, the past decade has seen a
decline in the numbers of student credit hours in this kind of course. For example, student
credit hours in OSU courses at the HMSC, declined by 35% from 1993 to 2004.

These types of educational offerings have been hindered by the relatively high cost of
coursework. Class sizes are typically smaller, and costs for specialized laboratories,
transportation, and instructors combine to serve as disincentives to those colleges or
departments with an interest in these courses. Furthermore, incentives are not available to
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encourage faculty to develop new course or curriculum offerings, especially for
interdisciplinary teaching programs. The current budget allocation model lacks
appropriate incentives, and instead puts the onus on individual colleges or departments to
find ways to fund them. Often these high cost programs lose out to the demands for
increased access in key “gateway” courses. This, in turn, makes it more difficult to achieve
the OSU strategic plan’s objective of new, multidisciplinary courses that cross traditional
department or college lines. Adding fees to already burdened students (who face their own
financial challenges) has not proven to be an adequate solution. The net result is declining
numbers of colleges or departments willing to invest in developing and offering these
classes; units responsible for the facilities lack the needed incentives to entice departments
to put them to full use.

Process

HMSC and the Biology Program have been leading the discussion of this issue since 2004,
using the Marine Biology Program as a model. The Provost provided provisional approval
for using a dedicated revenue model for this course for the last seven (7) spring terms, but
asked for a more comprehensive proposal. Mark Merickel, Extended Campus, was working
on a report to form the basis of that proposal but left OSU in early 2008 before it was
complete.

Later in 2008, a discussion was convened with representatives from HMSC, COAS, Science,
Agricultural Science, Biology, and Extended Campus to review the history, rationale, and
issues. The participants in the discussion included Mark Abbott, Carol Babcock, Martin
Barry, Sherm Bloomer, George Boehlert, Stella Coakley, Bob Duncan, Nancy Heiligman, Rich
Holdren, and Bob Mason. The group agreed to prepare a proposal for the Provost to
consider.

A meeting subsequent to the above took place on April 15, 2011 with George Boehlert and
members of Extended Campus: Dave King, Lisa Templeton, Maurine Powell and Alfonso
Bradoch resulting in further refinement of this proposal.

The Pilot Model

The OSU Marine Biology program has been using an approach for the past seven (7) spring
terms which has provided stable funding for the program and allowed it to continue to
provide a unique learning experience for students, but has not been the most efficient, cost
effective model for students and the University alike. Some of the lessons from the pilot
program include:

* This is a successful way to insure the programs have a stable revenue stream as long

as enrollments meet an appropriate level.
* It provides units heads with an incentive to plan and organize these experiences.
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* This model, applied to the Marine Biology (BI 450/451) course, has been
administered by Extended Campus, utilizing both Ecampus and Summer Session
personnel.

0 The model functioned under Ecampus, which waived the Ecampus per credit
hour fees and charged tuition based on the academic year rates; but with
tuition charged for all 16 credits (i.e., the model was not subjected to the
existing on-campus tuition plateau).

0 Tuition revenue was distributed to the College of Science using the Summer
Session revenue model (86/14), which required manual tracking/coding of
students participating in the program and was extremely labor intensive.

* The standard ‘on-campus’ tuition plateau also created an enhanced discontinuity in
the perceived cost to students. For a residential student taking 16 SCH, the average
cost per ‘on-campus’ SCH was comparatively less than the same 16 SCH taken
through Ecampus or Summer Session. For students resident off-campus at HMSC,
this was less contentious in a program like Marine Biology, which requires a large
number of credits, than it is for a single course.

The Proposed Model

We propose to use the existing Extended Campus/Summer Session tuition revenue
(86/14) distribution model for all experiential courses offered year-round at ‘off-campus’
locations. Only those courses that meet a rigorous set of criteria (as noted below) would be
allowed to function under this model. This means that by using the Summer Session
revenue sharing model in this manner, 86% of the tuition revenue would be distributed to
the academic College/Unit delivering the program and 14% would remain with Summer
Session. Those courses currently offered during the summer already have access to the
Summer Session (86/14) revenue sharing model and thus the new model would only apply
Fall through Spring quarters.

Students would be charged current (fiscal year) Summer Session tuition rates during all
terms, while mandatory ‘on-campus’ summer term and academic year fees would be
waived; with the exception of pre-approved course fees.

The College/Unit receiving funds would be expected to expend those funds directly for
support of the course(s) and hosting facility resource costs. Excess revenues, if any, would
be invested in course improvements (equipment, curricular development, expanded field
trips, program expansion, recruitment, etc.).

Criteria to allow the use of this model would be approved by the Provost and Senior Vice
Provost for Academic Affairs. The approval process would be managed by Summer Session,
coordinating approvals with cognizant Deans, program heads/chairs, and Directors of the
‘off-campus’ hosting facility/unit to be used.

Approval Criteria
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Courses would be allowed to use this funding model provided they meet all of the following
criteria:

1)

2)

3)

Delivery of an experience that is clearly different than a traditional ‘on-campus’
course such that it takes advantage of the unique attributes of the course’s location
and has specific outcomes defined that relate to that experience

The course is delivered entirely, or nearly entirely (in terms of student time), at a
site away from the OSU Corvallis or Cascades Campuses. Such courses would
normally have a residential or overnight component. This is not for internships.
The course is offered at the undergraduate level (100-499); funding for similar
graduate experiences requires a different discussion because of the complexity of
tuition waivers.

Courses that are delivered on the main campuses of OSU (Corvallis or Cascades) which
include short day or weekend excursions, even if they are visiting an off-campus OSU
facility, would not be considered as meeting the criteria for this funding mechanism.

Pluses and Minuses

This approach provides:

A clear way of supporting innovative educational experiences as well as an incentive
to Colleges/Units to pursue and maintain them.

An easier-to-manage approach for Extended Campus as this proposal aligns with the
“normal” mode of doing business.

Provides clear criteria for invoking this mechanism for funding.

Areas of concern include:

This will be somewhat more expensive for students as long as OSU maintains a
tuition plateau for ‘on-campus’ undergraduates. Possible mechanisms to address
this might include:

0 Recognize that the majority of similar programs do charge a premium either
as a fee or as differential tuition. Therefore some excess tuition is not
unreasonable.

0 Provide some portion of the tuition proceeds as a fellowship fund that could
return the cost difference between on-campus and Summer Session tuition to
students that qualify.

Automated billing processes (within Banner) during the academic year that identify
these specific courses and charge tuition appropriately would need to be created to
maintain accuracy and efficiency while eliminating/reducing manual tracking and
coding requirements.
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* Re-establish a new course section number that would identify courses under this
model. This would aid in automating tuition billing and efficient revenue
distribution.

* Revamp the OSU Catalog search engine to include an “All Campus” function as the
primary default. This will allow students to locate courses offered outside the
Corvallis campus. The current search functions default to “Corvallis Campus,”
making it difficult (or cumbersome) for students to locate non-Corvallis campus
courses. The search function should clearly identify thedliian of each course to
minimize confusion and errors during the registrafprocess.

* This approach does not work for graduate programs until we resolve the issue of
tuition waivers and Ecampus (online) courses.

* Units may try to find imaginative ways to “qualify” courses to use this method. We
believe that the work involved in creating and delivering these experiences, based
on the stated criteria, will provide a check on such impulses.

Benefits to Oregon State University

This plan to enhance experiential learning addresses many aspects of the OSU strategic
plan. With more undergraduate students participating in experiential learning, it will
clearly benefit both the first and second goals respectively, while remaining consistent with
many of the metrics to achieve these goals.

- “Goal 1: Providing outstanding academic programs that further strengthen performance and
pre-eminence in the three Signature Areas of Distinction:...,” and,

- “Goal 2: Provide an excellent teaching and learning environment and achieve student access,
persistence and success through graduation and beyond that matches the best land grant
universities in the country.”

The plan is also consistent with educational goals of many sub-unit strategic plans,
including those from the College of Science, College of Agricultural Sciences, College of
Oceanic and Atmospheric Sciences, College of Forestry, Oregon Sea Grant, and the Hatfield
Marine Science Center (HMSC). Appendix B, of the OSU strategic plan calls for HMSC to
“...develop signature instructional, research, and outreach programs that build upon and
benefit from [its] unique location, environment, facilities, and partnerships.” (Goal 1, Strategy
7). HMSC'’s strategic plan developed in response to this challenge highlights education as its
first goal, and is consistent with the OSU strategic plan. In addition, Signature or Capstone
Residential courses! will be developed in the broad area of marine and coastal science,
cutting across traditional departmental and college lines. The plan calls for a three-fold
increase in courses and students over a four-year period, along with enhanced
undergraduate research and internship programs. Therefore, in light of OSU’s new
divisional structure, this approach will encourage development of multidisciplinary
coursework both within and among divisions.

From the broader educational perspective, such highly visible courses will benefit our
students and OSU’s reputation for quality education. It will also encourage departments to
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consider new, creative opportunities at off-campus sites, including multidisciplinary, and
cutting edge courses. Creative programming combined with aggressive marketing will
encourage non-0OSU students to take new courses, increasing overall tuition revenue to the
University. It will also expose OSU students to a greater number of professionals, including
agency scientists, courtesy faculty, and industry practitioners, thus increasing our students’
competitiveness in the job market.

Next steps

We would like to request approval of this proposal by the Provost, after consultation with
the Provost Council.

Strategy for implementation

We propose developing the approach for implementation beginning Fall 2011 (201201).
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