Distance Ed subcommittee

Jan. 28, 2005 Minutes


Present: Steve Bundy, Bobby August, Scott Vigallon (chair, minutes-taker)

I. Distance Ed updates

a. Scott announced that the PDC has filled its Instructional Technology Support Specialist position with the hiring of Rebecca Baraconi.

b. Spring 2005 Blackboard stats

i. Number of online course sections: 56

ii. Number of face-to-face sections enhanced with Blackboard: 80

iii. Number of faculty using Blackboard: 52

iv. Steve suggested we find ways to get the full-time instructors who use Blackboard to encourage other full-timers to do the same. Scott said that he’d put this on the agenda for the February meeting.

c. Five faculty members have begun participation in the Spring 2005 edition of the Online Course Development Program: Ruth Hanna (GEOL 1), Mary Campbell (MUS 5), Lisa Weaver (BUSN 56), Vicki Austin (CIS TBA) and Jeanne Virgilio (ECD 68).

d. Scott reported that most of the curriculum for the OCDP has been adapted for online delivery; no more binders with handouts will be given to participants.

i. Once finished, work will begin to make the OCDP a fully online course so participants will have the option to learn online or face-to-face.

e. Scott said that he is adding two more Blackboard Basics face-to-face workshops for the Four I’s Program in response to numerous faculty asking him for Bb training throughout the semester.

f. At the last subcommittee meeting, members tasked Scott to publicize  information about those students who tend to struggle in DE. Scott did this by adding a page for prospective students on the DE web site at http://www.laspositascollege.edu/disted/struggle.htm. He sent this info to all DE faculty and placed the above link in the syllabus of the model template for future online instructors to use in their courses.


II. The subcommittee engaged in a lengthy discussion about the proposed student success online course that it proposed in its last meeting. Among the facets of the course discussed were the proposed content that Scott passed out, the breadth of that content, the number of units, and the duration of the course

a. The subcommittee felt that the course should take a student 2-4 hours to complete, but that the real question was: If this course is not a required course, will any students take it? 

b. The subcommittee, at its last meeting, wanted a course that would serve two purposes:

i. Instructors could send struggling/at-risk students to this course in order to better prepare them for success in their courses. These students could then receive extra credit for completing the success course.

ii. Counselors could send at-risk students here to help these students understand what online learning is about and to prepare them for success in any future online courses they might take.

c. The subcommittee felt that perhaps an official course, in which students would have to pay to take, wasn’t the best possible solution.

i. Bobby suggested a couple of alternatives:

1. A course in Bb where students would simply log in, and complete work, as a guest.

a. Scott questioned how instructors could determine if students actually did anything in this course if their names weren’t attached.

2. A course in which all Bb students were automatically enrolled in.

a. Scott said that might be difficult for individual instructors to keep track of student work, and prospective students wouldn’t have access to it.

ii. The subcommittee agreed that perhaps the best solution would be to not use Bb to deliver the course, but instead design the course using regular web pages on the LPC web site.

1. Enrollment problems would be avoided this way.

2. Steve suggested that if instructors want to give extra credit, they can simply have struggling/at-risk students take a quiz inside the class they are enrolled in.

3. He said that it also works for potential students, too, because they would have access to the necessary information.

4. Regarding the quiz for extra credit, Scott said he could develop the quiz and place it in instructors’ courses. Instructors could then determine how many points they want to make it worth.

III. Scott asked if the Blackboard surveys that were issued to faculty and students last year need to be repeated.

a. The subcommittee felt that such surveys aren’t necessary because the results, for the most part, were positive last year, and there has been little technical change from last year.


IV. Scott mentioned that on Jan. 24, the Technology Committee voted to allow this subcommittee to tackle academic issues and to report not only to the Tech Committee, but also to the Academic Senate and the Curriculum Committee.

a. Bobby asked if we should then become a standing committee with proper representation.

b. Scott and Steve mentioned that the issue was brought up at the Tech meeting, but it wasn’t resolved. Steve added that a wait-and-see approach exists because the district has said it will form a district-wide DE committee, but it has yet to do so.

c. Scott reviewed the list of top 10 academic issues that this subcommittee tackled in November in anticipation of being given additional authority. At that meeting, the subcommittee made recommendations on several issues. Steve added that many other issues were management issues and need administrator input and/or should be determined at the district level.

d. Steve and Scott agreed that one of the issues – deadlines to request Bb  courses – could be tackled by this subcommittee at its next meeting.

i. Scott said he would put together a new list of issues, including the deadline issue, and bring it to the February meeting.


V. Next meeting: Feb. 25 from 10-11:30 in Room 2012

