MOS III: Master Plan Goals


Measures of Success 2000/2001

Master Plan Goals
HIGHLIGHTS

· The amount of instruction occurring outside of state-supported facilities increased both as a total and as a percentage of all instruction.

· A method has been established for tracking and reporting use of information technology to facilitate teaching and learning in non-state facilities.

· Resources to support and expand the technology infrastructure increased dramatically.

Description of Goals

The overall Master Plan Goal for the California State University (CSU) Integrated Technology Strategy (ITS) stated at its inception in 1996 were:

“…to provide the best possible environment for the education of CSU students through an integrated electronic environment that enables all CSU students, faculty and staff to communicate with one another and to interact with information resources from anyplace, to anyplace at anytime to advance the CSU’s mission.”

In the fall of 1999 senior officers of the CSU, the Legislative Analyst’s Office and the Department of Finance agreed on a set of outcomes and measurements that would enable CSU to demonstrate the cost effectiveness of the ITS. The first report in the series, Measures of Success (November 30, 1999), presented the framework for reporting annually on technology improvements aimed at achieving ITS outcomes. Specific indicators relating improvements in the technology infrastructure to overall gains in the cost effectiveness of operations, instruction and facilities utilization were proposed in the section of that report entitled Master Plan Goals. 

The second Measures of Success report (November 30, 2000) provided baseline data and background information for the agreed-upon outcomes and measurements. Where data directly related to gains in efficiency or cost effectiveness were not available, proxy measures were reported, together with a description of the steps the CSU was taking to obtain more specific information.

Current Status 

This section provides data related to Master Plan goals for the period July 2000 through June 2001 and describes changes that have occurred since the previous report. For readers unfamiliar with the November 2000 Measures of Success, information necessary to understand the link between the data and strategic goals associated with the Master Plan has been retained. 

Completion of these goals and initiatives is dependent on continuation of funding for the implementation, development, operation and maintenance of the technology infrastructure.
Outcomes and Measurements
I. To increase the percent of FTES taught in the “Other Earned” mode of instruction.

Measurement:
Tracking of the increase by percent in the amount of “Other Earned” instruction.

Relevance of “Other Earned” Instruction to the Master Plan Goals

The CSU has for many years reported the delivery and completion of instruction in multiple ways. These include: the amount of academic credit students earn for successful completion of courses, the portion of a faculty member’s workload that is required to provide the instruction, the number of students who take each course section, and the physical facilities required to support each course section. In academic year 2000/2001 the CSU asked campuses in addition to collect and report information related to the use of technology in teaching and learning.

Last Academic Year, 30 faculty placed components of 132 new courses on-line serving 941 students.  Additionally, during Summer Semester 2001, because more faculty were on campus, Humboldt’s Faculty Courseware Development Center implemented BlackBoard as its second supported course management system (WebCT already was supported), and faculty had 29 more courses registering 600 students ready to go for Fall 2001.  

-Humboldt State University

The relative cost of providing learning opportunities depends upon all of the variables mentioned above. Classes (course sections) taught by full-time faculty that are taken by smaller numbers of students, for example, are as a rule more costly than classes enrolling larger numbers of students. Instruction requiring laboratory settings or special equipment tends to be more costly than instruction that occurs in lecture rooms. Because certain kinds of learning are most effective, or even possible, only in certain environments, campuses must continually modify their instructional spaces to meet changing needs. Accommodating growth in number of students poses perhaps the greatest challenge to CSU campuses because of the high cost of constructing and maintaining buildings, and because of the time lag between determination of need and availability of new facilities. 

Instruction that does not require space on campus is of particular interest in this regard. Students preparing for careers in nursing or teaching, for example, must typically complete a portion of their academic preparation in hospitals or schools where application of what they have learned is supervised and evaluated. For reporting purposes, the credit they earn for this work is classified as occurring “off-site” in “other, non-capacity” space. (“Non-capacity” spaces are venues not constructed and/or maintained at state expense.) Since campus facilities are not used, instruction in “off-site, other non-capacity” spaces effectively expands existing campus physical capacity by permitting reassignment to other classes of rooms that would otherwise be required on campus.

Off-site instruction in non-state facilities increased dramatically in the 1960s with the development of distance learning programs employing broadcast or closed circuit television. Further expansion occurred in the eighties with the advent of satellite-based programming.  Beginning in the mid 90s, the evolution of telecommunication technologies, including the World Wide Web, made it possible for individuals to engage in instructional activities from a computer workstation located anywhere. Faculty can use interactive, multimedia technologies to create virtual learning environments sharing many essential characteristics with a traditional classroom. Online learning, as it is often referred to, thus provides flexibility with respect to time as well as place. Lectures and discussions can be conducted “asynchronously” thanks to the availability of powerful communications tools for managing communications and resource sharing between members of a group.

The distinction between “distance learning” and classroom-based learning is blurring as faculty assign students work requiring the use of computing and network resources. A new term, “distributed learning,” has gained currency to describe learning environments in which students access or interact with (via a computer network) instructional and information resources that may be physically located in remote locations. 

Despite the prominence of the ITS systemwide (especially in administrative computing and infrastructure buildout), individual CSU campuses are far less likely than comparison institutions to have IT strategic plans of their own, especially for distance education.  However, it is anticipated that the demand for, and availability of, online learning opportunities will increase in the CSU, and that as a result of this, the proportion of instruction that takes place “off-site, other non-capacity spaces” will increase.  National surveys, as well as anecdotal information and preliminary data from CSU campuses, indicate that online learning is becoming increasingly common. A major goal of the CSU’s Integrated Technology Strategy is to provide a telecommunications infrastructure capable of supporting teaching and learning at times and in places in addition to regularly scheduled classes on campus.

Change Data: 
Amount of Instruction Occurring Outside State Facilities

Table 4.1 summarizes enrollment in all classes that took place “off site” in “other, non-capacity” space for academic year 1999/2000 (baseline year) and academic year 2000/2001. These figures do not include enrollment for the systemwide special programs: Summer Arts, Statewide Nursing Program, International Programs and CalStateTEACH. With the exception of the Summer Arts program, Instruction in all of these programs occurs at non-capacity locations. Televised and Internet courses are included in this category, together with instruction that takes place in K-12 schools (teacher preparation supervision), hospitals (nursing clinical practice) or other community venues. 

· Table 4.1 – System Profile: Academic Year Full-Time Equivalent Student Enrollment in Instruction Occurring Off-Site in Non-Capacity Spaces
	Academic Year
	Total Earned FTES in “Off-Site, Non-Cap.” Sites
	Median FTES in “Off-Site, Non-Cap.” Sites
	Annualized FTES Earned in “Off-Site Non-Cap.” Sites”
	Total Annualized FTES
	FTES Earned in “Off-Site, Non-Cap.” Sites as Percent (annul.)

	1999/2000
	5,139.4
	73.8
	2,495.3
	276,028
	0.9%

	2000/01
	8,680.8
	212.2
	4,034.7
	282,752
	1.4%

	Change
	3541.4
	138.4
	1,539.4
	6724
	0.5%

	Percent
	68.9%
	187.5%
	61.7%
	2.4%
	55.6%


Source: CSU Statistical Abstract, Tables 1 – 26, APD87A: FTES by Site, Learning Mode and Space Type, Academic Year 2000-2001
The amount of credit earned through instruction occurring off-campus in non-State funded locations increased substantially in 2000/2001 compared with the baseline year (1999/2000). Enrollment in online courses is believed to account for a substantial portion of this increase. The 2002 Measures of Success will provide detailed information on the amount of instruction that is occurring online, via television or in traditional internship or fieldwork settings. As a percent of total full-time-equivalent students (FTES), however, off-site instruction in non-capacity spaces remains a small percentage of total FTES for the CSU.

Measurement:
Tracking percent of instruction taught in a distributed learning mode both off campus and on campus.

A new coding element was introduced in the academic information reporting system last year to track the amount of instruction in the CSU that occurs in ways that involve the use of information technology. 
 Specifically, campuses were asked to indicate for each class, in addition to the information already provided, whether the instruction was face-to-face (with students and instructor present at the same time and in the same location), synchronous (with students and instructor participating at the same time, but from two or more locations, state-owned or “other non-capacity”), or asynchronous (with students participating at times and from locations of their own choosing).

Initial implementation of the Learning Mode codes in 2000/2001 revealed inconsistencies in coding interpretation and application of the kind that predictably accompany the introduction of departures from established practice in complex systems. Steps have been taken to address these needs to make the new codes operational in data reports for the current year (2001/2002).

Measurement:
Tracking costs of capital outlay requests redistributed from conventional classroom and class laboratory facilities to instructional support facilities used to deliver distributed learning instruction.

Investment in new construction and in renovation of existing facilities to support distance or distributed learning is an additional proxy indicator of campus interest in expanding instructional capacity through the use of information technology. In the table below expenditures for 2000/2001 are compared with those for the baseline year (1999/2000).

Change Data:
Support for Distributed Learning

Total funding for new construction and renovation to support instruction was lower in fiscal year 2000/2001 than in the previous year. Resources for projects aimed at improving campus telecommunications infrastructures increased significantly, however, from just under $2 million to almost $70 million. Expansion of online learning is, of course, heavily dependent on the availability of reliable, high-speed data networks.

· Table 4.2 – System Profile: Capital Outlay Requests Related to Instruction
	Fiscal Year and Category
	Total Capital Outlay to Support Instruction
	Construction to Support Distance Learning
	Distance Learning Support as Percent of All

	1999/2/00 (Baseline Year)

	New Construction
	$134,274,000
	$226,000
	0.2%

	Renovation
	$125,759,000
	$1,757,000
	1.4%

	Total
	$260,033,000
	$1,983,000
	0.8%

	2000/2/01

	New Construction
	$59,009,000
	$3,917,000
	6.6%

	Renovation
	$113,375,000
	$64,724,000
	57.1%

	Total
	$172,384,000
	$68,641,000
	39.8%

	Change from Baseline

	New Construction
	-$75,265,000
	$3,691,000
	6.5%

	Renovation
	-$12,384,000
	$62,967,000
	55.7%

	Total
	-$87,649,000
	$66,658,000
	39.1%


Source: Capital Planning, Design and Construction, 2000/2001 Priority List for the State Funded Capital Outlay Program

The increase in resources earmarked for renovation to support distance/distributed learning is for construction and working drawings to upgrade the telecommunications infrastructure on fourteen campuses. These funds will be used over a two- to three-year period to pay for trenching to install inter-building fiber optic backbone cables and for renovations to create intra-building pathways to bring high-speed, broadband connectivity to the desktop.













� Appendix B in the November 2000 Measures of Success report describes the new codes in detail.
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