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CWU QUALITY ASSURANCE OF ONLINE LEARNING 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
The highest priority of CWU’s human, physical, and financial resources is the success of its educational 
programs. It is important that the university ensure institutional, accreditation, and/or state licensing 
standards of quality and best practice.  Currently, online program quality is assessed in the following ways: 

• Student Evaluation of Instruction (SEOI) Analysis: Online courses are compared to face-to-face and ITV 
courses to measure differences in perceived teaching skill, outcome obtainment, and course 
effectiveness.  This is accomplished through quarterly comparison and review. 
  

• DFW Rates: Online courses are compared to face-to-face courses to measure student success as based 
on the percentage of students receiving either a grade of D, F, or withdrawal (W). Results are fairly 
course specific, although generalizations can be made at college and university levels. This is 
accomplished through quarterly comparison and review. 
 

• Priorities Survey of Online Learners (PSOL): This national standardized survey is administered to all 
online learning students to measure satisfaction with the institution, support services provided, and 
the academic learning environment. This is accomplished through yearly administration and review. 

 
• Retention Rates: Students in online degree programs are tracked for retention and graduation status. 

Retention rates for students in online degree programs are compared with university retention rates. 
This is accomplished through quarterly comparison and review. 
 

• Course Review: Online courses that have been developed through work-for-hire agreements are 
reviewed through a “best practice” rubric (see Appendix I).  Course review can occur prior to or after 
teaching the course.  After the review is completed, faculty have the opportunity to work with the 
Multimodal Learning instructional design team until the course meets basic standards for all 
instructional areas. 

 
SUMMARY 
 

• CWU students rate instruction highly for all delivery modalities—online, face-to-face, and interactive 
video (ITV). There is little difference in the average SEOI ratings of students enrolled in online courses 
compared to interactive video (ITV) and face-to-face courses. 

 
• DFW rates are between 10% and 14% for face-to-face and online modalities during the regular 

academic year, when comparing all courses, with DFW rates for online courses being slightly higher. 
For comparable courses (courses with both face-to-face and online sections), DFW rates track very 
closely, and most recently online sections of these courses have had slightly lower DFW rates than the 
face-to-face sections. 

 
• The Noel-Levitz PSOL reported that online students were satisfied with most elements related to 

institutional, academic, instructional, enrollment, and student services.  Compared to the previous 
2010-11 PSOL survey, student satisfaction ratings showed a noticeable decrease in the area of 
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Enrollment Services in 2012-13, particularly in regards to receiving timely information on financial aid 
availability and convenience of registration for online courses. 
 

• Retention rates for undergraduate students in online majors range between 89% to 95% on a quarter-
to-quarter basis, with slight dips in Spring quarters, which is in line with institutional patterns. These 
online retention rates track closely with university retention rates for all undergraduate students. 
 

• Since the last quality assurance of online learning report (December 2011), 20 online courses have 
been developed through work-for-hire agreements, and 40 instructional design consultations have 
been provided to faculty developing online courses. 

 
Many of the assessment tools needed to measure the quality of online learning are already in place. 
Additional quality assurance measures will be identified to refine the current analysis. The quality of online 
learning at CWU is strong overall. Multimodal Learning will continue to work with departments across campus 
to improve and refine the assessment and outcomes of their online programs. 
 

FINDINGS 

I. STUDENT EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION (SEOIs) 
 

The question of whether students evaluate courses taught online any differently than courses taught face-to-
face (F2F) in a traditional classroom or delivered through synchronous interactive video (ITV) is important as to 
perception of teaching effectiveness.  Results from the three regular academic quarters of AY 2012-13 were 
analyzed (Fall 2012, Winter 2013 and Spring 2013). CWU students’ average ratings of instruction during the AY 
2012-13 academic year were very positive overall. There is little difference in the average ratings of students 
enrolled online courses when compared to the average ratings of students enrolled in interactive video (ITV) 
and traditional face-to-face courses. 
 
During Spring quarter 2012 Central Washington University administered all course evaluations online for the 
first time, using new forms developed by an SEOI Task Force. The course evaluation forms for online and face-
to-face courses ask comparable questions. Results from Form A (Lecture) and Form W (Online) student 
evaluations were used for analysis. These two forms are similar and account for over 80% of all course 
evaluation responses. The first two question banks on course evaluation forms relate to “Student Learning 
Environment” and “Teaching for Student Learning.” All questions used a five-point scale where 5 was the 
highest or best response and 1 was the lowest response. More than 50,000 individual responses were 
compared. Complete results of the SEOI Analysis can be found at: http://www.cwu.edu/associate-
provost/reports 

Table 1 summarizes the median responses to the first two question banks.   All medians to every question for 
all quarters are either 4.0 (Agree) or 5.0 (Strongly agree). Medians of 4.0 are highlighted.  

As the table shows: 

• Online courses had the fewest medians below the maximum rating of 5.0 
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• The two lowest rated questions for online courses were also consistently rated lowest for interactive 
video (ITV) and face-to-face courses: 

o instructor used a variety of methods, as needed, to make content clear 
o instructor provided useful feedback on student work 

 
Table 1.  COMPARISON OF MEDIAN SEOI RESPONSES 
(Medians less than 5.0 are highlighted) 

 

 

Table 2 presents a summary comparison of average responses to the first two question banks on the course 
evaluation forms for face-to-face, interactive video, and online courses.  Only the questions that have the 
same or very similar text on both SEOI forms (Form A – Lecture and Form W – Online) are listed.  All of the 
differences in averages were small as measured by Cohen’s d distance. Cohen’s d effect size is a method of 
quantifying the difference between two groups.  Effect sizes of 0.2 or less are often considered “small,” 0.3 to 
0.8 are “medium” and 0.8 or higher are large. 

The highest average of the three instructional modalities for each question during each quarter is highlighted 
in grey.  Any effect size larger than small is highlighted in tan.  Note that: 

• Fall ITV and Winter/Spring Online courses had a majority of the highest averages 
• Almost all of the differences in averages are small 

2012/13 SEOI Medians       
Face-to-face (F2F) vs. Interactive Video (ITV) vs. 100% Online
medians less than 5.0 are highlighted in tan

Fall 
2012

Winter 
2013

Spring 
2013 x

Fall 
2012

Winter 
2013

Spring 
2013 x

Fall 
2012

Winter 
2013

Spring 
2013

1 - STUDENT LEARNING ENVIRONMENT  To what extent do you agree or disagree that the… x

1.a./1.a. instructor fostered a fair and respectful 
learning environment? 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0

1.b./1.b. instructor seemed genuinely concerned 
with whether students learned? 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0

1.c./1.c. standards of online behavior were clearly 
communicated and enforced? 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0

1.g. If YES, did the instructor provide help? 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 4.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0
2. TEACHING FOR STUDENT LEARNING   To what extent do you agree or disagree that the…. x

2.a./2.a. course objectives were clearly 
communicated? 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0

2.b./2.b. overall course content was presented in 
an understandable sequence? 5.0 4.0 4.0 x 5.0 4.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0

2.c./2.c. instructor used a variety of methods, as 
needed, to make content clear? 4.0 4.0 4.0 x 5.0 4.0 5.0 x 4.0 4.0 5.0

2.d./2.e. assignments and tests were connected to 
course content? 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0

2.e./2.f. evaluation and grading techniques were 
clearly explained? 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0

2.f./2.g. instructions for class activities were clearly 
communicated? 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0

2.g./2.h. instructor provided useful feedback on 
student work? 4.0 4.0 4.0 x 5.0 4.0 4.0 x 5.0 4.0 4.0

2.h./2.h. instructor provided timely feedback on 
student progress? 5.0 5.0 4.0 x 5.0 4.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0

2.i./2.j. class sessions (online activates) were well 
organized? 5.0 5.0 4.0 x 5.0 4.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0

2.j./2.k. out-of-class (online) work was useful in 
understanding course content? 5.0 4.0 4.0 x 5.0 4.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0

2.k./2.l.
instructor encouraged students to connect 
course content to issues beyond 
classroom?

5.0 5.0 5.0
x

5.0 5.0 5.0
x

5.0 5.0 5.0

2.l./2.m. course activities challenged students to 
think critically? 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0 x 5.0 5.0 5.0

FACE-TO-FACE ITV ONLINE
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Table 2. COMPARISON OF AVERAGE SEOI RESPONSES 
(Highest average highlighted in grey and effect size larger than small highlighted in tan) 
 

 

Overall, CWU students rate their instruction highly for all delivery methods: face-to-face in classrooms, via 
synchronous interactive video, and online.  In response to these SEOI results, Multimodal Learning during 
AY2013-14 will focus additional resources, training workshops, and presentations on new methods faculty can 
use to present course content and provide feedback to students in online courses. For Fall Faculty 
Development Day (10/16/13), Multimodal Learning offered presentations on the use of wikis for student-
developed course content and the use of screencasting for targeted instructional feedback on assignments. 
Upcoming training workshops will focus on the use of Pages in the Canvas LMS (customizable and 
collaborative content pages) and delivering streaming video in online courses through our new MediaAmp 
streaming video and digital media management system. Upcoming presentations to the Multimodal Learning 
Communities will also address the use of streaming video, as well as new ways of using online Discussions to 
develop student understanding of course content and provide feedback on their developing ideas. Finally, 

         ------ FALL 2012            - WINTER 2013            --- SPRING 2013 --     ---- COHEN'S d DIFFERENCE IN AVERAGES ----

2012-2013 Academic Year SEOI Results                          
Face-to-face (F2F) vs. Interactive Video 

(ITV) vs. 100% Online                                        
Highest Averages are Highlighted

F2
F Ave

rage

ITV
 Ave

rage

 Onlin
e Ave

rage
 x

F2
F Ave

rage

ITV
 Ave

rage

 Onlin
e Ave
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 x
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ITV
 Ave
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1 - STUDENT LEARNING ENVIRONMENT  To what extent do you agree or disagree that the… x

1.a./1.a.
instructor fostered a fair and respectful learning 
environment?

4.49 4.59 4.47 x 4.48 4.51 4.43 x 4.45 4.39 4.42 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

1.b./1.b.
instructor seemed genuinely concerned with 
whether students learned?

4.37 4.43 4.35 x 4.36 4.37 4.32 x 4.32 4.26 4.28 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

1.c./1.c.
standards of online behavior were clearly 
communicated and enforced?

4.41 4.57 4.48 x 4.40 4.39 4.43 x 4.36 4.25 4.37 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

1.f. If YES, did the instructor provide help? 4.33 4.44 4.28 x 4.28 4.17 4.29 x 4.30 4.35 4.24 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL
2. TEACHING FOR STUDENT LEARNING   To what extent do you agree or disagree that the…. x
2.a./2.a. course objectives were clearly communicated? 4.37 4.56 4.47 4.32 4.31 4.42 4.32 4.34 4.39 MED. SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

2.b./2.b.
overall course content was presented in an 
understandable sequence?

4.26 4.43 4.39 4.22 4.24 4.34 4.22 4.18 4.35 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

2.c./2.c.
instructor used a variety of methods, as needed, 
to make content clear?

4.17 4.28 4.22 4.15 4.19 4.21 4.14 4.11 4.20 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

2.d./2.e.
assignments and tests were connected to course 
content?

4.42 4.51 4.49 4.40 4.42 4.48 4.39 4.35 4.49 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

2.e./2.f.
evaluation and grading techniques were clearly 
explained?

4.27 4.50 4.34 4.23 4.27 4.31 4.23 4.18 4.30 MED. SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

2.f./2.g.
instructions for class activities were clearly 
communicated?

4.29 4.44 4.34 4.25 4.29 4.30 4.25 4.20 4.28 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

2.g./2.h.
instructor provided useful feedback on student 
work?

4.15 4.26 4.20 4.13 4.12 4.18 4.12 4.02 4.13 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

2.h./2.h.
instructor provided timely feedback on student 
progress?

4.18 4.32 4.19 4.19 4.14 4.20 4.16 4.16 4.06 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

2.i./2.j.
class sessions (online activities) were well 
organized?

4.25 4.39 4.34 4.22 4.19 4.32 4.21 4.16 4.28 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

2.j./2.k.
out-of-class (online) work was useful in 
understanding course content?

4.24 4.39 4.32 4.22 4.22 4.30 4.21 4.22 4.30 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

2.k./2.l.
instructor encouraged students to connect 
course content to issues beyond classroom?

4.32 4.49 4.33 4.32 4.36 4.31 4.33 4.27 4.29 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

2.l./2.m.
course activities challenged students to think 
critically?

4.33 4.51 4.37 4.33 4.40 4.39 4.31 4.30 4.37 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

GENERAL INFORMATION
How would you compare this course with other courses of similar credits at this level (i.e., 100, 200, 300, etc.) taken at CWU?  Was the...

3.a.
amount of work OUTSIDE of class / online 
environment 3.35 3.54 3.48 3.42 3.54 3.46 3.41 3.42 3.47 MED. SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

3.b.
level of engagement/active learning IN class / 
online environment

3.44 3.61 3.39 3.46 3.53 3.40 3.47 3.41 3.39 SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

3.c. intellectual challenge presented to you 3.49 3.80 3.52 3.54 3.70 3.53 3.53 3.59 3.49 MED. SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL

 
11-25-13 CWU Quality Assurance of Online Learning                                         Page 6 of 17 



Multimodal Learning will be piloting a lecture capture system that can be used to record video lectures for use 
in online courses. 

II. DFW RATES 

Student success is the highest priority of the university. CWU works to provide its students with accessible, 
diverse, personalized, distinctive, and rigorous curricular offerings. This commitment extends to students 
served through any modality of instruction. Analysis of grades and withdrawal rates allows for comparison of 
student course success across different instructional modalities. 
 
Chart 3 compares DFW rates overall for face-to-face and online courses in each term (lower-division, upper-
division, and graduate courses were all used to compute overall average). The one noticeable anomaly occurs 
during Summer terms when face-to-face courses have significantly lower DFW rates than face-to-face courses 
during the regular academic terms (Fall-Winter-Spring). 
 
Chart 3. OVERALL DFW RATES  

 

 
 
Chart 4 compares DFW rates for comparable face-to-face and online courses (e.g., Sociology 101 taught using 
each modality though not necessarily with the same instructor) in a given quarter. Note that since Fall 2011, 
comparable face-to-face and online courses have been tracking very closely in terms of DFW rates. Over the 
last two quarters (Spring 2013 and Summer 2013), the DFW rates for students in online courses have actually 
been lower than for students in face-to-face courses. We will need to monitor whether this trend continues in 
subsequent quarters.  
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Chart 4. DFW RATES FOR COMPARABLE COURSES  
 

 
 

Overall, CWU students are successful in completing their courses–both online and face-to-face.  Over the past 
four years, DFW rates for online courses are generally within the same range as face-to-face courses (10%-
14%), with online courses having a slightly higher DFW rate when comparing all courses delivered at the 
university. Comparable face-to-face and online courses track more closely in terms of DFW rates, and most 
recently online sections of these courses have had slightly lower DFW rates than the face-to-face sections. The 
Online Advisor/Retention Counselor will continue to generate the quarterly DFW reports, which will be utilized 
for targeted online tutoring and supplemental instruction. 

III. PRIORITIES SURVEY FOR ONLINE LEARNERS (PS0L) 

The Noel-Levitz Priorities Survey for Online Learners (PSOL) is designed to assess the satisfaction and priorities 
of students engaged in online learning at the institution. The survey is sent to all CWU students enrolled in 
online courses, which includes both students in fully online degree programs and students enrolled in on-
campus programs who are taking one or more online courses. CWU administered the 2012-13 PSOL during 
Spring quarter 2013. CWU previously administered the 2011-12 PSOL during Fall quarter 2011. A comparison 
of responses from the two surveys is included here, as well as a comparison of responses from online and on-
campus students for the 2012-13 survey. It should be noted that response rates to the PSOL are very low (11% 
response rate) producing small sample sizes (253 responses in Spring 2013 and 189 responses in Fall 2011). It 
should also be noted that the two surveys were administered in different terms with different student 
enrollment demographics: almost 2/3 of the students are enrolled primarily online during Spring quarter 
compared with only 1/2 of the students enrolled primarily online during Fall quarter. In the future, the PSOL 
will be administered in Spring quarter each year. 
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Likert questions on the survey use a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is lowest and 7 is highest.  The standard 36 
questions ask students to rate both level of “importance” and “satisfaction” in five areas of institutional focus 
(institutional perceptions of quality, academic services, instructional services, enrollment services, and student 
services). Complete results of the 2012-13 PSOL analysis can be found at: http://www.cwu.edu/associate-
provost/reports 

In examining scale results, students rated areas similarly both years (see Table 5), with all areas rated as 
“important” to “very important” (6-7 on the scale), and students being “somewhat satisfied” to “satisfied” (5-6 
on the scale) in all areas. Both importance and satisfaction ratings in all areas showed slight downward trend 
year-to-year. The satisfaction rating showed a noticeable decrease between the two surveys in the area of 
Enrollment Services. Specific questions related to Enrollment Services are presented in Table 6. To address this 
area of concern, Multimodal Learning has created a full-time Online Advisor/Retention Counselor position to 
assist online students with orientation, priority registration, and transfer credit articulation. It appears that 
more information on financial aid availability also needs to be provided to online students. 
 
Table 5. PSOL 2012-13 & 2011-12 INSTITUTIONAL SUMMARY COMPARISON 
(* = significantly different at 0.5 level) 
 
 2012-13 CWU PSOL 2011-12 CWU PSOL Mean diff 

Satisfaction  Import. Satis./StDev Gap Import. Satis./StDev Gap 
Institutional Perception 6.24 5.26 / 1.43 0.98 6.31 5.50 / 1.27 0.81 -0.24 
Academic Services 6.18 5.27 / 1.18 0.91 6.36 5.39 / 1.19 0.97 -0.12 
Instructional Services 6.24 5.30 / 1.24 0.94 6.32 5.46 / 1.24 0.86 -0.16 
Enrollment Services * 6.36 5.39 / 1.31 0.97 6.48 5.65 / 1.21 0.83    -0.26 * 
Student Services 6.14 5.19 / 1.32 0.95 6.19 5.29 / 1.30 0.90 -0.10 
 
Table 6. PSOL 2012-13 & 2011-12 ENROLLMENT SERVICES QUESTIONS 
(* = significantly different at 0.5 level) 
 
 2012-13 CWU PSOL 2011-12 CWU PSOL Mean diff 

Satisfaction  Import. Satis./StDev Gap Import. Satis./StDev Gap 
9. Adequate financial aid is 
available. 6.29 5.18 / 1.80 1.11 6.54 5.35 / 1.77 1.19 -0.17 

14. I receive timely information 
on the availability of financial aid. 6.26 5.06 / 1.76 1.20 6.37 5.45 / 1.63 0.92   -0.39 * 

18. Registration for online 
courses is convenient. 6.57 5.55 / 1.66 1.02 6.59 5.94 / 1.49 0.65   -0.39 * 

23. Billing and payment 
procedures are convenient for 
me. 

6.29 5.73 / 1.48 0.56 6.39 5.81 / 1.48 0.58 -0.08 

 
 
 
Several questions saw significant increase in satisfaction year-to-year (see Table 7), specifically questions 
related to student-to-student interaction in online courses and online course offerings necessary to meet 
degree objectives.   
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Table 7. PSOL 2012-13 & 2011-12 INCREASED SATISFACTION 
(* = significantly different at 0.5 level) 
 
 2012-13 CWU PSOL 2011-12 CWU PSOL Satisfaction 

difference  Import. Satis./StDev Gap Import. Satis./StDev Gap 
28. Campus item: Student-to-
student interaction is fostered 
and encouraged in my online 
course(s). 

5.07 5.14 / 1.51 -0.07 4.94 4.78 / 1.74 0.16 +0.36 * 

36. Campus item: Courses 
necessary to meet my degree 
objectives are offered online. 

6.46 5.35 / 1.67 1.11 6.52 4.94 / 2.04 1.58 +0.41 * 

 
Besides the enrollment services questions above, several questions saw significant decrease in satisfaction 
year-to-year (see Table 8), specifically questions related to general academic advising for online learners and 
online student engagement with the CWU community. As noted above, we now have a dedicated advisor to 
provide general academic advising for students in online programs. To address online students’ desire for 
more community connection, one future initiative for the online advisor will be to create peer mentoring and 
social networks using the Groups feature of our new Canvas LMS. 
 
Table 8. PSOL 2012-13 & 2011-12 DECREASED SATISFACTION 
(* = significantly different at 0.5 level) 
 
 2012-13 CWU PSOL 2011-12 CWU PSOL Satisfaction 

difference  Import. Satis./StDev Gap Import. Satis./StDev Gap 
31. Campus item: General 
academic advising is available to 
online learners. 

6.18 5.09 / 1.72 1.09 6.46 5.75 / 1.47 0.71 -0.66 * 

36. Campus item: I feel I am a 
member of the Central 
Washington University 
community. 

5.45 4.88 / 1.85 0.57 6.11 5.29 / 1.67 0.82 -0.41 * 

 
A performance gap is calculated by subtracting the satisfaction score from the importance score.  A larger 
performance gap indicates that the institution is not adequately meeting student expectations; a smaller 
performance gap indicates that the institution is doing a relatively good job of meeting student expectations. 
Table 9 reports those student responses that produced the largest performance gaps. For 2012-13, the 
question with the largest performance gap related to the value of tuition investment, while the question of 
sufficient number of course offerings had the largest gap in 2011-12. 
 
 
Table 9. PSOL 2012-13 & 2011-12 LARGEST PERFORMANCE GAPS 
 
 2012-13 CWU PSOL 2011-12 CWU PSOL 
 Import. Satis./StDev Gap Import. Satis./StDev Gap 
4. Faculty provide timely 
feedback about student progress. 6.46 5.06 / 1.70 1.40 6.57 5.27 / 1.70 1.30 
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6. Tuition paid is a worthwhile 
investment. 6.53 5.01 / 1.77 1.52 6.61 5.30 / 1.65 1.31 

12. There are sufficient offerings 
in my course of study. 6.44 5.00 / 1.66 1.44 6.56 4.98 / 1.79 1.58 

20. The quality of online 
instruction is excellent. 6.54 5.03 / 1.78 1.51 6.50 5.25 / 1.73 1.25 

 
As noted above, the PSOL survey is sent to all CWU students enrolled in online courses, which includes both 
students in fully online degree programs and students enrolled in on-campus programs who are taking one or 
more online courses. A comparative analysis of the 2012-13 PSOL survey based on responses of primarily 
online and primarily on-campus students reveals significant differences in terms of satisfaction (see Table 10). 
 
Table 10.  PSOL 2012-13 DIFFERENCES IN SATISFACTION (ONLINE VS. ON-CAMPUS STUDENTS)   
(a Cohen’s d of 0.8 or larger) 
 
 Online  

Satis/St. Dev 
On-campus 

Satis./St. Dev 
Satis. 
Diff 

1. This institution has a good reputation. 6.71 / 0.64 5.36 / 1.51 +1.35 
5. My program advisor helps me work toward career 
goals. 6.17 / 1.39 4.59 / 2.21 +1.57 

6. Tuition paid is a worthwhile investment. 2.93 / 2.10 4.71 / 1.85 -1.78 
9. Adequate financial aid is available. 6.32 / 1.57 4.03 / 2.52 +2.28 
14. I receive timely information on the availability of 
financial aid. 6.13 / 1.79 3.97 / 2.59 +2.17 

15. Channels are available for providing timely 
responses to student complaints. 6.10 / 1.57 3.72 / 2.44 +2.38 

16. Appropriate technical assistance is available. 6.63 /0.75 4.52 / 2.36 +2.11 
 
When compared to on-campus students, online students are significantly less satisfied with the value of their 
tuition investment and significantly more satisfied with institutional reputation, career advising, financial aid 
availability and information, timely responses to student complaints, and availability of technical assistance. 
Finally, compared to on-campus students, online students indicate that their online experience has better met 
their expectations (see Table 11). 
 
Table 11.  PSOL 2012-13 EXPERIENCE MEETS EXPECTATIONS (ONLINE VS. ON-CAMPUS STUDENTS) 
(a Cohen’s d of 0.8 or larger) 
 
 Online  

Satis/St. Dev 
On-campus 

Satis./St. Dev 
Satis. 
Diff 

55. So far, how has the online experience met your 
expectations? 5.51 / 1.75 3.97 / 1.53 +1.55 
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IV. ONLINE STUDENT RETENTION 
 
Student retention has become an essential focus of the university through the work of the Retention Task 
Force and Data Mart. Chart 12 shows a comparison of retention rates for undergraduate students in online 
majors and all undergraduates at the university. Table 13 shows the comparative enrollment, graduates, and 
retention data. Retention rate is calculated based on the enrollment each term as a percentage of students 
who enroll in courses the following term or graduate that term. Spring quarter tends to have lower retention 
rates because students often leave school at the end of the academic year or after taking the summer off. 
Financial aid eligibility may also be a factor in students electing not to return for the following academic year. 

Chart 12.  RETENTION RATES FOR UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS IN ONLINE MAJORS vs. UNIVERSITY 

 

F10 W11 Sp11 F11 W12 Sp12 F12 W13
Online Retention Rate 100.0% 99.1% 88.5% 90.0% 92.5% 92.0% 94.7% 94.1%
University Retention Rate 93.1% 94.4% 89.9% 93.6% 94.7% 89.8% 93.2% 94.2%
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Table 13.  RETENTION DATA FOR UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS IN ONLINE MAJORS vs. UNIVERSITY 

  
Online Undergraduate Majors Retention Rate 

 
  F10 W11 Sp11 F11 W12 Sp12 F12 W13 Sp13 

Enrollment 80 109 122 221 252 274 449 546 587 

Returning Non-Graduates Next Term 80 108 108 199 230 214 407 499 * 

Graduates This Term2 0 0 0 0 3 38 18 15 * 
Online Retention Rate3 100.0% 99.1% 88.5% 90.0% 92.5% 92.0% 94.7% 94.1% * 

          
  

University Undergraduate Retention Rate 
 

  F 10 W 11 Sp 11 F 11 W 12 Sp 12 F 12  W 13 Sp 13  

Enrollment 10,273 9,947 9,622 10,215 9,904 9,568 10,075 9,696 9,393 

Returning Non-Graduates Next Term 9,298 9,149 7,044 9,217 9,065 6,859 9,008 8,838 * 

Graduates This Term2 263 245 1,609 341 313 1,732 382 296 * 
University Retention Rate3 93.1% 94.4% 89.9% 93.6% 94.7% 89.8% 93.2% 94.2% * 

  
        

  
2 Students who graduate in the Spring or following Summer are included in the Spring count. 

 
  

3 The Retention Rate is the percentage of students who either enrolled in courses the next term or graduated the current 
term. 

 
The above chart and table reveal that retention efforts for students in online programs are yielding strong 
results with online retention rates tracking closely with university retention rates. Our Online 
Advisor/Retention Counselor provides students in online degree programs with academic support and tutoring 
resources, general education advising, and transfer credit articulation, as well as coordinating outreach and 
retention efforts. In our dual-advising model, the online advisor works in collaboration with the faculty 
advisors for online degree programs, who offer major-specific advising and career development. Since starting 
full-time in April, the online advisor has fielded over 1000 support requests (phone/in-person/email) and 
developed a video-based online orientation that was completed by over 100 online students this Summer, 
which allowed them access to early registration for Fall classes. The online advisor also participated in a calling 
campaign for non-registered students, reaching out to over 100 online students, with close to 50% connection 
rate. The online advisor will continue to track retention rate for students in online programs for advising and 
outreach efforts. 
 
V. COURSE REVIEW 
 
Course objectives and requirements serve as the foundation for the entire process of instructional design. 
Specific and measureable objectives and accompanying course requirements provide the goals for learning 
activities and assessment techniques to gauge student progress.  In addition, course activities, student 
engagement, evaluative practices, and faculty feedback and responsiveness all contribute to a positive and 
effective learning environment.  Each of these areas is important to monitor as online enrollment and course 
development continue to increase.   
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Since the last quality assurance of online learning report (December 2011), 20 online courses have been 
developed through work-for-hire agreements.  Work-for-hire agreements have included professional 
development and instructional design assistance from the Multimodal Learning Team. In addition, these 
courses have been reviewed through a “best practice” rubric (See Appendix I). All courses need to score highly 
in all areas of the rubric before payment of services is provided to the faculty developer. Only courses 
developed through work-for-hire agreements are required to be evaluated through this “best practice” rubric. 
Other instructors teaching online courses voluntarily engage in instructional design consultations with the 
Multimodal Learning Team. Since 2011, 40 instructional design consultations have been provided to faculty 
developing online courses.  
 
Many other online courses have been developed with undetermined professional development and support 
and no formal evaluation process. It is proposed that this online course review rubric or an adapted course 
observation form be used regularly by departments in examining course design quality and faculty 
performance review.
 
VI. FUTURE QUALITY ASSURANCE MEASURES 
 
Multimodal Learning will continue to track and report the above quality assurance measures on an annual 
basis. Additional quality assurance measures may be considered for future analysis: 
 

1. Collaborative on Academic Careers in Higher Education (COACHE) Survey: In Fall 2013, CWU will 
administer the COACHE survey of faculty job satisfaction for the first time. Custom questions were 
added to assess faculty satisfaction with online teaching and the professional development and 
support services offered to them.  

2. National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE): In Spring 2014, CWU will again administer the NSSE 
survey to all students. For the first time, CWU has opted to include a supplementary module of 
questions related to student use of social media and the online course management system. Data from 
this module along with general survey data could be analyzed to compare engagement of online 
students with the general student population 

3. Student Success Indicators: The Retention Task Force currently tracks student success indicators (GPA, 
number of credits earned, and graduation rate). Students in online degree programs should be 
included as a subset group for comparative analysis.  

4. Learning Outcomes Comparison: Working with CWU’s Assessment Coordinator, a comparative study 
could be undertaken to assess learning outcomes for courses offered in different modalities. The 
revision to the General Education curriculum will require assessment of learning outcomes for all 
proposed courses, and the General Education outcomes will be available in Canvas LMS for use by 
instructors and for institutional assessment. 

5. Faculty Performance Review: Peer observations and review of online courses should be included in the 
faculty performance review process by departments. Multimodal Learning has begun working with a 
select number of departments to develop peer observation forms for their online courses.  

6. Course Review: Incentives could be offered to faculty who elect to undertake formal online course 
review and incorporate instructional design feedback to improve course quality. 
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Appendix I 

Guidelines for Online Course Development 
(Adapted from Keinath and Blicker (2003)  

This checklist is designed to serve a number of functions: 
• Provide guidance to individual instructors and departments as they develop online courses or modify 

face-to-face courses for an online environment 
• Serve as a tool to groups evaluating the readiness and appropriateness of a course for online delivery 
• Serve as one possible assessment tool for online courses 
• Provide targets for course developers as they continually enhance their course offerings 

 
Designing an online course 
In designing an online course, instructors must remember that technology is a tool, not a solution. The design 
of a good online course rests on the same foundation as the design for a face-to-face course: clear and 
coherent learning outcomes. 

Are the learning outcomes for the course: Yes No Comments 

a. Clearly stated    

b. Assessable    

c. Relevant to the course content    

d. Supported by course activities and 
assignments 

   

    

Is information about the course (course 
requirements, course activities, assignments, 
grading/evaluation, dates, policies, instructor 
information, etc.): 

Yes No Comments 

a. Easily located    

b. Sufficient    

Does the course design: Yes No Comments 

a. Maintain consistency in design    

b. Allow for clear progression through 
course requirements by the use of 
“modules” or some other form of course 
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organizational pattern 

c. Allow for practice of skills or application 
of theories 

   

    

Does the technology and presentation used for 
the course: 

Yes No Comments 

a. Allow for easy navigation through the 
course 

   

b. Provide sufficient student support and 
direction 

   

c. Provide access to students with 
disabilities 

   

 
Evaluation and Assessment in online courses 
Once a course is designed, good online courses need a method to determine if students are learning what is 
intended. Evaluation and assessment need to be based on the stated and clear student learning outcomes, so 
that students know what is expected of them, and faculty can determine if students are learning what the 
course is designed to teach. 

Evaluation and assessment in the course: Yes No Comments 

a. Is linked to student learning outcomes    

b. Incorporates a variety of evaluation 
and assessment tools 

   

c. Takes into account varied student 
learning styles 

   

d. Shows a clear relationship between 
student performance and grades in the 
course 

   

e. Is both formative and summative    

f. Requires demonstration of direct 
student learning 

   

g. Allows for sufficient and timely    
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feedback to the student 

h. Provides the instructor with sufficient 
information for course improvement 

   

 
Teaching and Learning in online courses 
The technology available to online instructors and students plays an important role in the online classroom. 
Technology needs to be used and designed to aid in teaching and learning, not to get in the way of teaching 
and learning. 

Technology enhances teaching and learning 
in the course by: 

Yes No Comments 

a. Using available tools to support 
teaching and learning, such as e-mail, 
discussion, chat, assessments, surveys, 
quizzes, links, online materials, etc. 

   

b. Having a clear relationship to the 
student learning outcomes 

   

c. Providing links to students to test 
software and download necessary plug-
ins (if applicable) 

   

    

The graphics and other media tools used in 
the course: 

   

a. Are relevant to the learning outcomes    

b. Are accessible on dial-up accounts    

c. Are viewable using a variety of 
browsers 

   

d. Are compatible with multiple platforms    

Recommendations:  
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