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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
OVERVIEW 
Pacific is moving into a future where the landscape of higher education has shifted.  Students interested 
in attending Pacific have been immersed in technology rich environments, whether from the K-12 system 
or the workplace.  These students expect to learn on their terms, with an education that is personalized, 
easily accessible with exceptional service, and rich with technology and the best models of pedagogy.  
Student expectations include how technologies are incorporated and used in the traditional classroom.  
New educational competitors have crossed boundaries through technology to reach new student 
markets.  For example, while Pacific’s pioneering faculty have built and offered online and hybrid courses 
for years, Pacific’s Standard Peers have moved aggressively into distance education. Pacific’s Aspirant 
Peers have moved even faster, where 3.2% of undergraduates are taking some distance education and 
nearly 10% of graduate enrollments are taking exclusively distance education delivery. The challenge for 
Pacific is to meet this shifting higher education landscape while preserving the high-quality “Pacific 
Experience” that distinguishes it as a university.   

To meet this challenge, Pacific 2020 articulates the University’s strategic commitment to increase its 
capacity to: 
 

● Embrace new technologies, innovative learning models, and a vibrant culture of intellectual inquiry to 
serve the new generation of learners  

● Pursue new student markets that capitalize on the strength of Pacific’s academic programs and 
multiple locations by creating new pathways to academic degrees, programs, and lifelong learning 

● Develop organizational capacities that support Pacific’s vision 
 

Further, the vision of a 3 City University calls for focused support for areas including: 

• Teaching and Learning - Developing distributed teaching and learning capacity to deliver courses in 
multiple modalities 

• New Programs - Expanding programmatic offerings on all campuses   
• Technology - Providing technology tools and supports seamlessly across the three campuses 

 

This Strategic Investment Fund proposal for Distributed Learning helps Pacific accomplish the above 
strategic commitments of Pacific 2020, including the 3 City University efforts.  Our strategic plan identifies 
specific goals and objectives to accomplish these strategies.  This proposal outlines the mechanisms and 
resources required in order to accomplish these goals and objectives in relation to teaching and learning, 
whether in the current classroom or in distributed settings.  This proposal lays out the resources, human, 
technological, and financial, to expand programs to reach new student markets, including working adults.  
These resources will allow Pacific to:  1) identify the appropriate learning management system that is 
needed for all types of instruction, for current courses and for the future, 2) build instructional design 
infrastructure to enhance current Pacific classes as well as for upcoming hybrid and blended courses and 
programs, and 3) strengthen the Center for Teaching and Learning by supporting teaching excellence as 
faculty provide current courses and to our 3 Cities campuses and beyond.  This proposal builds capacity 
and enhances existing efforts across the University regardless of location, city, program, or student 
population.  This is a foundational capacity-building step that establishes the trajectory for Pacific to reach 
its 2020 Strategic Vision. 

 

http://www.pacific.edu/Documents/marketing/StrategicPlanWeb2.pdf
http://www.pacific.edu/Documents/marketing/StrategicPlanWeb2.pdf
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INTRODUCTION 
To accomplish our Strategic Vision, Pacific 2020 --including the 3 Cities initiative--requires a systematic and 
thoughtful approach to assure the highest quality student experience.  This systematic approach, as depicted 
below, assures that key functions and capabilities are in place in order to promote Pacific’s mission and enhance its 
standing and reputation as a university.  Each functional area is critical for success.   This proposal builds toward 
foundational capacities that ultimately lead to the successful delivery of courses and programs by faculty that will 
enhance teaching excellence, retain existing students, and expand into new student markets. 

 

 

WHAT CAPACITY NEEDS TO BE DEVELOPED? 
Pacific needs to develop the following functional capacities to realize the Goals and Objectives stated in our 
strategic plan Pacific 2020 by:  1) updating the Learning Management System, 2) building instructional design 
infrastructure to provide these services to Schools and the College, and 3) revitalizing the Center for Teaching and 
Learning to assure that Pacific faculty are supported in their use of the technology and pedagogical techniques to 
effectively teach and promote student success in current and new modes of course delivery.  The following table 
shows the alignment of the Goals and Objectives of Pacific 2020 with the capacities that will be developed as a 
result of supporting this SIF proposal.  These capacities benefit the entire University, supporting faculty directly, 
creating momentum for increased enrollments, enabling new course and program offerings for new market 
segments such as working adults, and promoting teaching innovation. More importantly, this commitment helps 
Pacific leap-frog to provide the ways our modern, tech-savvy students expect to engage in their learning process 
during their University experience. 

http://www.pacific.edu/Documents/marketing/StrategicPlanWeb2.pdf
http://www.pacific.edu/Documents/marketing/StrategicPlanWeb2.pdf
http://www.pacific.edu/Documents/marketing/StrategicPlanWeb2.pdf
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Pacific 2020 Goal Pacific 2020 Objectives This SIF Funding Proposal Current/Future Grade 
(See Need/Request section 

below for specific 
Outcomes/Metrics of Success) 

1.3 Embrace new 
technologies, 
innovative learning 
models, and a vibrant 
culture of intellectual 
inquiry to serve the 
new generation of 
learners 

 

• Pacific faculty 
pioneer, evaluate, and 
use the best learning 
models for traditional, 
blended, and distance 
courses 

 

Empowers faculty with up-to-
date teaching tools, techniques, 
and technology for their current 
courses; encourages faculty 
leadership and learning 
integration; and provides the 
support system so that this 
innovation is systematic and 
implemented with ease of 
adoption and use by faculty. 

Current:   C- 
 
After Implementation:  B 

 

2.1 Leverage our 
campuses in the three 
cities to provide 
learning and career 
networking 
opportunities 

 

• Pacific offers multiple 
professional and 
graduate programs in 
Sacramento, San 
Francisco and Stockton 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Academic programs 
are available to 
students on multiple 
campuses utilizing 
traditional, blended, 
and distance delivery 
modes 

Creates ability to research 
professional and graduate 
program markets, coordinates 
with and communicates to all 
needed University functions and 
services as they relate to the 
program, assures timelines 
match all academic and 
governance requirements, 
shepherds programs through 
implementation phase through 
program start.  Documents 
business processes, policies, and 
procedures for improvement.  

 

Creates instructional and 
technological infrastructure to 
provide traditional, blended and 
distance courses with the 
assurance of high quality 
content and delivery. Identifies 
and creates solutions to address 
any gaps in services, technology, 
training and preparedness. 

Current:   D 

After Implementation:  B 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Current:   F 

After Implementation:  B 

 

 

2.2 Create new 
pathways to academic 
degrees, programs, 
and lifelong learning 

 

• Pacific implements 
distance and hybrid 
learning models to 
reach broader 
populations 

 

Builds the instructional and 
technological infrastructure to 
be able to deliver 
hybrid/blended learning courses 
and programs for current 
students and to broader 
populations. 

Current:   D 

After Implementation:  B 
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• Pacific establishes 
strong articulation 
partnerships with 
regional community 
colleges to allow an 
affordable path to a 
baccalaureate degree 
for academically strong 
students 
 

• Working adults turn 
to Pacific for academic 
credentials and learning 
opportunities that 
advance their 
professional 
development 

Expands reach to community 
college partners in the 3 Cities 
area, especially in Roseville. 

 

 

 
 

 

Creates flexible and convenient 
course offerings that appeal to 
busy working adults through 
hybrid and distance delivery 
(e.g. Food Studies, Water Law, 
MS Analytics, Music Therapy) 

Current:   D 

After Implementation:  A- 

 

 

 

 

 

Current:   C 

After Implementation:  A- 

4.1 Generate new 
resources through 
targeted enrollment 
growth and by 
fundraising 

 

• Pacific increases 
enrollments, especially 
in graduate and 
professional programs 
 

• Pacific increases the 
number of adult 
students seeking 
advanced studies 
aligned with their 
career and life goals 

 

 

• Online and blended 
programs provide new 
student net revenues 

Increases capacity for delivery of 
graduate and professional 
programs with minimal need for 
new physical facilities. 

 

Provides additional delivery 
modalities for adult students 
seeking to advance, change, or 
build upon their life goals and 
career pathways in a convenient 
and enticing offering. 

 

 

Builds capacity to offer online 
and blended programs when 
deemed appropriate. 

Current:   D 

After Implementation:  B 

 

 

Current:   C 

After Implementation:  B 

 

 
 

 

Current:   F 

After Implementation:  B 
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4.2 Develop human 
capabilities and skills 
to meet 21st century 
demands 

• Faculty is adept at 
utilizing technology-
enabled personalized 
learning 

 

• Faculty integrate 
innovative learning and 
assessment methods 

 

 

 

• High-quality staff and 
faculty development 
and training programs 
are offered and 
institutional progress is 
regularly tracked 

Supports our faculty needs for 
current courses and programs; 
Revitalizes the Center for 
Teaching and Learning that has 
been on hiatus for 2 years.   

 

Provides the professional and 
skills development in convenient 
formats for faculty, infusing 
needed resources and support 
for faculty with learning and 
assessment skill development. 

 

Enables measurable and regular 
faculty development and 
training programs that are 
critical for success. 

Current:   D 

After Implementation:  B 

 
 

 

Current:   C 

After Implementation:  B 

 

 

 

Current:   D 

After Implementation:  B 

 

4.4 Steward resources 
wisely and efficiently 
to achieve our goals 

• Clear standards and 
processes are put in 
place for introduction 
and evaluation of 
existing and new 
academic programs and 
administrative 
functions 

Documents quality standards 
and business processes for 
continuous improvement, 
optimizing University resources 
with successful new program 
implementation and oversight. 
Assures the “Pacific Experience” 
is maintained for existing and 
future programs. 

Current:   C 

After  
Implementation:  A 

 

 

 

A STUDENT-CENTERED LEARNING MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
In terms of functionality, the Learning Management System (LMS) is the information technology backbone that 
allows delivery of synchronous and asynchronous learning experiences, whether for our current traditional classes, 
or in online/hybrid learning settings.  A modern LMS allows students and faculty to engage in interactive teaching 
and learning processes via laptop, tablet, smart phones and other similar mobile devices, enhancing the 
meaningful interaction with the faculty member in and out of the classroom.  While most entering college students 
still rely on their laptops, the fastest growing way to access learning is through mobile devices. Pacific experienced 
this as its on-campus wireless demand rose 400% in one year according to OIT. Students interact with social media 
and have acquired expertise outside of academia to access information and interact with peers and society.   
Among the requirements needed to provide the best “Pacific Experience,” a modern LMS must have a student-
centered, rather than course-centered design.  Students and faculty expect an LMS with a clean interface that 
supports mobile teaching and learning and media rich experiences including video conferencing for personal 
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interaction with class groups and the faculty.  To leverage the data produced by all the student and faculty 
interactions and behaviors in the LMS, it should  fully integrate with key enterprise and shadow systems like the 
student information system (Banner) allowing for data mining and analysis to predict student needs, generate 
early alerts, and trigger interventions by faculty, advisors, tutors and others.    

According to EDUCAUSE’s recent report, The Current Ecosystem of Learning Management Systems in Higher 
Education: Student, Faculty, and IT Perspectives, national survey data indicate the importance of having a robust 
LMS to achieve mission critical goals for institutions: 

• 99% of institutions have an LMS in place 
• 85% of faculty use the LMS and 56% of faculty use it daily 
• 83% of students  use the LMS and 56% say they use it in most or all courses 
• 74% of faculty say the LMS is a very useful tool to enhance teaching 
• 71% of faculty say the LMS is a very useful tool to enhance student learning 

The current competitive landscape for LMS improvements is favorable for reviewing the need to improve, change, 
or enhance an LMS that meets institutional requirements for a reliable, highly agile, mobile-friendly, personalized, 
customizable, intuitive, and integrated system designed to enhance student learning.  A modern, student-centered 
LMS is foundational to distributive learning capacity as a means to accomplish our Strategic Vision, Pacific 2020.   

 

http://www.pacific.edu/Documents/marketing/StrategicPlanWeb2.pdf
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INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN CAPACITY 
Instructional design (ID) services provides the means to systematically conceptualize, design and produce high 
quality learning content and materials (graphics, videos, lessons, assessments, interactive apps, etc.) for courses 
and programs.  Based on the best research and theories of learning, ID applies the ADDIE (Analysis, Design, 
Development, Implementation, and Evaluation) and other agile models to design content and materials.  Based on 
recognized standards, Instructional Designers work closely and directly in support of faculty members, department 
chairs, and deans to assure that the highest quality material and content are developed for instruction and 
assessment of learning outcomes. Instructional design services unburdens faculty by building, placing, or migrating 
courses and learning modules into the LMS so that faculty do not have to.  Instructional design works to assure 
that all possible LMS features are made available and working for faculty, and becomes an immediate and 
responsive "go-to" resource for faculty when problems arise while using the LMS.  Instructional designers work 
closely with media specialists to create customized graphics, videos, flash, html5 and other media-rich assets to 
enhance the lessons and assessments.  ID frees up the faculty to facilitate the creation of online/hybrid courses 
and programs. In contrast to pre-packaged courses and programs that can be purchased "off-the-shelf," ID services 
builds the capability to maintain the unique Pacific brand by ensuring that the “Pacific Experience” is incorporated 
into the DNA of the design process. A substantive ID infrastructure is a feature of universities that take a high-
quality approach to not only distributive learning, but to integrate technology and innovation into the traditional 
classroom. A sampling of ID staffing from Pacific's standard and aspirant peers can be found in Appendix B. 

 

FULL-FEATURED CENTER FOR TEACHING AND LEARNING 
As an institution aspiring to be the best teaching focused university in California, the value of a high quality Center 
for Teaching and Learning (CTL) is self-evident. While instructional design services work with faculty to create 
materials and interactive content that will be taught, the CTL helps faculty choose how they will teach in traditional 
and/or distributive learning environments. A robust and lively CTL collaborates and helps faculty decide the 
pedagogical and assessment approaches they want to try, including using tools like the LMS, and builds a 
community of support to experiment and explore all the possibilities to enhance their teaching effectiveness. 
Institutions that pursue excellence in teaching provide the resources, staff, and support needed for a strong Center 
for Teaching and Learning experience.  Peer comparisons for CTL personnel can be found in Appendix B. Building 
capacity for teaching and learning excellence is at the core of Pacific’s mission and aligned with the goals of Pacific 
2020. 

NEED AND REQUEST 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY: LEARNING MANAGEMENT SYSTEM REVIEW  
It is common practice to review enterprise products to ensure that current and future needs are matched with 
current products and services.  Technologies that affect the core of the University’s mission of teaching and 
learning should take higher priority.  It is imperative for us to review all current systems and structures to ensure 
the foundation is in place to meet Pacific 2020 initiatives. 

In 2008, Pacific did a review of Learning Management Systems (LMS) followed by an additional short review in 
2009 before moving from Blackboard to Sakai as the campus’ primary LMS. Over the last five years Pacific has used 

http://www.pacific.edu/Documents/marketing/StrategicPlanWeb2.pdf
http://www.pacific.edu/Documents/marketing/StrategicPlanWeb2.pdf
http://www.pacific.edu/Documents/marketing/StrategicPlanWeb2.pdf
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Sakai, an open-source solution, which is hosted on our servers and supported by OIT. The technology landscape 
has changed significantly in the last five years since this review occurred.  Sakai is not up-to-date.  Many Pacific 
faculty describe it as “clunky,” “burdensome,” “unsupported,” and even “embarrassing.” Nationally, Inside Higher 
Ed and other institutions report that one-fifth of all Sakai institutions are actively running, piloting, or planning to 
switch to a different LMS.   Relative adoption is low across the University, and Sakai itself has been identified as a 
risk in delivering a high quality hybrid/online teaching and learning experience for 3 Cities programs.  Additionally, 
there are considerations of efficiency and effective use of resources that calls for an LMS review. The McGeorge 
School of Law has been operating with Sakai and another system TWEN (The West Education Network) a legal 
database with an LMS “bolt-on” that while useful, does not have the full features of a robust, modern LMS.  A 
review of an LMS system that includes all the functionality requirements is needed for Pacific to reach its goals that 
relate to distributive learning, however, the impact is University wide across schools and modalities.  

NOTE:  The LMS benefits the entire University. While an LMS would sometimes be considered an information 
technology budgetary item, because of the implications for teaching and learning, it was agreed through 
discussions that the best venue for this request would be through Distributed Learning. The LMS request and 
activities described in this proposal do not replicate the request made to IPC for the Pacific Technology 
Foundational Roadmap Strategic Investment Request.  This SIF proposal collaboratively builds upon the 
Technology Roadmap SIF request which is essential for moving these efforts forward.  The CIO, Deputy CIO, and 
key OIT staff have been consulted to assure that the funding requests here are not duplicative, and provided 
funding will work cooperatively to assure maximum utilization of resources and energies.   

Portion of SIF Request: $310,000 (~18% of Total) 

Collaboration/Support/Benefit: University Wide: Technology in Education Committee, Academic Council Executive 
Committee, OIT, CIO and Deputy CIO, Deans, Department Chairs from LAW, MUS, ENG, BUS, EDU, PHS, COP, DEN 

Outcomes/Metrics of Success:  Full review of LMS, bridge time and resources to migrate/update LMS, 
consolidation of different LMS systems as needed, updated features for mobile and multimedia delivery, updated 
integration features to feed other student success tracking systems, LMS support and training, cloud-based 
resources and access, University and faculty adoption rate, faculty and student satisfaction rate, number of new 
programs delivered. 

 

INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN:  INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN SERVICES 
Because it has not existed as a formal function, the area for needed capacity building for Pacific is Instructional 
design.  Instructional design is the systematic development of instructional content and materials using learning 
and instructional theory to ensure the quality of instruction. It is the entire process, by working with faculty 
experts, to analyze learning needs and goals and then develop the strategies and delivery system to meet those 
needs. It includes development of instructional materials, activities, assessments, as well as evaluation of all 
instruction and learning outcomes.   
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The following table shows the current schedule of courses for development through instructional design services 

for FY15 and FY16.  The budget request is directly related to the positions and resources needed to accomplish this 
initial course development.  

 
Role Fall 2014 Spring 2015 Summer 2015 Fall 2015 Spring 2016 

Sr. 
Instructional 
Designer 

· LAW 
(Water 
Resources 
Law) 

· LAW (Water & 
Environmental Law) 
· COP Food Studies 
· MUS Music Therapy 
· DEN Course 

· COP Food Studies 
· MUS Music Therapy 
· EDU MA Course 
· DEN Course 
· PHS Course 

· COP Food 
Studies 
· MUS Music 
Therapy 
· EDU Course 
· DEN Course 

· COP Food Studies 
·  MUS Music 
Therapy 
· DEN Course 
·  TBD 

Instructional 
Designer 1 

 

· LAW (Environmental 
Law Practice A) 
· LAW (Administrative 
Law) 
· LAW (International 
Water Resources Law 
Seminar) 

· LAW (Environmental 
Law Practice A 
continued) 
· LAW (Water & 
Environmental Law 
Practice B) 
· LAW (Energy Law 
Seminar) (New) 
· LAW (Natural 
Resources Law) 

· PHS Course 
· TBD 
· TBD 
· TBD 

· LAW Capstone 
Water Seminar 
(New) 
· PHS Course 
· TBD 
·  TBD 

Instructional 
Designer 2 

 

· ENG MS Analytics 
· ENG MS Analytics 
· PHS (Informatics) 
· BUS Course 

· ENG MS Analytics  
· ENG MS Analytics 
· BUS Course 
· BUS Course 

· ENG MS 
Analytics 
· ENG MS 
Analytics 
· BUS Course 
· BUS Course 

· ENG MS Analytics 
· ENG MS Analytics 
· TBD 
· TBD 

Instructional 
Designer 3 

   

· EDU Course 
· TBD 
· TBD 
· TBD 

· EDU Course 
·  EDU Course 
· TBD 
· TBD 

Media 
Specialist 1 

 

· LAW, MUS, BUS,  ENG, 
COP, PHS 

· LAW, MUS, BUS, 
DEN, ENG, COP, PHS, 
EDU 

· LAW, MUS, 
BUS, DEN, ENG, 
COP, PHS, EDU 

· LAW, MUS, BUS, 
DEN, ENG, COP, 
PHS, EDU 
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Portion of SIF Request:  $950,000 (~ 54% of Total) 

Collaboration/Support/Benefit: University Wide: Technology in Education Committee, Academic Council Executive 
Committee, OIT, CIO and Deputy CIO, Deans, Department Chairs from LAW, MUS, ENG, BUS, EDU, PHS, COP, DEN 

Outcomes/Metrics of Success: Please see the Case Study: Water Law Lesson in Appendix B as a specific example of 
the type of expected outcomes.  Organizational capacity to develop and deliver full programs in hybrid/online 
format; new markets for working adults--with new offerings; number of courses and programs developed; level of 
quality as measured by national quality standards (Quality Matters, Online Learning Consortium); specific rollout of 
courses (see table below). 

Additional Capacity building included: Project management for San Francisco and Sacramento/Roseville 
programs, and research capability for educational needs and market demand of potential programs.   

 

FACULTY PREPARATION:  CENTER FOR TEACHING AND LEARNING REFRESH 
For approximately two years, the Center for Teaching and Learning (CTL) has been unable to provide adequate 
support to faculty for pedagogical practice, emerging technologies and online course development. The most 
significant factor was the lack of staff and leadership. As of August 1, 2014, both a new Director and a Vice Provost 
of Distributed Learning (VPDL) have been hired.  

Given that background, there is demand from both faculty and administration to reinvigorate the CTL to prepare 
for 21st century teaching and learning. Below briefly outlines the recommendations for the next 12-15 months of 
building and developing capacity, programming and support for the CTL.  In brief, there will be a “soft opening” of 
the CTL during Fall 2014 while simultaneously assessing and serving faculty and institutional needs.  A “grand re-
opening” will occur Fall of 2015 as the full array of CTL services are available based on the needs assessment and 
having built the physical and technological capacity to standards of excellence.  

The Center for Teaching and Learning will serve the pedagogical needs of faculty. That is, the staff will provide 
support to engage faculty in active, student-centered learning. CTL staff will work with both individual faculty 
members as well as faculty in groups or teams to talk about teaching strategies, pilot projects using technology or 
other interventions, and provide opportunities for learning, practice and discussions with peers and national 
leaders in a safe and supportive environment. 

The following table shows the full-time staffing model needed to support faculty innovation and excellence 
through the CTL.  Student workers will be hired for support as media, graphics, and photography assistants to 
augment the service hours and support. 
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Role Fall 2014 Spring 2015 Fall 2016 Fall 2017 

Director, CTL X    

Assistant 
Director/Faculty 
Developer  

 X   

Marketing 
Coordinator 
(1/2 time Shared 
with ENG) 

X    

Faculty 
Developer 

  X  

Faculty 
Developer 

   X 

 

Portion of SIF Request: $509,000 (~29% of Total)  

Collaboration/Support/Benefit: University Wide: Technology in Education Committee, Academic Council Executive 
Committee, OIT, CIO and Deputy CIO, Deans, Department Chairs from LAW, MUS, ENG, BUS, EDU, PHS, COP, DEN  

Outcomes/Metrics of Success: Daily attendance--tally of number of faculty who utilize the CTL, attendance and 
participation at workshops, webinars, and other events, MISO faculty survey (or similar), faculty utilization of 
technology tools used in teaching (e.g. multi-media, lecture capture, online quizzes, polling, portfolios), faculty 
level of satisfaction with support, how informed faculty are about services and who to contact for support, 
evidence about cultural change and “stories” faculty tell:  more positive stories about the service and support they 
received from CLT, efficacy of CTL, levels of comfort with new technologies, implementation into classroom 
teaching, courses converted to online/hybrid, supported publications. 
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CONCLUSION AND REQUEST 
This proposal shows the current traditional and distributed learning capacity needs that must be met in order for 
the University of the Pacific to continue offering high-quality educational programs--with the additional ability to 
do so in expanded locations, for the 3 Cities, and to new student populations.  The end product aligns and allows 
Pacific to reach its 2020 Strategic Vision by:  1) assuring that the essential learning management system is 
reviewed, up-to-date, and meets student and faculty needs, 2) building instructional design capabilities and 
support necessary to offer high-quality hybrid/blended instruction, and 3) as an institution committed to 
excellence in teaching, revitalizing and providing adequate resources for the Center for Teaching and Learning.  
These outcomes are collaborative in nature, and serve key stakeholders, faculty, and students across the University 
and beyond.  We formally ask for the institutional support and commitment to carry out these efforts by the 
funding this Strategic Investment Fund proposal. 

  

Revitalized 
CTL 

Instructional 
Design 

Services 

Modern LMS 
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 
 

I S  T H I S  SIF  P R O P O S A L  O N L Y  A B O U T  B U I L D I N G  O N L I N E  A N D  H Y B R I D/B L E N D E D  C O U R S E S  A N D  P R O G R A M S ? 

No, absolutely not.  This proposal restores the needed capacity for teaching and learning excellence by providing 
the resources and support to faculty to be able to meet student needs and expectations in the traditional 
classroom first, and then for distributed learning settings like the 3 Cities and beyond initiatives.  It recommits 
resources to the Center for Teaching and Learning and builds capacity for instructional design services where 
service-oriented and education-trained professionals work with faculty to enhance all types of teaching and 
learning.  All positions proposed will work directly with, and in support of, faculty. 

 

HO W  D O E S  T H I S  S IF  P R O P O S A L  B U I L D  U P O N  O T H E R  S IF  PR O P O S A L S ,  F O R  E X A M P L E ,  T H E  SIF  TE C H N O L O G Y  

RO A D M A P? 

Through collaboration.  The Technology Roadmap SIF proposal builds the foundational infrastructure—the 
plumbing, the electrical, putting on a roof on the house, and so forth.  This proposal outlines the activities that 
occur in the house, namely, teaching and learning.  Students and faculty cannot access the LMS if there is not a 
network in place first. This proposal was created in collaboration and consultation with the OIT in order to build 
upon existing efforts that must be in place for Pacific to move forward and reach its strategic vision.  Another 
example would be the interdependency of having this proposal in place for the Food Studies and MS Analytics SIF 
proposals.  Offering the high-demand MS Analytics program would be near to impossible without having 
Instructional Design services, a functional LMS that meets the needs of a highly tech-savvy working adult, and the 
training the CTL will provide faculty who will teach in that program.  Funding for LMS upgrades were not included 
in the Food Studies or MS Analytics SIF proposal because this need was covered in this proposal and will serve the 
entire University, not just a single program. The CIO, Deputy CIO, key processes owners at OIT, faculty and staff 
were consulted throughout this process to avoid duplication and to coordinate efforts to maximize the use of 
resources to benefit the University. 

 

AP P E N D I X  C  S H O W S  T H A T  P A CI F I C  D O E S N ’T  O F F E R  O N L I N E  C L A S S E S .  HO W  CA N  T H A T  B E  S I N CE  W E  D O  O F F E R  

CL A S S E S  I N  T H E  S U M M E R S?  

Pacific does offer classes online.  Appendix C shows comparison data from IPEDS that looks how Pacific’s Peer and 
Aspirant Peers offer distance learning instruction to their traditional student cohorts.  Appendix D shows the 
distance/online/hybrid courses that Pacific offers outside the traditional terms in summer.  The comparison of 
traditional term and outside of term is not the same.  The lesson and significance of Appendix C for Pacific is that 
these Peer and Aspirant Peers have already incorporated distributed delivery into their traditional course and 
program offerings to a large degree to meet faculty and student needs—the Aspirant Peers to an even greater 
degree for graduate level instruction.  This proposal provides the resources and support needed for faculty to have 
the choice and ability to expand offerings within the traditional parameters. 
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WH A T  W I L L  F U N D I N G  T H I S  P R O P O S A L  D O  F O R  PA CI F I C ?  

A lot.  There are measurable outcomes listed on pages 15-17 for the numbers of faculty and students served, 
courses and programs developed, and University capacity increased.  The table starting on page 8 indicates how 
this proposal directly promotes the goals and objectives of Pacific 2020 and gives a rating or grade of how 
organizational capacity will be upgraded by providing these needed resources and support. 
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APPENDIX A 
USE-CASE SCENARIOS:   
 

• WATER LAW LESSON 
 

• MACHINE LEARNING (MS ANALYTICS) 
 

• GOING HYBRID/ONLINE 
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WATER LAW LESSON 

There is a high level of community interest in an online water law 

course. In recent years, a variety of practitioners including private land 
use, federal, and state agency attorneys have sought out the ability to 
participate in Pacific McGeorge’s water law course offerings, and 
many more have indicated a deep interest in participating when those 
courses become available in the time-flexible online environment. Law 
students for their part are uniformly supportive of the opportunity to 
mix with and learn from these professionals. The unique mix of 
student and professional participants attracted by the availability of a 
high-quality online water law course will deepen the connection 
between the University and the community and continue to expand 
the Pacific brand to state, national and international stages, while also 
enriching course-level legal and policy discussions and elevating the 
educational experience for all involved.   

INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN SUPPORTED LESSON DEVELOPMENT 
Instructional design combined with multi-media creation capability is needed to enrich and engage students in the 
hybrid/online environment, in order to preserve and enhance the quality of the Pacific experience.  Envision online 
students that login to a lesson on water law, an area of intense focus and demand on state, national and 
international stages.  Students in the online course hail from Pacific McGeorge School of Law’s JD, LLM, MSL 
programs, Pacific graduate students from Stockton, and also include practitioners, legislative staffers, consultants, 
hydrologists and engineers from various public and private agencies.  The digital course modules are accessed 
through a web browser either on a computer laptop, or on a mobile device such as a tablet or smart-phone. 

Upon logging in the students see a clean, modern interface that is aesthetically pleasing and easy to navigate.  The 
lesson is clearly organized with specific learning objectives and expectations for student performance, including 
rubrics for evaluation of assignments.  The course is developed by an experienced faculty member working closely 
with an instructional designer, whose collaborative mission is to optimize visual presentation to deepen the 
student learning experience, building on the rich traditions of the brick-and-mortar classroom with the exciting, 
interactive tools available the online environment. 

In the water law online course, individual lessons or “modules” are designed to teach legal principles in a manner 
that enables students to connect law, policy and practice. The first module in the course is an historical and policy 
overview, in which students view a high-quality video introduction by the faculty member that breaks away to 
photos of historical water figures such as John Wesley Powell, William Mulholland and David Brower, as well as key 
reservoirs, river systems, judges, and parties involved in the cases studied in the module.  Students are introduced 
to key terminology through animated, interactive graphic presentations with voice-over content, designed to 
facilitate hands-on learning and to cater to all learning styles. For example, students can digitally “draw down” or 
“fill” reservoirs and see that volume of water translate to graphic depictions of basic measurement units, such as 
acre-feet, which then transform into the number of houses or agricultural fields supplied by that volume of water. 
Videos prepared by the faculty member explain the material and place it in context, and linked “chat” and 
discussion boards enable to students to pose questions and share ideas with the instructor and fellow classmates.   
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Subsequent modules in the water course introduce 
fundamental concepts including riparian and appropriative 
rights, groundwater systems, permitting regimes, reclamation 
law and tribal rights.  The course then transitions to modules 
that allow students to synthesize and apply these basic 
principles to contemporary issues such as water transfers, 
water use efficiency, instream flow and sustainability. Multi-
media presentations are developed by media specialists in 
consultation with the faculty member and interspersed 
throughout each lesson module, along with customized 
graphics and tables.  For example, one full-color, animated graphic image demonstrates water flow from reservoir 
storage along the course through low-land riparian areas.  Students can hover their mouse over parts of the 
graphic to see definitions and further detail, with links directing students to sites that place the graphic in context, 
such as satellite images of water systems and regulatory agency websites.  In another example, students place 
water users along a hypothetical river system in order of water use priority. This is done by reading through key 
information (water needs, dates of land acquisition or initiation of water use, water availability, etc.) and then by 
dragging and dropping the answers to the correct order.  If the answer is not in the right order, feedback is 
provided with corresponding legal citation in the form of hyperlinks to cases, statutes or regulations that establish 
the rule. The lesson is concluded with a link to videos of agency hearings and recently-adopted rules grappling with 
these same choices, providing an opportunity for students to draw connections between the rules in their 
casebook and real-world outcomes, and to consider and discuss the policy conflicts faced by contemporary 
decision-makers.     

Continuing on in the lesson, the faculty member poses questions about core principles such as “reasonable use” 
and “waste” of water, using a Socratic approach.  Students write down their initial answers, and then have the 
ability to view video of a previous in-person class lead by their instructor, discussing the same legal and policy 
issues involved.  Students post their answers as part of a discussion thread in preparation for a live video chat that 
will occur with their group and the faculty member on an upcoming date. 

Material and course content developed for the hybrid/online setting would be repurposed to enrich the traditional 
in-person classroom, and made available for use as a resource in other disciplines (property, constitutional law, 
environmental law, international law, etc.).  This capability is made possible through Instructional Design Services 
with additional faculty preparation and guidance to teach by the Center for Teaching and Learning. 
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MACHINE LEARNING (MS ANALYTICS) 
Machine Learning is the ability to teach a computer program to recognize and react to patterns.  It is a type of 

artificial intelligence that prompts a program to change and grow as it views new data. As an example, think of the 
recommendations for movies or television shows that Netflix or Amazon provides.  The customer’s behaviors form 
patterns of data that the program recognizes, and then “learns” and makes suggestions back to the customer 
based on their data and the data of many, many others.  This ability to code and create the algorithms for machine 
learning is highly valued by business, industry, and government, and is one of the most powerful skillsets that the 
Master of Science in Analytics student will acquire.    

MACHINE LEARNING EDUCATION IN A DISTRIBUTED SETTING  
 Envision MS Analytics students logging into their course through the learning management system (LMS). The 
student may use their laptop, their iPad, tablet, or possibly their smartphone. They click on the lesson module 
“Machine Learning” and are immediately greeted by a high quality video of their faculty member who introduces 
the lesson by posing a problem in preparation for their in-person class meeting in San Francisco the next week.     

Students are presented a number of scenarios where machine 
learning has been deployed:  spam filtering, face recognition, 
weather prediction, fraud detection, Amazon recommendations 
and so forth, and directed to a number of exemplar websites.  The 
professor poses the question:  “How did they do that?’’ and then 
reviews the specific learning objectives of the lesson for the 
students along with the expectations of what will be required 
when they meet together.   

Students like the visual nature of the interaction and could recognize their faculty member if they saw him or her 
from the introduction video. They also appreciate the ability to log on and review this material when it is 
convenient for them, using the device they prefer. 

After reviewing the learning objectives written on the lesson 
introduction page, students see the details of what their faculty 
member has assigned them to do.  Using Python as a coding 
language, students are asked to find, build a program that will 
extract a set of data from an available data source (e.g. Twitter) via 
its application programming interface (API) and are asked to submit 
their code by the following Tuesday prior to their face-to-face class 
meeting on Friday evening.  Students are provided a video tutorial 
of how to set up an Amazon Service Account as well as a set of digital reading resources, including persistent links 
to Pacific library databases that are available online.   

At the Friday meet-up on the Pacific San Francisco Campus, students first attend a “hot topic” lecture by a guest 
speaker from the machine learning community and are able to ask questions about relevant challenges and trends 
in the field.  The faculty member then moves to the heart of her lesson by using a tablet interface or their laptop to 
present their materials via an in-room digital whiteboard. Online students are able to see the classroom activity via 
the in-room video cameras as well as the digital whiteboard materials and live annotations on their own devices..  
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One student, who needed to travel for work, joins the rest of the class online through a synchronous video 
conference.  This preparation also allows the lecture-capture of the screen / digital whiteboard presentation and 
both in-room and online class interaction.  It is equally helpful for another student who is ill, and for the class 
members or other faculty members who may want to review portions of the lecture at a later time.  This digitized 
lecture also becomes raw content for future lesson development and enrichment.  Students raise their hands 
physically or “digitally” in the online meeting room as the faculty member reviews the Python scripts and discusses 
details and nuances of the approaches students have taken thus far.  The faculty member moves smoothly from 
the technology tools, to student questions, to further elaboration using the tablet / laptop and on-screen interface.  
Students recognize the preparation and careful planning for the lesson, and are highly engaged seeing the 
expertise of the faculty member. 

Students are then paired into teams and given a new exercise—to 
enhance their data extraction routine to apply the machine 
learning techniques to the downloaded data set and submit their 
code with documentation based on industry standards.  The 
teams are introduced into their work areas in the learning 
management system where they can collaborate by multiple 
means:  video meetings, chats, posting work documents, etc.   

As working adults, the students wrestle with the exercise over the 
next week working virtually at all hours and sometimes meeting 
up at a Starbucks located somewhere between their workplaces. 
Teams communicate with other teams in like manner, utilizing 
discussion threads that the faculty member monitors along with the team site on a regular basis.  The faculty 
member is able to assess and adjust to the teams’ needs. She reacts and nudges teams through written and video 
messages.  The faculty member monitors and facilitates the discussion online as well as keeping face-to-face video 
or in-person office hours.  In fact, the faculty member uses video messages frequently to provide individual 
feedback to students in order to highly personalize the learning experience.  During the week the faculty member 
holds an online clinic to go over the student’s questions and reinforce key learning objectives. She does this live via 
video from her Stockton office while her students are joining in from multiple locations around the bay area. One 
student even joins in from Toronto where he is currently traveling for work. Several students also reach out to 
their faculty member via a variety of channels (instant messaging, LMS message, email, phone etc.) and conduct 
live ad-hoc video conference sessions to gain further guidance.   

The faculty member decides that one of her one-on-one student 
interactions addresses an issue that other students would benefit 
from and so uses her desktop video recording facilities to record, 
post and announce to all students a short update on that specific 
topic.   Students really appreciate the personal connection they have 
with their Pacific faculty - both face-to-face and online. This flexibility 
is critical to enabling them to undertake this course while holding 
down a full time job.  Faculty too appreciate the flexibility the use of 
modern technology and state of the art teaching methods offers 
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them, enabling them to interact with their students in real time using rich media regardless of where their 
students (or indeed they themselves) may be.   As sophisticated technology users, the students appreciate their 
faculty member’s knowledge and use of the most up-to-date ways to communicate.  

During the next face-to-face meeting at the Pacific San Francisco campus, all students are present.  Prior to class, 
the faculty member ran the Python code and has the results waiting for the teams.   Some code worked.  Some did 
not. A debriefing session follows where the teams analyze their results as a group and build key insights with the 
faculty member. Specific challenges are identified and best practice approaches and solutions are shared by the 
students with their fellow classmates.  To summarize the learning, the students are then directed to record a self-
assessment in personal journal area of the learning management system to analyze areas for improvement in their 
soft-skills including time management, leadership, teamwork, critical thinking and problem solving.  The students 
also provide feedback on strengths and areas for improvement of the lesson content and presentation.  These 
reflections will be shared with the faculty member and encourage deeper learning and self-reflection.  

The faculty member was able to review student activity and progress, 
and through analytic reports provided by the LMS system, determine 
the effectiveness of the materials and delivery and make appropriate 
adjustments and enhancements for future sessions.  

This high-quality experience spreads quickly by word of mouth and 
social media by the students. It has made a strong impression that 
enhances the University of the Pacific’s reputation and brand. The 
employers who sponsor their employees as students and engage in 
machine learning projects tout the innovation and impact the Pacific 
MS Analytics program has on the future workforce of the field.  Both 

employers and potential students look forward to the next cohort.  

The process to build the high-quality lesson envisioned above is a complex endeavor that did not happen without a 
coordinated effort.  It required a disciplined, systematic approach to instructional design and faculty preparation to 
maximize student learning.  Months before this MS Analytics course started, the faculty member and program 
director met with Instructional Design Services and the Center for Teaching and Learning to plan the course 
objectives and outcomes, including building templates for common navigation, curation of digital content, data 
bases, and resources, and outlining the training plan to learn the technologies needed for the lecture capture and 
use of the learning management system.  The scope of the course was laid out (how many lessons, assessments) as 
well as the determination of the hybrid ratio of activities that would be face-to-face or found in the learning 
management system.  The course competencies and learning objectives were further developed and mapped back 
to the overall program learning objectives in terms of introduction, presentation, assessment, and review.  Types 
of media and special graphic needs were determined and assigned to media specialists to curate or create the 
appropriate video, graphics, and other multi-media elements for the lessons.  

Because of the busy schedules all faculty keep, the development of the course was carefully managed so as to not 
over-burden the faculty member.  Instructional Design met the faculty member in her office at convenient times 
for her to review course materials and digital resources curated for her and to review assessments, data mining 
tools, and media developed for each applicable lesson.    
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 Timelines and milestones were developed to 
keep all parties on track.  As lessons were 
developed, they were also reviewed by the peer 
faculty and the program director to assure the 
highest quality.  Prior to the class start the 
faculty subject matter expert practiced with the 
Center for Teaching and Learning staff to 
become proficient and comfortable with the 
technology tools both online and at the San 
Francisco campus.  

All the elements for success were in place 
because a faculty member was highly supported 

before, during, and after the course by Instructional Design Services and the Center for Teaching and Learning. This 
support resulted in an enthusiastic and prepared faculty member excited to teach a class that he or she has 
thoughtfully created, high-quality content with measurable learning objectives and assessments, tested 
technologies that facilitate personal interaction between students and the faculty member, and an orchestrated 
effort to make the learning experience relevant to the real world by incorporating everyday challenges and 
application of machine learning. 
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Going Hybrid/Online 
 

PROFESSOR BROWN HAS HEARD  a lot about “online learning.” She is pretty unconvinced. After all, 

not only is she a published and acclaimed scholar in her field, she is also an award-winning teacher. Her teaching 
evaluation ratings are always at the top of her department. Students continue to return to her after graduation 
letting her know how she helped them succeed after college. 

Moreover, Professor Brown has been instrumental in 
assisting her colleagues and the University in 
developing learning outcomes. She recognizes that 
assessment is important to students, teachers and the 
University. Professor Brown can clearly see that her 
courses are effective. 

Why does she need to go hybrid/online? Why fix something if it ain’t broke? 

DESPITE HER DOUBTS,  Professor Brown has always been one to engage in conversations on hot topics.   

Thus, she participates in one of the Center for Teaching & Learning’s (CTL) webinars on “blended learning.” She 
was curious enough to take an hour out of her day to listen and discuss. 

The webinar provided Professor Brown the basics of blended learning, including the scholarship that indicates 
students can learn better in a blended environment. She saw examples of how teachers are redesigning their 
courses in innovative ways, using technologies to engage students, with a focus on learning outcomes.  

After the webinar, Professor Brown continues to talk to the CTL staff. They help her understand that her courses 
will always be designed around the learning environment she is trying to create. The use of “hybrid,” “blended,” 
“online” or “technology” is possible because these tools now exist – we didn’t have them before! We never had 
such opportunities like we do today to engage students in even more content and experiential learning 
opportunities.  

PROFESSOR BROWN STARTS TO IMAGINE HOW SHE MIGHT MAKE HER COURSE 

“BLENDED.”  She still isn’t convinced but she is willing to think about it. The CTL staff asks her to focus on the 

teaching that is most important in face-to-face. What can students absolutely not do if she is not present in the 
room? She states that she and her students engage in case studies. Typically, students read the case studies before 
coming to class and then work in groups to come up with solutions. The entire class then discusses each of the 
group’s solutions. They really like doing this as it helps them understand key concepts through problem-based 
activities. Professor Brown admits she would like to do more case studies since they directly apply to the learning 
objectives, but they also have to spend time on actual content. Professor Brown states she does do some lecturing 
– she doesn’t want to be a sage on the stage all the time! – but also sees some of her students not coming to class 
prepared and she feels obligated to ensure everyone is at the same place. 

In a side conversation, CTL staff asks Professor Brown about why she thinks students don’t come prepared. Like 
most teachers, Professor Brown knows no matter what she does students don’t always come prepared. CTL staff 
offers suggestions – such as simulations or videos – about other ways students might get content in addition to 
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reading textbook chapters. Content like this can put on the LMS. Professor Brown’s class wouldn’t yet be 
“blended” but would be “enhanced” by online tools. 

Returning to the case studies, CTL staff asks Professor Brown if perhaps there is a way that students might only 
came to class for the case studies? Isn’t that, after all, where the most important learning is taking place? If so, 
what is the real challenge? Professor Brown thinks a moment and says the greatest challenge is ensuring students 
are prepared before class so they can effectively tackle the case studies in their groups and effectively contribute 
to the discussion.   

These back-and-forth conversations about Professor’s Brown course are how CTL supports teaching and learning, 
one faculty member at a time. If Professor Brown decides to go “online” – and she does – she begins the real work 
of redesigning her course for blended learning. She enrolls in one of the 5-day “online Bootcamps” CTL hosts 
during the summer months – in collaboration with the Instructional Design (ID) team – to plan for her online 
course as well as become proficient in the LMS. 

Professor Brown continues to learn from the CTL staff on the technologies for engaging her students…she will 
become a proficient user in the LMS and other tools that make sense for her class and her learning goals. She will 
also begin with the Instructional Design team to put the pieces of her content in the LMS. The ID team includes a 
media specialist, instructional technologist, graphic artist and other experts as needed for her course. For now, 
Professor Brown’s blended class will consist of online modules that will take students through short lectures and a 
simulation assignment before coming to class. They will take a short quiz after the simulation that helps inform 
Professor Brown where she needs to focus their face-to-face meeting. During class time, students will work in 
groups on a case study that is different than the simulation but is informed by the simulation. 

 

Resources for online learning 
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF PROFESSOR BROWN’S NEW BLENDED COURSE 

INVOLVES BOTH CTL STAFF AND THE ID TEAM . CTL assists Professor Brown in thinking 

which pedagogies best meet her learning objectives, respecting the learning environment she is creating for her 
and her students. Both CTL and ID can assist Professor Brown in finding content when she needs it. ID will assist 
Professor Brown in getting content online the way she has envisioned, including several new video clips of her 
explaining key ideas. She has never been in front of the camera in this way! They will also suggest 3rd party tools 
and applications that will make it easier for her to track student progress and assess student online work. These 
kinds of tools will better prepare Professor Brown when she meets with her students face-to-face. For example, 
the reading analytics tool tells Professor Brown who has done the simulation, when they have done it, how long it 
took them, and what score they received on the quiz. Not only will Professor Brown be better prepared for class 
she will also see which students are falling behind and respond with early intervention. 

Professor Brown discovers there are additional benefits to 
using the LMS and other technologies. She can now keep 
her gradebook online where students have access at any 
time, reducing the number of emails sent to her asking 
about grades. Also, Professor Brown can connect with 
students one-on-one about particular assignments using 
comments in the LMS – wherever she is! While she would 
prefer students come to her office hours, she is finding 
success in reaching out through the LMS. She is considering 
adding a “video chat room” for her office hours. CTL has 
loaned her an iPad for the semester so that she can connect with students and check on their progress when she 
has time. 

CTL provides on-going support for Professor Brown during the semester she teaches her new blended class. They 
suggest a mid-term evaluation so that her students can tell her what’s working and what is not.  CTL staff follow-up 
with Professor Brown after the semester has ended to review her student evaluations. Professor Brown is asked to 
reflect on which activities and assignments are really helping students meet the learning goals. Both CTL staff and 
the ID team assist Professor Brown in tweaking her course. 

NOW THAT PROFESSOR BROWN HAS A BLENDED COURSE DEVELOPED , she feels 

confident in reviewing her other courses. Can blended and/or technology help my students? She is also 
considering purchasing an ebook that works with the analytics software. That will save her students money and 
provide her information regarding students’ study habits. And now that she has experimented with an iPad, she is 
starting to wonder more about mobile learning… 

Professor Brown led a lunch & chat session for the CTL a semester after teaching her blended course, explaining to 
other faculty her thought process and justification of redesigning her course to a blended format. She also 
discussed the process of working with CTL and the ID team. She readily answered faculty questions.  
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 APPENDIX B 
ASPIRANT AND STANDARD PEER COMPARISONS FOR 

• INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN 
• CENTER FOR TEACHING AND LEARNING 
• LEARNING MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS 
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PACIFIC PEER ID, CTL, AND LMS COMPARISONS 
Sources:   National Center for Education Statistics 
  Institutional websites 
 

Aspirant Peer Student 
Pop 

Instructional Design Staff CTL Staff LMS 

University of 
the Pacific 

6,421 
3,877 Under 
Grad (UG) 

0 
 

Title: Center for Teaching and Learning 
Staff: 2 Full-time (FT): Director CTL, 
Instructional Media Specialist 

Sakai 

American 
University 

12,818 
(7,340 - UG) 

Title: Online Learning 
 
2 Staff:  Associate Director for Technical 
Support and Training, Online Learning Trainer 
& Curriculum Designer (house in CTRL) 
 

Title: The Center for Teaching, 
Research, and Learning (CTRL) 
 
27 Staff:  
 
FT: Executive Director, Educator in 
Residence, Budget Coordinator, CTRL 
Lab Manager, Associate Director for 
Research Support, Academic 
Technology Applications Trainer, 
Coordinator of Faculty Technology 
Initiatives, Manager of Training - 
Performance Management and 
Assessment, 
 
PT:  Webmaster, Web and Graphic 
Design Outreach Specialist, Office 
Coordinator, Research Assistant, 
Advanced Learning Technologies 
Trainer and Consultant (X3), RSG 
Consultant and Trainer (X12) 

Current using Blackboard 
 
Not well liked and considered not 
modern 

http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/
http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/
http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/
http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/
http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/
http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/
http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/
http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/
http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/
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Boston College 14,309 
(9,698 - UG) 

Title: Instructional Design and eTeaching 
Services (IDeS) and Media Technology 
Services 
 
41 Staff: Director, Associate Director, 
Manager of Learning Technologies, Learning 
Technologies Administrator, Senior 
Instructional Designer (x2), Instructional 
Designer, Academic Technologist, 
Instructional Web Developer, Instructional 
Web Producer, Technology Support 
Specialist, MediaKron Project Manager, 
Canvas Project Manager, Graduate Research 
Assistant, Graduate Student Manager, 
Graduate Student Worker Assistant (x6),  
Graduate Web Research Assistant (x2), 
Graduate Content Producer, MediaKron 
Assistant, Canvas Assistant (x4), Student 
Worker (x9), Director of Media Technology 
Services, Administrative Assistant (MTS)   
 

Title: The Connors Family Learning 
Center  
 
4 Staff: Director, Assistant Director for 
Tutoring and Supplemental Instruction, 
Associate Director for Support Services, 
Administrative Assistant 

Canvas (Instructure) 
 
Legacy:  Blackboard Vista 

Drexel 
University 

26,132 
(16,616 - UG) 

Title: Instructional Technology Support Title: Center for Academic Excellence 
 
2 Staff: Director, Assistant Director, 15 
Faculty Fellows 

Drexel Learn (Blackboard) 

Fordham 
University 

15,097 
(8,345 - UG) 

Title: Faculty Technology Services (as part of 
Instructional Technology Academic 
Computing in IT; there is no longer a CTL) 
 
15 Staff: Media Service Director, Media 

(same) 
 

Blackboard 

http://www.bc.edu/eteaching
http://www.bc.edu/eteaching
http://www.bc.edu/eteaching
http://www.bc.edu/eteaching
http://www.bc.edu/eteaching
http://www.bc.edu/eteaching
http://www.bc.edu/eteaching
http://www.bc.edu/eteaching
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Service Assistant Dir, Technical Assistant (x2), 
Technical Manager-Smart Technical 
Classrooms, Teaching Labs Technical Super, 
Technical Super, Technical Support Specialist, 
Teaching Labs Coordinator, Technical 
Manager, Faculty Technical Services Director, 
Instructional Technology (x3), Technology 
Manager-Academic Computing 

Northeastern 
University 

20,053 
(13,223 - UG) 

Title: Academic Technology Services 
 
11 Staff: Associate Director, Academic 
Application Specialist, Academic Technology 
Portfolio Manager, Academic Application 
Specialist, Academic Instructional 
Technologist (x2), MPS in Digital Media 
(concentration in Interactive Design), MPS in 
Digital Media (concentration in Animation), 
MFA in Information Design and Visualization, 
MS in Computer Engineering, BFA Graphic 
Design and Interactive Media 

Title: Center for Advanced Learning and 
Teaching Through Research (CATLR) 
 
6 Staff: Director (PhD psychology), 
Senior Associate Director (PhD 
psychology), Associate Dir (x2 PhD mass 
media, Ed.D), Assistant Director (PhD 
edu), Research & Program Manager 
 

Blackboard 

Pepperdine 
University 

7,315 (3,538 
- UG) 

Title: Technology and Learning (in IT) 
 
4 Staff: Director, Lead Application Developer, 
Multimedia Specialist, Lead Instructional 
Consultant 
 
[edu and psy grad program have online 
programs. support through Teaching and 
Learning] 

Title: Center for Teaching & Learning 
(Seaver College) 
 
2 Staff: Associate Dean, Administrative 
Assistant 

Sakai 
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St. Louis 
University 

17,343 
(12,567 - UG) 

(same) 
ITS supports/trains for campus-wide 
technology, mostly Blackboard, and 
classroom tech support. Online programs use 
Reinert (pedagogy) and ITS (technology) but 
Reinhert plays larger role. 

Title: Reinert Center for Transformative 
Teaching and Learning 
 
7 Staff: Director (PhD), Associate 
Director (PhD), Senior Instructor 
Designer (M.Ed), Instructor Designer 
(x2, MA, M.Ed), Postdoctoral Fellow 
(PhD), Office Administrator (MA), 
graduate assistants (x2) 

Blackboard 

Santa Clara 
University 

8,770 (5,435 
-UG) 

Title: Media Services (not part of IT) 
 
3 Staff: Instructional Technology Resource 
Specialist (x3) 

Title: Teaching & Learning (under 
Faculty Development) 
 
2 Staff: Associate Vice Provost, 
Administrative Associate 

Camino (Canvas) 

Southern 
Methodist 
University 

10,929 
(6,357 - UG) 

Title: Academic Technology Services (IT) 
 
4 Staff: Director, Manager Multimedia & Web 
Devo, Research & Statistical Computing 
Consultant (PhD), Mngr LMS 

Title: Center for Teaching Excellence 
 
2 Staff: Director (Ed.D), Assistant 
Director (MA), Distinguished Teaching 
Professors (x4), advisory board of 11 
administrative and faculty 

Blackboard 

Syracuse 
University 

21,267 
(15,097 - UG) 

Title: Online Learning Services (OIT) 
 
4 Staff: Manager Online Learning, Online 
Learning Analyst (x3) 
 
Title: Learning Environments and Media 
Production 
 
1 Staff: Director (no org chart available) 

None. Faculty Development focus on 
new faculty 

Blackboard 
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Texas 
Christian 
University 

9,925 (8,640 
- UG) 

[online programs but unable to find info 
regarding faculty support] 

 Pearson LearningStudio (eCollege) 

University of 
Dayton 

10,835 
(7,975 - UG) 

Title Learning Teaching Center - Curriculum 
Innovation and eLearning (housed in IT) 
 
5 Staff: Associate Director, Web Developer, 
Application Developer and Administrator, 
eLearning Specialist (x2) 

Title: Learning Teaching Center - Office 
of Learning Resources 
 
8 Staff: Director (Phd), Assistant 
Director (x2, M. Ed), Disability Services 
& Assistive Technology, Testing 
Coordinator, Data Specialist, Learning 
Initiatives Coordinator (M.Ed), IT 
Specialist 
 
Title: Learning Teaching Center - 
Faculty and Leadership Development 
 
[Note: the LTC in the central organizing 
unit and has approx 26 staff that work 
across the various departments, 
including the eLearning in IT] 

Isidore (Sakai) 
 
Includes team of elearning 
specialists who directly support 
faculty (4 people) also have 2 Sakai 
developers and an Oracle DBA who 
spends about 50% of his time on 
this application.    

University of 
Tulsa 

4,597 (3,428 
- UG)  

Title: Continuing Education (only online) 
 
[staffing unavailable] 

Title: Faculty Resource Center (IT) 
 
[staffing unavailable] 

Harvey (WebCT/Blackboard) 

Villanova 
University 

10,696 
(7,042 - UG) 

Title: UNIT Instructional Technology 
(Villanova U IT) 
 
7 Staff: Instructional Designers (x7 for 
disciplines) 

Title: VITAL (Villanova Institute for 
Teaching and Learning 
 
2 Staff: Director (PhD), Senior 
Administrative Assistant, VITAL Faculty 
Associate (x2 course reduction), 

Blackboard 
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student intern (PT), Faculty Advisory 
Board (x23) 

Wake Forest 
University 

7,602 (4,823 
- UG)  

Title: Online Education 
 
Staff:  2 FT (housed in TLC) 

Title:  The Teaching and Learning 
Center (TLC) 
 
4 Staff: Director, Associate Director, 
Administrative Coordinator, Faculty in 
Residence 

Went from Blackboard to Sakai – 
Sakai performing adequately but 
not great          
 
Currently beginning assessment of 
LMS – Sakai perceived as bulky 
 
Shift occurring in industry – more 
student centric now vs. course 
centric 
 
They like Canvas 
 
Course management system is 
often not issue usually integration 
or implementation 
 
Mentioned to be very cognizant of 
LTI integrations 
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Standard 
Peers 

Student 
Pop 

ID Staff CTL Staff LMS 

University of 
the Pacific 

6,421 
3,877 Under 
Grad (UG) 

None 
 

Title: Center for Teaching and Learning 
2 Staff: Director CTL, Instructional Media 
Specialist 

Sakai 

Catholic 
University 

6,725 (3,713 - 
UG)  

Title: CU Online Programs 
 
Staff: none identified 

none  

Chapman 
University  

7,892 (6,005 - 
UG)  

none Title: Institute for Excellence in Teaching 
(IET) 
 
2 Staff: Director (M.Ed), Assistant Director 
(PhD), members of IET (19 total: 16 faculty, 
CIO, librarian, and student computing) 

Blackboard 

Creighton 
University 

8,019 (4,076 - 
UG) 

Title: Office of Extended Education 
Opportunities; Brandman University [only 
divisions/school that appear to use online] 
 
2 Staff for OEE: Director (PhD), 
administrative assistant 
 
Staff for Brandman: none identified 

none  

Drake 
University 

5,139 (3,383 - 
UG) 

Title: Distance Learning (part of Extension 
Education in School of Education) 
 
[Continuing Education, Business and other 

none Blackboard 
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graduate programs may have online 
programs/offerings. Hard to tell from 
website. Training for BB through OIT.] 
 
8 Staff: Director, Office Manager, Agency 
Curriculum Manager, Assistant to Agency 
Curriculum Manager, Distance Learning 
Programs Manager, Distance Learning 
Coordinator, Distance Learning Assistant, 
Online Instructional Designer 

Duquesne 
University 

9,904 (5,970 - 
UG) 

Title: School of Leadership & Professional 
Development (online programs) 
 
Faculty listed but no staff. 
 
Title: Educational Technology [Resources & 
Technology (Academic division) partners 
with CTE to offer online training for 
instructors.] 
 
8 Staff: Director, Instructor Designer (x3, 
M.Ed), Ed Technical Application Specialist 
(x4) 

Title: Center for Teaching Excellence 
 
5 Staff: Director (PhD), Associate Director 
(PhD), Program Manager, Instructional 
Consultant for TAs (x2) 

Blackboard 

Hofstra 
University 

10,928 (6,826 
- UG)  

Title: Distance Learning and Distributed 
Learning (IT) 
 
Staff not listed 

none Blackboard 

Loyola 
Marymount 

9,661 (6,205 - 
UG)  

Title: both education and LMU extension 
have online programs.  

Title: Center for Teaching Excellence 
 

Blackboard 
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University  
15 Staff LMU Extension: Senior Director, 
Director of Special Programs, Assistant 
Director for Faculty Relations and 
Communications, Assistant Director for 
Program Development and Outreach, 
Coordinator of Continuing Ed, Academic 
Services Coordinator, Office Super, 
Administrative Assistant. IT has 7 
instructional technologists. They also staff 
the Faculty Innovation Center. 

 
2 Staff: Director (PhD), Senior Administrative 
Coordinator, Faculty Associate (1-2 each 
semester) 

Marquette 
University 

11,782 (8,365 
- UG)  

Title: Instructional Media Center 
 
13 Staff: Associate Vice Provost, 
Administrative Assistant, Assistant Director 
Technical Services, Assistant Director 
Production, Producer/Director Production, 
Media Production Specialist, Chief 
Photographer, Assistant Director Technical 
Services, Senior Maintenance Engineer, A/V 
Maintenance Engineer, Media Specialist 
 
Title(s): Adult Degree, College of 
Professional Studies Graduate Programs, 
College of Education 
 
Staff: none listed 

Title: Center for Teaching & Learning 
 
9 Staff: Director (PhD), Director Service 
Learning (MA), Assistant Director Service 
Learning (MA), Director Maresa for Faculty 
(PhD), Director e-Learning (Ed.D), 
Assessment Director (PhD), Program 
Assistant, Instructional Designer (x2, PhD, 
MA), Instructional Technologist (MA) 

D2L 

Mercer 
University 

8,351 (4,419 - 
UG) 

Title: Online Programs (housed in Working 
Adult Programs) 
 

Title: Center for the Advancement of 
Teaching and Learning (College of 
Pharmacy) 

Blackboard 
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Staff: none listed  
9 Staff: listing of names; no other 
information; may be outdated 

Seattle 
University 

7,422 (4,608 - 
UG) 

Title: Continuing, Online and Professional 
Education (COPE) 
 
4 Staff: Director (PhD), instructional 
designer (x3) 

Title: Center for Faculty Development 
 
5 Staff: Director (PhD), Associate Director for 
Faculty Professional Development (PhD), 
Faculty Development Consultant (PhD), 
Senior Faculty Fellow (PhD), Senior 
Administrative Assistant (MA) 

Previously used angel which 
was acquired by blackboard 
 
Assessment and eventual 
transition was triggered by old 
system being clunky, not 
modern, user dislike and low 
acceptance/utilization 
 
Recently transitioned to Canvas, 
started two years ago and just 
turned off old system 
 
Recommends Canvas without 
hesitation 
 
They currently employ a full 
time technical administrator 
and learning technology 
specialist (training, etc.) 
dedicated solely to Canvas 
 
Canvas and Desire to learn 
(D2L) were top two. Canvas was 
lower priced in good product 
category and both students and 
faculty really liked it 
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2 year process, 6 month 
assessment including demos 
and sandbox environments. 18 
month implementation prior to 
turning off Angel 3 weeks ago. 
 
Implementation was heavy on 
change management, 
migration, training and political 

Seton Hall 
University 

9,903 (5,839 - 
UG) 

Title: Online Programs (21) 
 
15 Staff: [Department of IT has a Teaching, 
Learning and Technology Center]  Associate 
CIO and Director, BB Systems 
Administrator, Associate Director 
Classroom and Event Support, Associate 
Director Digital Media Services, Associate 
Director Instructional Design, Instructional 
Designers (x6, one in each functional area), 
Director PC Support Services, Project 
Manager, Service Desk Manager, Director 
Web Content Systems 

same (no CTL; faculty development is limited 
to web links, workshops on what it means to 
be faculty at Seton, and trips to Rome) 

Blackboard 

St. John’s 
University 
(NY) 

1,979 (1,871 - 
UG)  

Title: Online Learning (separate 
college/school) 
 
Staff: none listed. Links to CTL and web-
based resources for BB. IT does not do any 
training. 

Title: Center for Teaching and Learning 
 
3 Staff: Director (PhD), Assistant to Director, 
Department Assistant, Technology Associate 
(x14 volunteer faculty in each college or 
school to assist others with technology) 

Blackboard 
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University of 
Denver 

11,778 (5,517 
- UG)  

Title: University College (College of 
Professional and Continuing Studies) 
 
Staff: none identified. However, OTL offers 
workshops and certificates in online 
teaching. 

Title: Office of Teaching & Learning (under 
Provost for the Advancement of Teaching 
and Learning) 
 
13 Staff: Executive Director Director 
University Teaching, Director of Assessment, 
Associate Director, Instructional Designer 
(x2), Administrative & Budget Coord, 
Instructional Technologist, Director Web-
Based Learning, Senior Interactive Software 
Engineer, Senior Educational Java 
Developer, Senior Educational Web 
Developer (x2), Graduate Asst (x3). Twelve-
member faculty advisory board. 

Blackboard (being phased out), 
Canvas 

University of 
San Diego 

8,321 (5,665 - 
UG) 

Title: Instructional & Media Services 
(Academic Technology Services, ITS)  
 
9 Staff: Manager, Instructional Support 
Analyst (x3), Audio Visual, Media 
Specialist/Video Production (x2), Digital 
Graphic Artist, Manager Video Equipment 
Circulation 

Title: Center for Educational Excellence 
 
3 Staff: Director (PhD), Assistant Director, 
Executive Assistant, advisory committee (9 
faculty) 

Blackboard 

University of 
San 
Francisco 

10,112  
(6,392 - UG) 

Title: The Center for Instruction and 
Technology (CIT) 
 
4 Staff: Director (Ed.D.), Online 
Instructional Designer, Web Designer, 
Graphic, Media and Training Specialist 

Title:  Center for Teaching Excellence  
 
4 Staff: Co-Directors (2 PhD), Associate 
Director (PhD), Program Assistant, CTE 
steering committee (9 faculty members) 

Canvas 
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APPENDIX C 
ASPIRANT AND STANDARD PEER COMPARISONS FOR 

• DISTANCE LEARNING ENROLLMENTS 

 
NOTE:  Pacific does offer distance courses, primarily in the summer sessions.  These are comparisons of IPEDs data 
that indicate the behavior of U.S. Higher Education for traditional offerings.  This is the first year that IPEDs has 
reported distance learning data from the 2012 survey.  Because of reporting requirements, Pacific’s distance 
courses will not appear.   
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PACIFIC’S PEER COMPARISON FOR DISTANCE EDUCATION 
Source: National Center for Education Statistics 

PACIFIC’S ASPIRANT PEERS 
Aspirant Peers average undergraduate students ONLY taking Distance Education (DE): 1.0%; taking SOME DE: 3.2%  
Aspirant Peers average graduate students ONLY taking DE: 9.73%; taking SOME DE: 4.77% 
Aspirant Peers average grad and undergrad students ONLY taking DE: 10.73% 
Aspirant Peers average grad and undergrad students taking SOME DE: 7.97% 
 

Aspirant Peers Percentage Enrolled 
Only in Distance 

Education 

 Percentage Enrolled 
in Some Distance 

Education 

 Percentage Not 
Enrolled in Any 

Distance Education 

 

  Undergrad Graduate Undergrad Graduate Undergrad Graduate 

University of the 
Pacific (See NOTE 
above) 

0 0 0 0 100 100 

American 
University 

 0 3 8 2 92 95 

Boston College 0  0 1 0 99 100 

Drexel University 11  38 16 6 74 56 

Fordham 
University 

0  2 2 1 98 96 

Northeastern 
University 

0  15 5 6 95 79 

http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/
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Pepperdine 
University 

 0 2 0 17 100 81 

St. Louis 
University 

 4 3 3 2 93 94 

Santa Clara 
University 

0  0 0 0 100 100 

Southern 
Methodist 
University 

0  4 0 4 100 92 

Syracuse 
University 

0  6 3 4 97 90 

Texas Christian 
University 

0  11 1 7 99 82 

University of 
Dayton 

0  19 1 7 99 74 

University of Tulsa 0  15 0 1 100 84 

Villanova 
University 

0  24 8 6 91 70 

Wake Forest 
University 

0  4 0 4 100 93 
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PACIFIC’S STANDARD PEERS 
Standard Peers average undergraduate students ONLY taking DE: 0.53%; taking SOME DE: 4.07% 
Standard Peers average graduate students ONLY taking DE: 7.27%; taking SOME DE: 4.3% 
Standard Peers average grad and undergrad students ONLY taking DE: 7.8% 
Standard Peers average grad and undergrad students taking SOME DE: 8.4% 
 

Standard Peers Percentage Enrolled 
Only in Distance 

Education 

 Percentage Enrolled in 
Some Distance 

Education 

 Percentage Not 
Enrolled in Any 

Distance Education 

 

  Undergrad Graduate Undergrad Graduate Undergrad Graduate 

University of the 
Pacific (See NOTE 
above) 

0 0 0 0 100 100 

Catholic University  0  3  5  3  95  93 

Chapman 
University  

0   0  2  0  98  99 

Creighton 
University 

1  31 5 3 94 67 

Drake University  0 2 3 4 97 94 

Duquesne 
University 

2  16 5 7 93 77 

Hofstra University 0  2 8 6 92 92 

Loyola 0  1 0 6 100 94 
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Marymount 
University 

Marquette 
University 

0  2 2 2 98 96 

Mercer University  2 4 8 8 90 87 

Seattle University 0  0 0 0 100 100 

Seton Hall 
University 

1  12 9 8 90 80 

St. John’s 
University (NY) 

1  6 12 11 88 84 

University of 
Denver 

1  18 1 3 97 79 

University of San 
Diego 

0  5 0 3 100 93 

University of San 
Francisco 

0  7 1 1 99 92 

 
 
 

*Brandman 
University 
(Chapman) 

48 42 31 19 21 39 
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APPENDIX D 
UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC ENROLLMENTS 

• TYPES OF ENROLLMENTS (LECTURE, LAB, CLINIC, ONLINE) 
• ONLINE SUMMER SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS  
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UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC 2013-2014  
COURSE SECTIONS (TYPES OF INSTRUCTION) 

  Count of CRN 
 Row Labels Total 

Activity Course 89 
Applied Music 244 
Discussion Section 158 
Independent Study/Research 510 
Internship, Co-op, Fieldwork 247 
Lab 394 
Lecture 1513 
Seminar 110 
Studio Course 42 
Lecture  (Dental) 40 
Lab      (Dental) 11 
Clinic   (Dental) 27 
Experiential Learning Opportunity 73 
Final Exam (Law) 55 
Lecture (Law) 236 
Online 4 
Grand Total 3753 

 

Source: Institutional Research, September 9, 2014 
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2014-2015 (FY) SUMMER SCHOOL ONLINE/HYBRID COURSES 
 

Summer I Online Courses 

       
Subject 

Course 
# Title Units Enroll Last First 

BIOL 128 Histology 4 25 Maxwell William 
BIOL 35 Environment: Concepts & Issues 4 14 Brunell Mark 
BIOL 176 Ecology & Conservation Biology 4 34 Brunell Mark 
BUSI 110 Career Development Seminar 1 21 Roberts Margaret 
BUSI 165 International Marketing 4 19 Joseph-Mathews Sacha 

COMP 41 Great Ideas in Computing 4 13 Carlson Cathryn 
COMP 127 Web Applications 4 3 Gao Jinzhu 

EPSY 311 Law and Professional Ethics 1 7 Webster Linda 
EPSY 307 Group Counseling 3 9 Webster Linda 
HESP 41 Health and Wellness for Life 4 11 Ciccolella Margaret 
HESP 133 Kinesiology 4 12 Ciccolella Margaret 
HESP 61 Medical Terminology 4 9 Ludwig Christopher 
HIST 20 United States History I 4 12 Helgren Jennifer 
PHIL 37 Introduction to Logic 4 7 Rennard Ray 

POLS 11 Intro. to Political Science 4 9 O'Neill Daniel 
POLS 41 U.S. Government and Politics 4 4 Sylvester Dari 
POLS 51 International Politics 4 3 O'Neill Daniel 
PSYC 111 Abnormal Psychology 4 24 Jensen Scott 
PSYC 29 Child Development 4 7 Grady Jessica 
PSYC 125 History & Systems of Psych. 4 3 Normand Matthew 
PSYC 155 Couples & Family Therapy 4 3 Kohn Carolynn 
SOCI 41 Social Problems 4 5 Nicdao Ethel 
SPED 293A Ev Bsed Prac Bipolar Disrder 3 4 Elium Michael 
SPED 193B Evid Based Practice in Autism 3 9 Elium Michael 
SPED 293B Evid Based Practice in Autism 3 8 Elium Michael 
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       Summer II Online Courses 

       
Subject 

Course 
# Title Units Enroll Last First 

ANTH 53 Cultural Anthropology 4 23 Kanna Ahmed 
BIOL 193A Special Topic 4 21 Maxwell William 
BUSI 100 Management Information Systems 4 20 Huang Hsin-Chih 

COMM 160 Communication Research Methods 4 17 Dong Qingwen 
COMM 50 Intro. to Communication Tech. 3 13 Day Kenneth 
COMP 127 Web Applications 4 24 Hayes Emma 
EDUC 306 Curriculum Materials Develop. 3 10 Nelson Thomas 
EDUC 293A Special Topics 3 6 Arnold Harriett 
EPSY 220 Nature & Cond. of Learning 3 17 Webster Linda 
EPSY 316 Behav/Personality Assmt in Sch 3 5 Webster Linda 
HESP 157 The Clinician in Hlth & Ex Sci 4 11 Ciccolella Margaret 
HESP 41 Health and Wellness for Life 4 15 Ludwig Christopher 
PSYC 66 Human Sexuality 4 10 Hall David 
PSYC 133 Adulthood and Aging 4 20 Howells Gary 
RELI 34 Introduction to Religion 4 20 Hoyt Amy 
RELI 27 Portraits of Jesus 4 5 LeDonne Anthony 
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Summer III Online Courses  

       
Subject 

Course 
# Title Units Enroll Last First 

BIOL 186 Hormones and Behavior 4 12 Thomas Eric 
BUSI 181 Strategic Management & Policy 4 33 Wadhwani Rohit 

BUSI 293A Special Topics 3 7 Huang 
Hsin-
Chih 

CHEM 35 Organic Chemistry Primer 3 9 Rodriguez Silvio 
CHEM 181 Intro to Molecular Simulation 4 8 McCallum Charles 

COMM 31 Media and Society 3 29 Ray Robert 
ENGL 131 Shakespeare 4 21 Lehmann Courtney 
ENGR 201 Techniques in Research 3 25 Basha Elizabeth 
EPSY 308 History/Systems of Psychology 3 8 Scott Amy 
HESP 61 Medical Terminology 4 10 Hoenig Jennifer 
HESP 135 Sports Nutrition 4 12 Van Ness John 

MATH 3 Elementary Algebra and Lab 3 1 Pitcher Andrew 
MATH 5 Intermd. College Algebra & Lab 3 12 Pitcher Andrew 

PHIL 37 Introduction to Logic 4 12 Rennard Ray 
POLS 11 Intro. to Political Science 4 6 Sample Susan 
PSYC 31 Introduction to Psychology 4 40 Jensen Scott 
SOCI 51 Introduction to Sociology 4 11 Alkon Alison 
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