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ABSTRACT 

The open access nature and mission of the community college draws in millions of 

students annually. Students seeking a high-quality affordable option for a higher education are 

finding community college a viable option as a pathway to skills, careers, and a foundation for 

further credentials and degrees.  

Along with myriad choices, accessibility, and access comes flexibility in degree and 

course offerings. Students are increasingly choosing alternative delivery options such as online 

and hybrid modalities to fit around their already busy lives. Even with recent enrollment 

declines, the online modality has remained viable, however, as amplified by the recent COVID-

19 pandemic impacts, many students struggle with success in online learning. 

The developed faculty training seminar provides faculty with a professional 

development resource for gaining the necessary skills to teach online and provide holistic 

support options for online students. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION TO THE PRODUCT 

INTRODUCTION 

The open access nature and mission of the community college draws in millions of 

students annually. According to the Community College Research Center (CCRC) and the 

Institute of Education Sciences’ National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), 7.7 million 

students were enrolled at community colleges in the 2019-2020 academic year, making up 

approximately 35 percent of all undergraduate students. NCES further estimates that in fall 

2020, approximately 4.8 million students were enrolled at community colleges (Community 

College Research Center [CCRC], 2022; National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2021). 

Students seeking a high-quality affordable option for higher education are finding 

community college a viable option as a pathway to skills, careers, and a foundation for further 

credentials and degrees. Along with myriad choices, accessibility, and access comes flexibility in 

degree and course offerings. Students are increasingly choosing alternative delivery options 

such as online and hybrid modalities to fit around their already busy lives. Nationally in fall 

2018, 14 percent of community college students were enrolled in at least one exclusively online 

course. Within Michigan, 11.4 percent of community colleges students were studying 

exclusively online and 28.2 percent taking at least some online courses (American Association 

of Community Colleges [AACC], 2020; National Student Clearinghouse, 2020; French, 2020). 

In 2006, the Higher Education Act (HEA) was revised, removing the restriction for 

colleges and universities from offering more than 50 percent of their courses online. In 
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response to student demand and the amended HEA, online courses and programs expanded. By 

2016, 72 percent of public and 50 percent of private nonprofit schools offered fully online 

programs (Xu & Xu, 2019).  

While overall enrollment in higher education has decreased nationwide, enrollment 

within distance education, specifically online courses and programs, has increased (Seaman et 

al., 2018). As of 2016, 31 percent of college students had taken at least one online course and 

17 percent were enrolled in fully online programs (NCES, 2016). However, in fall 2017, two 

thirds of community college students were not enrolled in any distance education courses, 20 

percent were enrolled in some, and only 13 percent were enrolled exclusively in distance 

education programs, indicating a preference for in-person learning or a lack of available course 

and program options (NCES, 2020).  

The majority of students taking distance education classes also remains geographically 

localized with 52.8 percent of students taking at least one distance education course and also 

taking one or more on-campus courses. Of the students who only took distance education 

courses, 56.1 percent resided within the same state as the institution in which they were 

enrolled (Seaman et al., 2018). 

According to the Online College Students 2019 Comprehensive Data on Demands and 

Preferences report, 71 percent of students attend school full time with 59 percent working full 

time and 18 percent working part time. The survey further reveals that 63 percent of students 

are choosing online courses due to current work/life responsibilities, indicating a need for 

flexibility in balancing multiple responsibilities (Clinefelter et al., 2019). 
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Of the students surveyed, the majority (63 percent) responded that they would attempt 

to attend a face-to-face class if online were not an option rather than not taking any class(es), 

indicating a strong preference for their field of study over modality (Clinefelter et al., 2019). 

CONCERNS ABOUT ONLINE EDUCATION 

Many students find convenience and flexibility to be key factors in selecting online 

courses, but few students consider online to be a superior learning experience (Clinefelter, et 

al., 2019; Noel-Levitz, 2006). Research also indicates that employers view online courses and 

programs to be inferior to classroom learning (Grossman & Johnson, 2017; Magda et al., 2020; 

Public Agenda, 2013; Roberto & Johnson, 2019;). While research and preference surveys 

indicate a student desire for online courses and programs to accommodate flexibility and life 

balance, the research also reveals concern with course quality, student success, and student 

completion, particularly in the absence of high-quality faculty professional development and 

comprehensive student supports (Banas & Velez-Solic, 2012; Boettcher & Conrad, 2016; Dick et 

al., 2005; Dirksen, 2012; Hart et al., 2018; Jaggars & Xu, 2010; McGuire, 2015; Nilson, 2010; 

Nilson & Goodson, 2018; Xu & Smith Jaggars, 2011).  

Although students are increasingly enrolling in online courses and programs, much of 

the research shows lower rates of student success. Studies conducted in the areas of online 

learning and student outcomes indicate that 60 percent of community college students passed 

an online class while 70 percent passed an equivalent face-to-face class. Conversely, Means et 

al. (2010) found that learning outcomes for online students exceeded those of face-to-face 

students. 
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However, the research also revealed that students who took one or more online classes 

were more likely to transfer or earn an associate degree, indicating student progress toward 

degree completion (Johnson & Mejia, 2014; Shea & Bidjerano, 2013).  

McCormick (as cited in Forum, Chronicle of Higher Education, 2010) stated, “The truth is 

that we know astonishingly little about the ‘quality’ of nearly all collegiate programs, whether 

face-to-face or online. In fact, we don’t even have a generally accepted understanding of what 

quality means in this context” (October 31, 2020, para. 8). Additionally, in a recently published 

article in University Business, Todd Zipper, President of Wiley Services states “Unfortunately, so 

much about online learning has been shrouded in controversy, mired in politics, and driven by 

generations of thinking around what education should look like based on the traditional in-

classroom model” (November 13, 2020, para. 2). 

With the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic conditions, institutions across the nation were 

forced to close campuses; many making an abrupt shift to remote teaching and learning to 

finish out the semester. Initially, there was confusion regarding the differences between 

remote and online teaching and learning (Craig, 2020; Hodges et al., 2020; Malvik, 2020; Roe, 

2020). Online learning experiences are carefully planned and designed. In contrast, remote 

teaching online is typically a reactive response to a crisis or disaster. While both often utilize 

the same technology, the pivot in expectations with respect to remote teaching is reactionary 

and unplanned (Blumenstyk, 2020; Craig, 2020; Hodges et al., 2020). Many students have never 

taken an online course and lack the basic technology skills as well as the student preparation 

and online learning skills, making the abrupt shift to remote teaching online challenging for all 

(Bettinger & Loeb, 2017; Heart Research Associates, 2015; Pearson Foundation, 2015).  
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The sudden pivot to fully online in spring of 2020 forced many faculty and students into 

a modality for which they were unprepared and unsupported. As circumstances around the 

COVID-19 pandemic quickly evolved, the abrupt emergency transition in higher education 

pushed faculty and students into the online modality, often without training, support, or 

equipment to adequately support this shift in teaching and learning. Many instructional 

designers, technology staff, educational technologists, and other support staff were 

overwhelmed as an unprecedented number of faculty scrambled to move content online, often 

doing so poorly (Barrett-Fox, 2020). Concerns over access, equity, compassion fatigue and 

burnout, quality, skills gaps, and technology are some of the more prevalent issues surfacing. 

While these barriers have always existed, the push to scale up remote teaching using 

technology rapidly revealed just how challenging these barriers are to teaching and learning, 

particularly to community college students and faculty members (Gierdowski et al., 2020; 

Marcus, 2020; McMurtie, 2020; Phillippe, 2020; Turk et al., 2020; West, 2020).  

SUPPORTING ONLINE EDUCATION 

Traditionally, higher education has focused on teaching and learning in the physical 

classroom; often basing institutional change and policies around this modality. However, 

student enrollment and recent COVID-19 pandemic conditions are pushing a broader definition 

of “classroom,” one that encompasses broad and flexible modalities (Blumenstyk, 2020; 

Marcus, 2020).  

 A recent higher education survey by Educause (Grajek, 2020) revealed that institutions’ 

top priorities preparing for the uncertainty of the fall 2020 semester are faculty support and 

student support. According to Grajek, 81 percent of institutions are increasing professional 
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development opportunities for faculty around instructional tools and 77 percent are increasing 

partnership with instructional/learning designers. Additionally, 42 percent of institutions have 

created professional development around equitable online teaching practices and humanizing 

online learning.  

The most recent CHLOE 5 (Changing Landscape of Online Learning) survey, states that 

on average, institutions have nearly 51 percent of undergraduate students  and 50 percent of 

the faculty who have never experienced or taught an online course. The average surveyed 

institution had to transition over 500 courses to remote during the 2020 spring semester as a 

result of campus closures due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The responsibility for transitioning 

these courses to remote teaching overwhelmingly fell upon the faculty who were teaching their 

course(s) face-to-face. The majority of these faculty had little guidance and support from their 

institution to complete the transition to remote teaching. Survey respondents (typically Chief 

Online Officers) also indicated that the greatest challenges they perceived in the transition to 

both short term remote and longer term online was a lack of preparedness on the part of the 

faculty, students, and their institution (Garrett et al., 2020).  

As noted by Banas and Velez-Solic (2012), the lack of training or the low quality of 

training and professional development impacts student success with online learning. 

McQuiggan’s (2012) action research study revealed that not only do faculty need to develop 

specialized skills for the online environment, but that these newly developed skills may also 

improve their face-to-face teaching as well. Building off the need for appropriate faculty 

development, Cicco (2013) asserts that teaching online also requires adequate and appropriate 

faculty preparation with ongoing strategic planning and evaluation.  
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With the recent rapid growth in online learning and technology, Frankel et al. (2020) 

notes that although professional development specializing in online teaching is available, the 

pedagogical training has not kept pace resulting in a gap in knowledge pertaining to online 

teaching and learning. 

Overall, teaching and learning research is trending toward a deeper interdisciplinary 

understanding of how we learn. The emergence of the combined efforts of research in the 

fields of social science studying the impact of education on social systems, educational research 

exploring pedagogical approaches and classroom structures, psychology studying behavior, and 

neuroscience examining learning processes on the brain are all helping to expand scholarship 

on overall learning quality (Brown et al., 2014; Chang et al., 2021; Darling-Hammond et al., 

2020; Tan & Amiel, 2022; Willcox, et al., 2016).  

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 

What most research studies and surveys have illustrated is that face-to-face learning 

and online learning are different; however, these studies have failed to place the modality 

comparison within the appropriate context. Face-to-face courses reside within the structures 

and support systems that developed along with the overall institution (Bailey et al., 2015; 

Cohen et al., 2014). Many institutions cluster these services into a centralized physical location 

such as a Center for Student Success with tutoring, testing, coaching, and writing assistance or a 

‘One Stop’ area where students can access academic counseling, financial aid assistance, 

registration, and guidance for other needs (Bailey et al., 2015; Wyner, 2014). While these 

services may be grouped together, they may also still exist in an individual departmental 

structure with different leadership. Student support services are typically grouped within a 
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student affairs division which is often separated from the academic affairs division. Each 

division potentially having different goals and objectives. While there have been a range of 

high-impact practices (HIPs) that attempt to inform students about the availability of support 

services (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005; Center for Community College Student Engagement [CCCSE], 

2015; Hatch, 2016), these HIPs rely primarily upon students to know when they need these 

interventions and services as well as how and where to seek them out (Britto & Rush, 2013; 

Dickmeyer & Zhu, 2017; Parnes, et al., 2020; Stewart et al., 2013). 

As institutions began developing academic courses and programs online, students 

support services remained primarily in-person (Calhoun et al., 2017; Hinton, 2020; Rumble, 

2000). Although these services were available to all students regardless of modality, Buck 

(2016) and Bouchey et al. (2021) note that because many student support services were 

provided in-person, student affairs personnel did not have consistent contact with online 

students and may not have fully understood online students’ expectations and perceptions. 

With the pivot to remote learning during the COVID-19 pandemic college closures, many 

students struggled to access needed support services (Hinton, 2020). The lack of in-person 

options pushed many institutions to rethink how they offered student services and develop 

innovative options to address the needs of remote and online learners. Although many services 

are now available online, there remains a lack of integration into the academic course design 

(D’Orio, 2019; Rotar, 2020, 2022). 

While student support services remain an important aspect of online student success, 

other factors researchers have attributed to online student success are the quality of the online 
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course design and the online teaching and learning knowledge and experience of the faculty 

member (Farrell & Brunton, 2020; Rotar, 2020, 2022). 

Reviewing success in online courses using a traditional in-person structure will fail to 

show the strengths of the online modality. As the recent CHLOE surveys indicated, the demand 

to teach remote and online courses outpaced the available support for faculty. Many faculty 

were left without professional development, instructional design assistance, and meaningful 

technical support (Calkins, et al., 2021; Davis et al., 2022; Frankel et al., 2020; Garrett et al., 

2021; Jacob et al., 2020; Leary et al., 2020; Legon et al., 2020). 

It is in this spirit that the professional development for online faculty seminar “Holistic 

Student Support in the Online Classroom: Instructional Design for Online Faculty” was 

developed. 

WHY A TRAINING PROGRAM? 

Researchers identified several high-impact principles and strategies in recently released 

studies examining COVID-19 pandemic campus closures and the shift to online teaching and 

learning (Bao, 2020; Garrett, et al., 2020). While these high-impact practices are not new to 

online education, the recent push into the modality due to COVID-19 pandemic conditions has 

amplified the need, particularly for faculty and students who might not otherwise have 

considered online teaching and learning. 

According to a case study by Bao (2020), five high-impact principles emerged: 

• High relevance between online instructional design and student learning  

• Effective delivery on online instructional information 

• Adequate support provided by faculty and teaching assistants to students 
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• High-quality participation to improve the breadth and depth of student learning 

• Contingency plan to deal with unexpected incidents of online education platforms 

These principles also align with those identified within the Interregional Guidelines for 

the Evaluation of Distance Education (Council of Regional Accrediting Commissions [C-RAC] 

guidelines) and the proposed 21st Century Distance Education Guidelines used by higher 

education accreditation agencies nationwide. These principles also provide the foundation for 

policies within the State Authorization Reciprocity Agreement (SARA) which supports the ability 

for institutions to educate out-of-state students in the online environment (C-RAC, 2011; NC-

SARA & NCHEMS, 2021). 

Often, community college and higher education faculty are hired based upon their 

expertise in their field. While teaching and learning knowledge is favorable, it is not often 

required or stated in an institution’s hiring requirements. Higher education accreditation 

agencies outline minimum faculty credentials based upon degrees, experience, and expertise in 

the subject matter area, equating such credentials to adequate teaching knowledge (Higher 

Learning Commission [HLC], 2020). While expertise within the subject matter is an important 

component of teaching, many faculty members are lacking pedagogical knowledge and further 

struggle with the application in various modalities. Research has shown that community college 

faculty who participate in some form of structured intentional scholarship related to teaching 

and learning increase pedagogical innovation, student engagement, and ultimately student 

retention (Bass, 1999; Bolliger & Wasilik, 2009; Burns, 2017; Dell et al., 2008; Douglas, 2008).  

Additional exploration into scholarship challenges faculty members to recognize and re-develop 
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their underlying assumptions about teaching and learning (Howell et al., 2004; Wiesenberg & 

Stacy, 2008). 

KELLOGG COMMUNITY COLLEGE’S APPROACH 

Kellogg Community College (KCC) utilizes a decentralized approach for the oversight and 

development of distance education. While student and faculty need and interest initiate new 

course development, each academic department chair or director is responsible for 

determining the program and course offerings as well as the modalities in which they will be 

offered. The institution’s Academic Cabinet, comprised of administrators, faculty, instructional 

staff, and other stakeholders, ultimately reviews and approves new or substantially revised 

academic developments and offerings (Kellogg Community College, 2020). 

While the initial development and modality is determined within the academic 

departments, KCC’s Learning Technologies department is responsible for development, 

implementation, and support of a strategic vision for advancing learning technologies and 

emerging technologies as related to instructional, programmatic, and curricular design. The 

Director of Learning Technologies is responsible for researching, planning, coordinating, and 

implementing learning and emerging technologies to ensure effective use throughout the 

institution (Kellogg Community College, 2021). In lieu of a Center for Teaching and Learning or 

any centralized faculty support unit, the Director of Learning Technologies collaborates with 

faculty, academic leadership, and across divisions to develop and support innovative and 

emerging technologies in response to evolving teaching and learning practices. The Director of 

Learning Technologies is also tasked with creating and facilitating the required certification 

courses to prepare faculty to teach online and to recertify their online teaching skills on a 
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periodic basis (Kellogg Community College, 2021). Additionally, the director serves as the chair 

of the Online Course Development Committee (OCDC) comprised of faculty, academic deans, 

and the Vice President of Instruction. This committee is tasked, in part, with conducting quality 

assurance and best practices reviews for all new online and hybrid course developments and 

making recommendations to KCC’s Academic Cabinet (Kellogg Community College, 2002, 2018, 

2020). 

THE PURPOSE OF THIS DISSERTATION 

This dissertation is designed to address the pedagogical knowledge skills gap identified 

within the research and provide a support option for Kellogg Community College faculty. At the 

time this dissertation was written, the majority of the faculty members at KCC chose to deliver 

classes face-to-face (prior to the COVID-19 pandemic) with approximately 20 percent of 

academic sections offered fully online. 

During March 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic resulted in the closure of Michigan 

institutions of higher education, forcing a rapid shift to remote learning in the short term and 

reliance upon online learning for the following academic year. With only half of KCC’s faculty 

members certified to teach online and only 20 percent of courses developed and approved for 

online delivery, the college needed to quickly provide widespread support for faculty members 

with technology, online teaching and learning, student support, and ensure the integrity of the 

academic offerings. All faculty members expecting to teach during the institutional closure 

were required to adhere to institutional policy and contractual agreements by completing the 

Online Teaching and Learning (OTL) certification or equivalent. Additionally, all courses that had 

not previously been developed for the online modality were required to be submitted for 



 

13 

quality review through KCC’s Online Course Development Committee and the institution’s 

Academic Cabinet. While the college was able to uphold the policies, some leeway was granted 

with respect to course offering and instructor of record for the fall 2020 semester. Courses 

were offered for registration with the understanding that the course review process underway 

would be satisfactorily completed prior to the course start date. Faculty members were added 

as the instructor of record with the understanding that they must successfully complete the 

teaching and learning certification process by the start date of their section. The following 

spring 2021 semester transitioned the online development and teaching certification processes 

back to the original established policies and procedures; with new course development reviews 

required to be successfully completed prior to opening for student registration and faculty 

member certification successfully completed prior to being added as the instructor of record. If 

either or both requirement(s) was not upheld, the course was cancelled for the spring 2021 

semester. 

With the established KCC policies and procedures remaining in place for new online or 

hybrid course review and faculty member certification, over 65 courses were reviewed by the 

Online Course Development Committee and 127 faculty members were certified from March 

2020 through May 2021. 

While many KCC processes for students and student support were already digital, 

campus closures during the COVID-19 pandemic identified gaps in technology, support, and 

communication for students, faculty, and staff. The college’s Student Services division revised 

and streamlined many processes to allow for fully online submission, approval, and 

documentation for students, faculty, and administrative staff. New technologies were 
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implemented to assist with student support for placement testing, proctored testing, new 

student orientation, online learner orientation, and tutoring. The Learning Technologies 

department functioned as a coordinating entity due to the decentralized oversight of distance 

education and overall support distributed across several institutional divisions. While many 

changes occurred within an accelerated timeframe to address the COVID-19 pandemic campus 

closure and eventual safe campus re-opening, the resulting flexibility and supports will remain 

in place long term. 

GOALS OF THIS SEMINAR 

Several guiding questions (GQ) were used when designing “Reducing Cognitive 

Dissonance: Creating Holistic Student Support in The Online Classroom”: 

• GQ1. What are the key differences between online and face-to-face teaching and 
learning? 

• GQ2. What are the best practices for engaging and supporting online students? 

• GQ3. How do course activities and course delivery impact student learning? 

• GQ4. Which high-impact practices benefit online students most effectively? 

• GQ5. In what ways do assessment and evaluation provide continuous improvement? 

The guiding questions were developed into Participant Learning Objectives (PLOs) and 

further supported by Course Learning Outcomes (CLOs) (see Chapter 3, Tables 2 and 3). 

Assessment maps identify the ways in which the outcomes are measured (see Chapter 3, Tables 

4 and 5).  
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ASSUMPTIONS OF THIS WORK  

“Reducing Cognitive Dissonance: Creating Holistic Student Support in the Online 

Classroom” was written and designed specifically for faculty at Kellogg Community College. 

While the content speaks to overall best practices in teaching and learning with an emphasis on 

the online learning environment, some of the policies, procedures, and approaches may differ 

based upon institutional organization. The content of the seminar is structured to allow the 

instructional design content to be separated from the online teaching and learning content for 

institutions that may have a more centralized or structured approach to faculty development 

and overall course design. 

GLOSSARY OF SPECIALIZED TERMS 

Accreditation: Recognition from an agency recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education (i.e., the Higher Learning Commission) that an education institution 
has obtained and maintains a certain level of education standards. 

Andragogy: The method and practice of teaching adult learners. 

Asynchronous Learning: Method of virtual teaching and learning that does not occur in 
real time.  

Council for Regional Accrediting Commissions (C-RAC): The overarching entity that 
represents the seven organizations responsible for the accreditation of roughly 
3,000 U.S. colleges and universities. 

Distance Education: A form of education in which the main content includes a 
separation of student and faculty by means of asynchronous technology. 

High-Impact Practices: Teaching and learning practices that have shown to be beneficial 
across a wide range of teaching and learning environments. 

Higher Education Act (HEA): A U.S. law established in 1965 intended to strengthen the 
education resources of colleges and universities and to provide financial 
assistance to post-secondary students. 

Higher Learning Commission (HLC): The accrediting body covering colleges and 
universities in a 19-state North Central region of the United States. 
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Hybrid: A combination of face-to-face meetings along with the use of synchronous and 
asynchronous technology to facilitate learning. The ratio of face-to-face to 
asynchronous technology use is typically defined within the institution. 

Modality: A method of teaching and learning typically defined by the institution with a 
ratio of face-to-face, synchronous, asynchronous, and technology use. 

Online: The use of technology to facilitate asynchronous learning. The institution 
typically defines a ratio of face-to-face, synchronous, asynchronous, and 
technology use to define modalities. 

Pedagogy: The method and practice of teaching, particularly an academic subject or 
theoretical concept. Traditionally this term focused on all learners but more 
recently has been defined as a focus on the younger learner. 

Remote Teaching and Learning: The act of quickly moving face-to-face elements of a 
course online temporarily. A shift to remote is typically reactionary and is not 
intended for long-term use.  

State Authorization Reciprocity Agreement (SARA): An agreement among states that 
establishes national standards for the interstate offering of postsecondary 
distance-education courses and programs. 

Synchronous Learning: Method of virtual teaching and learning that occurs in real time. 

CONCLUSION 

Often, in higher education, faculty have expertise in a subject area but are not required 

to have knowledge and experience in and with instructional design, andragogy/pedagogy, 

assessment, and other high-impact teaching practices. As the research indicates, the skills 

utilized in creating engaging learning experiences in the face-to-face classroom do differ than 

those in the online environment. The research also indicates that not only do student 

engagement, success, and retention increase with the use of high-impact practices and holistic 

student supports, but faculty innovation, creativity, and engagement also increase with the 

development of faculty skills and knowledge. “Reducing Cognitive Dissonance: Creating Holistic 
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Student Support in the Online Classroom” is intended to set the foundation for creating a 

culture of scholarship of teaching and learning.  
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

INTRODUCTION 

When developing a holistic professional development guide for online faculty, it is 

important to identify the audience, purpose, and stakeholders; considering not only the 

intended direct audience (faculty preparing to teach online), but also the indirect audience – 

the recipients of the knowledge and skills development (online students). 

Consideration must also be given to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic which caused 

many faculty and students to quickly pivot to remote learning without the time, preparation, or 

skills needed to create or participate an online learning environment.  

It is necessary to examine the professional development needs and supports for faculty 

as they develop their skills and prepare to design online learning spaces. Although much of the 

research focuses on each of these aspects individually, very little research exists on ways to 

create a scalable and sustainable holistic learning environment. However, by understanding 

both the faculty and student online experiences and bringing together best practices in 

teaching and learning, online learning, instructional design, professional development, and 

student support, a holistic online learning environment can be created to facilitate high-quality, 

engaging online teaching and learning. 

ONLINE ENROLLMENT TRENDS 

Longitudinal research by Juszkiewicz (2016) and the American Association of Community 

Colleges (AACC) (2019) reveal a downward enrollment trend in community colleges beginning 
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in 2011. Continuing this research, the National Student Clearinghouse Research Center (2022) is 

showing nationwide enrollment data in higher education has been trending downward with 

more substantial drops impacting community colleges. Although community colleges are 

experiencing enrollment challenges, these reports also reveal that institutions offering distance 

education options are finding enrollment has remained steady or increased for the online 

modality. 

The Community College Research Center (CCRC) (2022) and the Institute of Education 

Sciences’ National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) (2021) report that almost 37 percent 

of public two-year college students enrolled in at least one distance education course in fall 

2019. Of the 37 percent of students who enrolled in distance education, 15 percent were 

enrolled exclusively in distance education courses. These research studies show a trend 

indicating growth in student enrollment in distance education that will continue beyond the 

COVID-19 pandemic. 

ONLINE TRANSFORMATION 

Darby & Lane (2019) assert that online education is evolving to address student demand 

for accessibility and affordability. Means & Neisler (2020) and Garrett et al. (2021) have 

documented the increased pace of this transition as COVID-19 swept across the nation 

shuttering campuses and interrupting learning (State of Michigan, 2019; EducationWeek, 2020; 

UNESCO, 2022). Several researchers, including Olsen and Kenahan  (2021); O’Keefe et al. 

(2021); Ozfidan et al. (2021); and Schanzenbach and Turner (2022) have examined the ways in 

which the face-paced online transition has left an indelible mark with positive sustainable 
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improvements to online teaching and learning as the world navigates through and beyond the 

COVID-19 pandemic. 

Although more students are utilizing the online modality, Altindag et al., (2021), Kofeod 

(2021), and Bird et al. (2022) assert that the success and retention rates throughout the COVID-

19 pandemic require further examination. Overall, Fischer et al. (2021) found students who 

successfully completed at least one online class were more likely to complete and obtain some 

type of credential.  

Alpert et al. (2016), Bettinger et al. (2017), Hart et al. (2018), and Bird et al. (2022) all 

contributed to a large body of research that found students were not as successful in online 

classes when compared to other modalities when examining grades on course outcomes, 

course completion, final grades, persistence, and course repetition. Means et al. (2010) and 

Paul and Jefferson (2019) contributed to a contrasting body of research, however, that did not 

find a significant difference in student success by modality. While there were considerations for 

selection and modality choice, these studies did not consider or address student readiness, 

faculty skill development, or course design specific to online best practices.  

While researching the California community college system, Johnson et al. (2015) found 

an individual model of online course development that significantly impacted student success in 

online and subsequent course work. The research by Johnson et al. is one of the rare large scale 

research studies that examined the individual development model to identify aspects that could 

be scalable and lead to increased student success.  

Krieg and Henson (2016) further refine the online student success research by 

examining students taking course prerequisites online and finding grades in subsequent courses 
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to be slightly lower for students completing the prerequisite courses face-to-face. However, 

Jaggars and Zu (2016) assert that students are as successful or more so in online classes if the 

online instructor incorporates online instructional design best practices and utilizes online best 

practices in teaching and learning.   

STUDENT SUPPORTS 

As community colleges have grown and evolved, various student support services have 

been added. Grubb (2001) asserts that while support services may be organized and distributed 

in a variety of ways, they are often uncoordinated, leaving the student to determine the 

academic and non-academic supports that will best address their needs.  

Rosenbaum, et al. (2006) further assert that colleges are focusing on the structure of 

services while making a fundamental and incorrect assumption that students have the 

knowledge, skills, and motivation to seek out assistance when needed. Building off this 

research, Jenkins (2007) found that colleges that grouped student services in a more centralized 

way and connected high-impact practices (HIPs) with student services, improved student 

retention. Further exploring the decentralized student service model, Karp et al. (2008) state 

that the ways in which institutions have added services tend to disadvantage students who 

need them the most.  

Cooper (2010), Crawley and Fetzner (2013), Goldrick-Rab et al. (2013), and Shaw et al., 

(2021) found that a coordinated “one stop” model provided a single place for the student to 

inquire along with staffing to streamline and simplify the process.  

While services are open to all students, Dickmeyer and Zhu (2013) assert that students 

who already possess social and cultural resources that support help-seeking tend to utilize 
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these services. Dunn et al., (2014) and Parnes et al. (2020) found that while these support 

services are open and available to all students, students who have not normalized help-seeking 

and support tend to interpret their failure to succeed toward their academic goals as personal 

failure rather than structural failure.  

BUILDING A STRUCTURE TO SUPPORT ONLINE STUDENTS 

The same basic uncoordinated student support structures are often replicated in the 

online learning environment. Stewart et al. (2013) suggested that as technology evolves, 

students’ expectations will expand, requiring greater support coverage. Peters et al. (2017) 

advocated for a systematic, intentional, and purposeful design and delivery of effective online 

student support services with additional supports to address the unique aspects of the online 

learning environment.  

Chang’s (2005) research focused on minority community college students and identified 

a positive correlation between a high level of faculty-student interaction and student retention. 

Palloff and Pratt (2007) found these same student retention strategies were effective in the 

online learning environment as well. Further extending the research on student retention, 

Bickerstaff et al. (2021),  Nakijima et al. (2012), and the Center for Community College Student 

Engagement (2015) found that community college student retention improved based upon the 

perceived caring by the faculty member for the student. Pacansky-Brock et al. (2020) has 

furthered this research through a humanized online teaching approach influenced by culturally 

responsive teaching and universal design. Most recently, Rotar (2022) proposed a framework 

for embedding student support interventions to create a more personalized and holistic 

approach to online student support. 
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High-Impact Practices 

While a large body of quantitative and analytical data focused on student enrollment, 

completion, and retention characteristics, another large area of focus is identifying practices 

that result in high-impact practices (HIPs), scalable and sustainable student success, 

persistence, and retention. 

The Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) along with Kuh (2008) 

have identified institutional HIPs that have shown promise regardless of modality. Using the 

HIPs research, Fink (2016) developed high-impact teaching practices (HITPs). Nilson and 

Goodson (2018), Linder and Hayes (2018), Darby and Lang (2019), and Gamrat et al. (2022) 

have further refined HIPs and HITPs for the online learning environment, illustrating positive 

impact by modality, specifically illustrating positive outcomes for online students. 

FACULTY SUPPORT 

According to Legon and Garrett (2017, 2018, 2019, 2020) and Garrett et al. (2021), 

higher education institutions have varying levels of faculty support ranging from high support 

options, such as well-staffed design teams, to minimal support relying on faculty to have or 

obtain the necessary skills and knowledge to design and develop their own online courses. 

These supports have greatly increased in recent years. Leary et al. (2020) revealed that faculty 

who utilize professional development and faculty support systems and resources regarding best 

practices in online instructional design experienced increased student success in their courses.  



 

24 

BUILDING A STRUCTURE TO SUPPORT ONLINE FACULTY  

Baker (2004) examined educational and cognitive psychology specific to the online 

modality, asserting that, like the face-to-face learning process, communication immediacy is 

integral to student satisfaction in the online learning environment. Building upon successful 

student engagement, Tallent-Runnels et al. (2006), Gaytan and McEwen (2007), and Dykman 

and Davis (2008a, 2008b) found well-designed and structured online courses enhanced student 

engagement and increased student success. Pulling from this same body of research, Kentnor’s 

(2015) historical documentation of the evolution of distance education found online 

development, teaching and learning, and assessment and evaluation have all been modeled 

after that which took place face-to-face. According to findings from several studies, including 

Lee and Busch (2005), Choi and Park (2006), and Barrett (2010), the lack of acknowledgement 

for necessary online skill development can cause a disconnect for students and faculty. 

Research by Twigg (2003, 2005), Kyei-Blankson and Keengwe (2011), Lloyd et al. (2012), and 

Spiceland et al. (2015) reveals the lack of faculty online skill development and support impacts 

student success. Taylor (2016) furthers the cognitive development perspective by suggesting 

more in-depth exploration into how systems of inequality impact cognitive development and 

thereby effecting student success. 

Recent data and research from Collier et al. (2020), Garrett et al. (2021), Hodges et al. 

(2021) Pandit and Agrawal (2021), and Bird et al. (2022) continue to show that the challenges 

students experienced with the online modality are also experienced by faculty. 
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Professional Development 

The recent focus of institutions, accreditation bodies, and best practices has shifted to 

include acknowledgement of the need for faculty support and professional development for 

online teaching and learning. Lee and Busch (2005), Choi and Park (2006), Barrett (2010), 

Magda (2019), Kellen and Kumar (2021), among others, have found that designing online 

courses and helping faculty transition to an online teaching environment requires faculty 

preparation, pedagogical knowledge, instructional design expertise pertaining to online 

learning, and technology skills. As noted by Choi and Park (2006), Lloyd et al. (2012), and 

Chametzky (2014), faculty must develop or possess these skills and abilities to create high-

quality online learning experiences. 

Although online growth has remained steady with modest increases over the past 

decade, the recent COVID-19 pandemic has created rapid growth within the online teaching 

and learning modality. Institutions quickly converted classes to remote then transitioned into 

online. Frankel et al. (2020), Garrett et al. (2021), and Kellen and Kumar (2021) note that this 

same growth has not been matched with increased pedagogical training or support for online 

faculty.  

Historically, many institutions offer training for online technologies and some offer 

instructional design training. As Magda et al. (2015), Magda (2019), Legon and Garrett (2020), 

and Garrett et al., (2021) noted, these trainings are not necessarily required and do not always 

address pedagogical aspects of online learning or examine emerging technologies for active 

learning. Despite training opportunities, Dimeo (2017) and Magda (2019) found that full-time 



 

26 

faculty and adjuncts often do not participate in optional professional development centered 

around teaching and learning. 

Designing High-Quality Online Experiences 

Gunder et al. (2021), Fox et al. (2021), and Davis et al. (2022) assert that the foundation 

of high-quality digital learning experiences is equity, inclusivity, and accessibility that benefits 

all students. Building upon that foundation to create well-organized and thoughtfully designed 

courses relies upon instructional design principles and strategies to align learning outcomes 

with learning assignments, activities, and assessment practices.  

CONCLUSION  

The reviewed literature highlights the evolution of online learning and student support 

strategies from depersonalized decentralized services to a more accessible and targeted model 

to effectively address increasingly diverse student needs. Similarly, faculty support and 

professional development are in demand to meet the rapidly transitioning needs of online 

faculty. Reducing Cognitive Dissonance: Creating Holistic Student Support in the Online 

Classroom is an instructional design professional development course designed to provide 

faculty with strategies to teach online and to create a holistic student support structure within 

the online learning environment.  
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

INTRODUCTION 

Community college and higher education faculty are often hired based upon their depth 

of knowledge and subject matter expertise. While teaching and learning knowledge and 

experience are favorable, they are not often required or stated in an institution’s hiring 

requirements. Higher education accrediting agencies outline minimum faculty credentials based 

upon degrees, experience, and expertise in the subject matter area, equating such credentials 

to adequate teaching knowledge (Higher Learning Commission, 2020). While expertise within 

the subject matter is an important component of teaching, many faculty members are lacking 

pedagogical knowledge and further struggle with the application in various modalities. 

Research has shown that community college faculty who participate in some form of structured 

intentional scholarship related to teaching and learning increase pedagogical innovation, 

student engagement, and ultimately student retention (Bass, 2012; Dell et al., 2008; Bolliger & 

Wasilik, 2009; Douglas, 2008; Lorenzo, 2011; Burns, 2017).  

In a recent literature review, Leary et al. (2020) found the recommendations from the 

research focused upon professional development programs, context of professional 

development, and the instructors’ activity during professional development but also found that 

consistency with design and delivery were challenging. This was particularly apparent as the 

COVID-19 pandemic quickly moved to remote teaching and in following semesters, expanding 

online offerings. While many institutions obtained funding to support online learning, the 
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funding overwhelmingly expanded upon technology with very little addressing faculty support 

or professional development (Legon & Garrett, 2020; Garrett, 2021). To address this need, an 

Online Teaching and Learning seminar was created which is the product of this dissertation. 

CREATING THE ONLINE TEACHING AND LEARNING (OTL) SEMINAR 

This Online Teaching and Learning (OTL) seminar is designed to provide new and existing 

faculty with the philosophical background and instructional design methodologies as well as 

teaching and learning techniques and skills needed to facilitate online and hybrid courses. The 

OTL instructional design portion emphasizes the integration of holistic student supports. The 

lessons contained within the OTL seminar are designed to help faculty members identify and 

build new skills. In so doing, faculty will be able to teach and facilitate a course that will be 

based upon the most effective practices for online teaching and learning resulting in increased 

levels of student success and retention. Kellogg Community College faculty, the original 

audience for the OTL seminar, do not have coordinated support through a center for teaching 

and learning, thus, professional development and technology resources are disproportionately 

distributed by academic departments and often left for the faculty member to seek out. The 

OTL seminar was developed to provide KCC faculty a cohesive learning experience and ongoing 

dialog about online teaching and learning best practices and student support. 

Although this OTL seminar was designed for KCC faculty, the data, demographics, and 

resources were sourced from peer-reviewed research and national data sets. This wider scope 

of data helps inform faculty on the trends and realities of higher education, which allows for a 

wider participatory audience. Course learning objectives and participant learning outcomes 

were developed based upon online teaching and learning and student support established best 
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practices and high-impact practices. The overall design is set up in a modular structure to 

facilitate revision and customization for a variety of institutions. 

OTL LEARNING GOALS (LG) 

As a result of the reviewed research, several guiding questions were developed to guide 

the structure of the OTL seminar. As written, the guiding questions became the intended 

purpose and the desired achievement of the OTL seminar, Learning Goals (LGs).  

LGs provided structure for the creation of the course learning objectives (CLOs), which 

are the actions the instructor will take to guide participant learning. The CLOs then provided a 

foundation for the Participant Learning Outcomes (PLOs) and assessments. PLOs are the 

actions, knowledge, or skills participants will gain as a result of the CLOs (see Figure 1).  

Figure 1: Course structure 
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The learning goals for the OTL seminar are: 

LG1. What are the key differences between online and face-to-face teaching and 
learning? 

LG2. What are the best practices for engaging and supporting online students? 
LG3. How do course activities and course delivery impact student learning? 
LG4. Which high-impact practices benefit online students most effectively? 
LG5. In what ways do assessment and evaluation provide continuous improvement? 

The course map (see Table 1) was developed to illustrate the connection the LGs, CLOs, 

and PLOs. 

Table 1: Learning Goals Map 

 



 

31 

GUIDING QUESTIONS 

The following guiding questions assisted in shaping the learning objectives and the 

course learning outcomes: 

• GQ1. What are the key differences between online and face-to-face teaching and 
learning? 

• GQ2. What are the best practices for engaging and supporting online students? 

• GQ3. How do course activities and course delivery impact student learning? 

• GQ4. Which high-impact practices benefit online students most effectively? 

• GQ5. In what ways do assessment and evaluation provide continuous improvement? 

OTL SEMINAR LEARNING OBJECTIVES (CLO) 

Course Learning Objectives (CLOs) illustrate the plan for how the learning goals of the 

OTL seminar will be met. The CLO statements indicate what the instructor of the OTL seminar 

will provide to participants to facilitate learning. The CLOs have been written as measurable, 

observable, and specific statements clearly indicating what a participant should know and be 

able to do as a result of the learning. The CLOs are assessed throughout the course providing 

feedback to both the instructor and the participant on the learning process. 

Upon successful completion of this course, the participant will be able to: 

1. Articulate three unique characteristics of the online learning modality.  

2. List at least five best practices for online student engagement.  

3. Identify communication methods to engage and support students. 

4. Identify digital options for student supports. 

5. Demonstrate effective tools for assignment delivery.  

6. Develop effective online course organization, including clear directions and policies 
for students.  
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7. Plan effective management of course materials, assignments, interactions, and 
supports.  

8. Identify components of a high-quality online class.  

9. Articulate the assessment process for newly developed online classes.  

10. Locate resources for the evaluation of online classes. 

A CLO course map (see Table 2) was developed to indicate where each CLO is addressed 

throughout the OTL seminar. The map illustrates weekly topics in which the CLOs are addressed 

and functions as a visual check to ensure the CLOs are all addressed in a balanced way 

throughout the OTL seminar. 

Table 2: Course Learning Objectives Map 

 

OTL PARTICIPANT LEARNING OUTCOMES (PLO) 

Participant Learning Outcomes (PLO) are the measurable and observable actions the 

participants will actually perform to meet the CLOs of the OTL seminar. The PLOs describe the 

information, skills, behaviors, or perspectives participants will acquire throughout the seminar 

and are written in such as way as to be measurable.  
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The OTL seminar will teach participants how to: 

• Define what is meant by “online learning.” 

• Identify and describe the advantages and disadvantages of online learning.   

• Identify some of the differences between online and on-campus instruction.   

• Identify and justify strategies to facilitate students’ success in online courses.   

• Develop? introductions or “ice-breaking” activities while creating a first-week 
activity.  

• Match communication activities and tools to differing instructional goals.   

• Identify the advantages and disadvantages of using various communication tools.   

• Choose and justify the use of a communication tool for an instructional objective.   

• Describe and create techniques for managing and moderating communicative 
interactions.  

• Develop a course plan. 

• Determine lecture strategy. 

• Incorporate instructional design principles into the development of online content. 

• Identify opportunities for authentic assessment.  

• Select aspects of authentic assessment that fit the assessment needs of your course.  

• Assess online courses success and online instructor proficiency. 

• Establish an engaging and supportive learning environment. 

• Identify non-cognitive student challenges. 

• Identify markers and behaviors that may indicate at-risk students.  

 

A PLO course map (see Table 3) illustrates the connections between the CLOs and the PLOs to 

ensure connectivity and balance throughout the OTL seminar. 
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Table 3: Participant Learning Outcomes Map 

 

ASSESSMENTS 

The assessment plan for the OTL seminar illustrates how the CLOs and PLOs are 

measured (assessed). Tables 4-5 provide the overall assessment plan for the OTL seminar as 

well as a map indicating the topics and content area in which the assessment resides. Table 4 

maps the CLOs to the assessments within the weekly topics. Table 5 examines the assessments 
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within the weekly topics as they relate to the PLOs. Table 6 provides the details for the 

assessment plan for the overall OTL seminar. 

Table 4: Course Learning Objectives (CLOs) Assessment Map 
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Table 5: Participant Learning Outcomes (PLOs) Assessment Map 
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Table 6: Course Topic and Module: Assessment Map 
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CRITICAL COMPONENTS OF THE ONLINE TEACHING AND LEARNING (OTL) SEMINAR 

INCREASED AWARENESS OF STUDENT NEEDS 

Emerging K-12 educational research examining the pivot to remote learning, then 

transitioning to online learning throughout the COVID-19 pandemic school closures is revealing 

a large percentage of students struggling and declining academically as well as a deepening 

divide pertaining to educational opportunities and a widening equity gap (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2021; Pier et al., 2021; Soria et al., 2020). Students coming from K-12 districts 

throughout the KCC service area and surrounding counties have experienced 18 months in 

unstable learning environments due to illness, class cancellations, technology challenges, equity 

issues, and state mandated school closures. Some districts chose to remain fully online for the 

duration while other districts offered hybrid or fully in-person learning experiences when the 

state mandates were lifted. With incoming students potentially less prepared than previous 

years, research is suggesting additional supports will be needed and necessary (CCRC, 2020; 

Michigan Department of Education, 2021; Sanchez, 2022).  

While many support practices are available as a resource for students, they often 

require the student to self-identify and seek out the supports they need. Research has shown 

that community college students tend to have lower levels of help seeking behavior and often 

struggle to determine when and which supports are needed (Parnes et al., 2020; Dunn et al., 

2014). Even though students may be provided with a wide range of support options through 

mechanisms such as a required new student orientation or academic advising, data indicate low 

levels of use. These data further indicate a gap between student awareness of services and 

actual application at the time of need (Chyr et al., 2017; Dickmeyer & Zhu, 2013). Of the best 
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practices research identified, those that have higher rates of success, sustainability, and 

scalability are those that are integrated into the student experience (Won et al., 2021; Lorenzo, 

2011; CCSSE 2014; Jenkins & Bailey, 2017; AACC, 2019). 

The OTL seminar assists faculty with a critical analysis to identify the supports beneficial 

to students and strategies for presenting the supports within the integrated context of the 

learning environment. The holistic integrated strategy helps faculty and students connect 

supports at a time most effective for student learning and in a manner that normalizes help 

seeking behaviors (Qayyum, 2018).  

HIGH-IMPACT PRACTICES 

Reviews of the research, federal, state, and local data as well as student survey 

feedback revealed several high-impact areas; areas that have demonstrated positive shifts in 

student engagement, success, retention, and completion. Research from Center for Community 

College Student Engagement (2014, 2020) and from the Community College Research Center 

(2011, 2013) identified high-impact practices for student support integration for online 

learners. Taking these practices in to consideration, the OTL seminar presents ways in which 

these high-impact practices may be integrated into and throughout the design of an online 

course. While some high-impact practices may occur on a broader scale prior to course 

registration, there are aspects that may be referenced and integrated into the individual course 

design to reinforce learning and support. 

High-Impact Institutional Practices 

The following high-impact practices are addressed throughout the OTL seminar: 
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• Alerts and interventions 

• Tutoring 

• Supplemental instruction 

• Mandatory online orientation 

• Accessible and available technical support 

• Incentives for faculty participation in professional development 

• Engaging faculty in topics related to student learning 

• Service learning; Community-based learning 

• Internships 

Examples of these institutional HIPs are found within the content of the OTL seminar as 

well as through the actions of the instructor of the OTL seminar; both providing through 

experiential examples and modeling of these practices.  

Table 7: Institutional High-Impact Practices 

INSTITUTIONAL HIPS ADDRESSED IN OTL ADDRESSED 
INSTITUTIONALLY 

 Alerts and interventions Grade book: use of threshold grades/color 
codes 

  

Tutoring Integrated into course assignments; links to 
tutoring options in assignment instructions; 
links to tutoring available within 
LMS/course home page 

  

Supplemental instruction Lesson tool branching; pre-requisite 
courses 

  

Mandatory online 
orientation 

Pre-requisite; embed items throughout 
course 

KCCS-C100 (Online 
Learner Orientation) 
prerequisite on all 
courses for all 
students 

Accessible and available 
technical support 

Help desk, contingency plan, FAQs; Contact 
information in syllabus, Header on course 
home page; within assignment instructions 
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INSTITUTIONAL HIPS ADDRESSED IN OTL ADDRESSED 
INSTITUTIONALLY 

Incentives for faculty 
participation in 
professional 
development 

Note any related PD/micro credential contractional 
agreements; micro 
credentials 

Engaging faculty in topics 
related to student 
learning 

Note any ongoing research and/or ‘Learn 
More’ 

SoTL; learning 
communities 

Service learning; 
Community-based 
learning 

If course has Service Learning 
Endorsement, the work is embedded within 
the course work. Touch upon as examples 
in course 

institutional 
graduation 
requirement 

Internships May touch upon as examples in course Departmental; 
Program-specific 
requirement 

 

As an example of the institutional HIP “Alerts and interventions,” the OTL seminar grade 

book is set up such that a minimum acceptable grade is identified. If a participant earns a grade 

lower than the set threshold, the grade report for both the instructor and the participant will 

deliver an alert. This allows the instructor to address any potential issues or interventions with 

the participant and, in turn, the participant has immediate notification of action needed. 

Another institutional HIP KCC utilizes is a mandatory online learning technologies 

orientation for all students (regardless of modality). Thus, to mirror this institutional 

requirement, OTL seminar participants will need to successfully complete the Online Learner 

Orientation (KCCS-C100) prior to registering for the OTL seminar. Completing the KCCS-C100 

course will allow participants (faculty) to experience the prerequisite from the student 

perspective, providing information, support, and expectations for college-level learning. 

Additional examples of institutional HIPs embedded within the OTL seminar are 

“Accessible and available technical support” through a dedicated conduit within the LMS 

providing access to KCC’s Help Desk, “Incentives for faculty participation in professional 
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development” via continuing education credits and stipends, and “Engaging faculty in topics 

related to student learning” as the OTL seminar fulfills faculty contractually obligated 

professional development activities. 

High-Impact Instructional Practices and Evidence-Based Strategies 

High-Impact Instructional Practices (HIIPs) are those practices that research has shown 

to have a higher-than-average impact on student learning. Common measures of effect size are 

used to determine the impact of a particular strategy. 

An Evidence-Based Strategy (EBS) is an approach to teaching that has a proven impact 

on student learning. The strength of evidence is based on the quality of the supporting 

research, the type of supporting research, and the number of supporting studies. 

The following HIIPs and EBSs are addressed within the OTL seminar: 

• Collaborative leadership 

• Active learning 

• Collaborative assignments and projects; small groups 

• Integrated research opportunities 

• Writing across the curriculum 

• Learning goals and outcomes 

• Structured lessons; scaffolding 

• Intentional learning-centered course design 

• Explicit teaching practices 

• Worked examples, application opportunities 

• Accessibility 

• Supplemental instruction 
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• Multiple exposures; authentic experiences 

• Experiential learning 

• Prompt feedback; ePortfolios 

• Metacognitive strategies; meta learning 

• Differentiated teaching methods 

• Student-student; faculty-student engagement opportunities 

Examples of HIIPs within the OTL seminar are found through the use of “Learning goals 

and outcomes.” The OTL seminar not only utilizes mapped learning goals, course level 

outcomes, and participant objectives, but the content within Week 3: Instructional Design 

guides participants through the process of creating their own learning goals and outcomes with 

a mapping project assessment. 

The OTL seminar includes content addressing “active learning,” “structured lesson; 

scaffolding,” “differentiated teaching methods,” and metacognitive strategies; meta learning” 

throughout the course with activities and assessments to assist in the development of these 

practices within the participant’s own course structure. 

Table 8: High-Impact Instructional Practices (HIIPs) 

HIIPS EBBS EXAMPLES IN SEMINAR 

Collaborative leadership Participant discussion forums address ways to present content, 
activities, assessments based upon participant feedback; critique 
course plans based upon college framework (explore what 
works, what does not) 

Active learning Participants are actively engaged with the course material 
through discussions, problem solving, case studies, role plays 
activities centered around writing, talking, problem solving, or 
reflecting. Activities/assignments utilize participant's specific 
subject matter and content. 
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HIIPS EBBS EXAMPLES IN SEMINAR 

Collaborative assignments 
and projects; small groups 

Opportunities to create paired working groups - one with similar 
discipline; one with different discipline to critique initial course 
map, delivery, and implementation plans 

Integrated research 
opportunities 

Within the analysis phase, participants will explore national data, 
local data, and programmatic student characteristics. Participant 
will research enrollment possibilities and influences on students 
both at a national level and a local (KCC) level. 

Writing across the 
curriculum 

Writing is offered throughout the course with access for 
assistance embedded. Requirement to submit writing to the CSS 
for review/feedback. 

Learning goals and 
outcomes 

Present in the syllabus and welcome video; structured objectives 
in each week 

Structured lessons; 
scaffolding 

ADDIE process with activities for each step scaffolding to the next 
with a final project result 

Intentional learning-
centered course design 

Backwards design model to develop goals and outcomes; 
assessment designed to address/measure outcomes 

Explicit teaching practices Learning goals and outcomes in syllabus and discussed in 
welcome video; each week lists objectives which are then 
checked through comprehension assessments within the lesson 
tool. Branching within the lesson is used for those not able to 
pass comprehension checks with feedback reports available to 
the instructor. 

Worked examples, 
application opportunities 

Samples for course mapping based on different subjects 
(accredited program mapping, transfer maps, etc.). Overall 
course plans with implementation strategies presented. Students 
develop their own maps and plans throughout the course. 

Accessibility All materials are accessible (videos captioned, documents 
structured based upon WCAG 2.1 AA); differentiated formats; 
Online course development process addresses accessibility   

Supplemental instruction Synchronous group sessions scheduled thorough the course; Link 
to Zoom room available for student-to-student meetings; 
additional and alternative content paths (branching) within 
lesson tool 
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HIIPS EBBS EXAMPLES IN SEMINAR 

Multiple exposures; 
authentic experiences 

All activities are designed for the participants to use their own 
course content for online course design and development. The 
course activities scaffold throughout the course and provide 
multiple opportunities to revisit and revise. 

Experiential learning Participants will use the theories and knowledge and apply them 
to activities which are based upon the participant's own course 
materials and subject matter.  
Journals (private) and discussion forums (public) provide an 
opportunity to reflect on the activity process. 

Prompt feedback; 
ePortfolios 

Feedback times stated in each assignment and within syllabus; 
final project in course is a course outline plan for participant's 
subject matter 

Metacognitive strategies; 
meta learning 

Address learning how to learn/learning how to understand 
(investigating how people learn, know, think, and work to be 
able to apply this knowledge to other areas of life) as part of the 
actual course content then through activities, participants 
explore from their personal perspective 

Differentiated teaching 
methods 

Differentiated content delivery as noted in accessibility; 
additional resources for additional or alternative learning 
options; instructor of expanded related materials to use if 
needed. 

Student-student; faculty-
student engagement 
opportunities 

Discussion forums; group work; synchronous meetings; 
journals/assignments (private feedback) 

ASSUMPTIONS BEHIND THE STRUCTURE OF THE OTL SEMINAR 

The assumptions about the majority of the faculty participating in the OTL seminar are 

that they are community college faculty hired primarily for their subject matter expertise and 

knowledge within their field. These faculty are hired based upon the higher education 

accreditation agency requirement for faculty credentials, not necessarily for their expertise, 

experience, or knowledge of pedagogy or curriculum. While faculty are skilled in the area of 
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teaching and learning, they often do not possess the underlying pedagogical education or 

knowledge. The OTL seminar was designed to help bridge the pedagogical and curricular gap.  

As noted previously, because Kellogg Community College does not currently have a 

centralized support area for faculty (i.e., a center for teaching and learning or dedicated faculty 

support personnel), this OTL seminar was originally designed and intended as a foundational 

tool to help faculty build and strengthen skills and knowledge within teaching and learning and 

foster a culture of scholarship in teaching and learning (Ginsberg et al., 2017; Franks & 

Payakachat, 2020).  

Kellogg Community College new full-time tenure track faculty have several requirements 

they must fulfill as part of their tenure journey per the faculty bargaining unit agreement. One 

such requirement is to obtain knowledge, training, or education in the area of instructional 

design as well as certification in online teaching and learning. This OTL seminar has been 

developed to specifically address both tenure track requirements through a single course 

offering. 

This OTL seminar is structured as a cohort-based multi-week fully online course with 

optional synchronous sessions. The modality was intentionally chosen to provide faculty with 

flexibility around institutional and teaching schedules. The cohort-based model is utilized to 

introduce new full-time tenure track faculty to each other outside of the constraints of their 

academic departments. 

Another benefit of the OTL seminar design is to provide faculty with an online student 

experience. The structure of the course models that which it advises: an engaging teaching and 

learning process. While not every high-impact practice will be effective in the format presented, 
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faculty will be provided with opportunities to reflect on their experiences as online students 

and critically analyze the core components to explore ways in which high-impact practices can 

be customized and integrated into their course design. 

LIMITATIONS / DELIMITATIONS OF THE PRODUCT 

This OTL seminar is designed to provide a foundational introduction to instructional 

design for online education utilizing a specific design model. While many of the practices 

discussed can apply to any modality, this course focuses specifically on teaching and learning in 

the online environment. 

The OTL seminar is designed as a multi-week course to fit within the academic semester 

and schedule for KCC faculty. The modular design allows other institutions to customize the 

pacing of the content to best fit their institutional structure. The PLO, CLO, and assessment map 

documentation provide the links between content, learning, and measures thereby allowing for 

further customization to best suit institutional demographics, skills gaps, and learning. 

To align with best practices at KCC, the section capacity is set to 24 participants to allow 

the facilitator to engage and interact meaningfully with participants on a frequent basis. KCC 

experienced scalability challenges with this design model during the beginning of the COVID-19 

pandemic as the typical participant load increased from an average of 8 participants per 

semester to over 175 participants per semester, requiring multiple sections with only one 

available facilitator.  

KCC’s implementation of the OTL seminar exists within the institution’s learning 

management system; however, the content is structured to allow easy transferability to other 
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learning management systems although the content may need to be restructured or altered to 

take advantage of another institution’s unique LMS features. 

The OTL seminar also suggests ways for integrating holistic student supports based upon 

the services currently available at KCC. The services discussed in the OTL do not provide an 

exhaustive list and are not meant to be prescriptive for all institutions, instead the list is 

intended to suggest ways that similar services at the host institution might be integrated within 

the course content to increase access, use, and availability to normalize support services for 

students and thereby positively impact student success. 

THE GOALS AND IMPLEMENTATION OF “PRODUCT”/DESIGN  

INSTRUCTIONAL GOALS 

This OTL seminar is designed to provide new and existing faculty with the philosophical 

background, techniques, and skills to teach, facilitate, and design online and hybrid courses 

while providing holistic student supports. The lessons contained in this seminar are designed to 

help faculty members identify and build new skills and, in so doing, teach and facilitate a course 

that will be based upon the most effective practices for online teaching and learning resulting in 

increased levels of student success and retention. 

This specific seminar was designed for Kellogg Community College faculty; however, the 

data, demographics, and resources may be revised and customized for any institution. 

The seminar is designed with established learning objectives and course learning 

outcomes, and includes a design map illustrating the interconnected goals, objectives, 

outcomes, and assessments. 
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COURSE LAYOUT 

The following course layout is presented in a guide format with modularized content 

appropriate for structure within a learning management system (LMS). In the Kellogg 

Community College course design presented, each module represents one week. This facilitated 

course is designed to take 5-6 weeks to complete. While this is not an exhaustive course on 

instructional design, student support, or online teaching and learning, it provides the 

foundation from which faculty may begin building their holistic online teaching and learning 

skill set.  

The course covers the following topics for online teaching and learning: 

• Introduction to distance education (national, state, and local perspectives) 

• Differences in modalities 

• Course design structure 

• Instructional design process 

• Instructional best practices for online teaching and learning 

• Quality standards 

• Continuous improvement 

• Glossary of terms 

CONCLUSION 

The following chapter contains the course content as presented within the learning 

management system formatted as a guide. Appendix A contains images of the course as it 

exists within Kellogg Community College’s learning management system, Moodle. The guide 

contains unique pagination for the guide as well as continued pagination as part of the 

dissertation. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: AN ONLINE TEACHING AND LEARNING (OTL) SEMINAR 
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
FUTURE RESEARCH 

INTRODUCTION  

The purpose of this community college training seminar is to provide a professional 

development opportunity for faculty to learn the necessary skills and best practices in course 

design and facilitation as they transition from teaching face-to-face to fully online. This seminar 

was also developed to increase student success through the development and design of high-

quality online courses and programs. The final seminar is a modular course design that may be 

built within any learning management system and customized to meet the needs of a variety of 

community college structures. 

RESEARCH SUMMARY 

Overall enrollment in higher education has decreased nationwide with higher education 

institutions experiencing an enrollment decline of approximately 3 percent (NCES, 2021). Pre-

COVID-19 pandemic enrollment within distance education, specifically online courses and 

programs, was remaining consistent and in some cases, trending upward (Seaman et al., 2018). 

Although the COVID-19 pandemic negatively impacted enrollment, approximately two-thirds of 

students were obtaining their education through distance education. As the higher education 

landscape continues to rapidly evolve, institutions are finding that students are increasingly 

choosing alternative delivery options such as online and hybrid modalities to fit around their 

already busy lives. 
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Although the majority of students taking online classes remains fairly localized, there 

remains a need for a flexible modality that accommodates the community college student’s 

current work/life responsibilities (Clinefelter et al., 2019). The literature also reveals concern 

with course quality, success, and completion, particularly in the absence of high-quality faculty 

professional development and comprehensive online student supports (Banas & Velez-Solic, 

2012; Boettcher & Conrad, 2016; Dick et al., 2005; Dirksen, 2012; Hart et al., 2018; Smith 

Jaggars & Xu, 2010; McGuire, 2015; Nilson, 2010; Nilson & Goodson, 2018; Xu & Smith Jaggars, 

2011).  

To address these needs, Reducing Cognitive Dissonance: Creating Holistic Student 

Support in the Online Classroom. A Training Seminar for Community College Faculty was 

designed to provide faculty with the skills and best practices to teach online and offer flexible 

embedded online student supports. This seminar is not intended to solve all challenges; it will, 

however, provide faculty with needed support and skills for online teaching and learning and 

the knowledge and understanding of the importance of holistic embedded student supports. 

LIMITATIONS AND DELIMITATIONS 

As noted in Chapter 1, there are several factors and assumptions that frame the 

structure of this training seminar: 

• The training was designed for community college faculty. 

• The seminar has a capacity of 24 participants based upon the diligent level of 
participant interaction, guidance, and engagement. 

• A mandatory online orientation is a prerequisite on all classes for all students. 

• Optional technology training for the learning management system exists for faculty. 
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• Faculty contract specifies completion of an instructional design course as part of the 
tenure process. 

• Faculty contract specifies completion of an online teaching and learning course prior 
to teaching online or hybrid sections. 

• The college is part of a non-system state and operates as an independent institution. 

While the content speaks to overall best practices in teaching and learning with an 

emphasis on the online learning environment, some of the policies, procedures, and 

approaches may differ based upon institutional organization. The content of the course is 

structured to allow the instructional design content to be separated from the online teaching 

and learning content for institutions that may have a more centralized or structured approach 

to faculty development and overall course design. 

The course is structured to be facilitated with significant participant interaction which 

limits the number of participants per section, possibly creating a challenge for institutions 

needing to scale professional development up rapidly. 

What is not clear in the research is the impact of the dramatic increase for online 

instructors needed to meet student demand and increased course load, quality checkpoints, 

and course development reviews. According to Means et al. (2010), much of the criticism 

surrounding online learning is attributed to those teaching online courses and according to 

Banas and Velez-Solic (2012), lack of training or low-quality training and professional 

development is often a factor. 

CHALLENGES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Traditionally, higher education has focused on teaching and learning in the physical 

classroom, often basing institutional change and policies around this modality. However, 



 

138 

student enrollment and recent COVID-19 pandemic conditions are pushing a broader definition 

of “classroom,” one that encompasses broad and flexible modalities (Blumenstyk, 2020; 

Marcus, 2020). It is important for community colleges to recognize the rapidly evolving student 

demand for online classes and programs and prepare faculty for this impending demand. Much 

of the criticism surrounding online learning is attributed to those teaching online courses. Lack 

of training or low-quality training and professional development is often a factor. 

With the recent rapid growth in online learning and technology, Frankel (2020) notes 

that although professional development specializing in online teaching is available, the 

pedagogical training has not kept pace resulting in a gap in knowledge pertaining to online 

teaching and learning. 

In the spirit of Vincent Tinto (1975, 1993, & 1999) proposing to bring student supports 

to the student at the time they need it most – in the classroom, this seminar demonstrates and 

discusses ways in which this spirit can be accomplished in the online classroom. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

The current and foundational research reviewed demonstrate the need to further 

explore the methods and strategies community colleges use to support online students and 

faculty. While support services exist for students and data show a positive correlation between 

using support services and student success, research also indicates support services are often 

underutilized, particularly by the students who need them most (Karp, 2011, 2016; Kauffman, 

2015). 

While the OTL seminar integrates high-impact institutional and teaching practices within 

the seminar and, in turn, suggests strategies for integrating these practices into online course 
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development, longitudinal research is recommended to study the effect of these integrated 

strategies in the online classroom and across the institution on student success, persistence, 

and retention. Additional research is also recommended to examine how high-quality effective 

online classes improve student engagement, completion, persistence, and retention. 

Although student support leading to success is the ultimate goal, additional research is 

suggested to examine the faculty experience. For institutions that do not have coordinated 

and/or centralized faculty professional development, there is opportunity to conduct research 

to better understand the effectiveness of this seminar and identify gaps and/or additional areas 

or professional development and sustainable faculty support. 

Additional research is suggested on faculty perception of the effectiveness of integrating 

holistic student supports and high-impact practices into their online course development both 

upon completion of the OTL seminar and after initially teaching online after completing the OTL 

seminar. 

CONCLUSION 

The motivation for this training course is to provide faculty with a professional 

development resource for gaining the necessary skills to teach online and provide holistic 

support options for online students. In partnership with Student Affairs, faculty, academic 

instructional design support, and technology support, the goal is for faculty to be well-equipped 

to design and teach high-quality online classes with embedded holistic student support. 
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APPENDIX A: EXAMPLE OF COURSE STRUCTURE IN LMS 
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The faculty training seminar content is offered as text document that may be uploaded 

and structured within any learning management system (LMS). Kellogg Community College 

utilizes Moodle as the primary institutional LMS. The following examples illustrate ways in 

which the content might be organized with notations on the tools leveraged within the LMS. 

Figure 2. Course Home Page 

 

Features of the Moodle layout in Figure 2 include: 

1. Course header area: always visible to participants. Contains vital course 
information such as the syllabus, course calendar, and announcements. 

2. Activity completion: checkboxes are automated to display a check mark when 
specific criteria is satisfied, marking the item as completed.  

3. Random Glossary Entry Block: A block along the right side of the course template 
that is programmed to randomly display one definition from the course glossary 
each time a participant enters the course. In this specific instance, participants 
are allowed to add their own terms and definitions to be viewed by all course 
participants.  
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4. The Academic Resources Block: This template block is visible in all Moodle 
courses throughout the institution. The images within this block are linked to 
institutional support resources such as writing support (The Pocket Prof), 
proctored testing (KCC’s Center for Student Success), option to set up an 
appointment for in-person tutoring, and 24/7/365 online tutoring (through a 
third-party vendor). 

5. The Welcome Topic Area: This area contains all the items used for the initial 
Welcome week. Subsequent topics follow in a linear structure. 
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Figure 3. Weekly Topic 

 

Features of the Moodle topic layout in Figure 3 include: 

1. Topic Banner: Each topic banner contains the week and the overall topic along 
with a brief summary of the important points to be covered. 

2. Outcomes and Objectives: Each weekly topic contains a list of the week’s Course 
Learning Objectives and the Participant Learning Outcomes. 

3. Synchronous Meeting Link: This particular iteration of the seminar has a 
synchronous meeting with a persistent link, meeting ID, and passcode. These 
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credentials remain the same for each synchronous meeting throughout the 
course. The link is repeated within each topic during which a synchronous 
meeting is scheduled, preventing participants from scrolling to previous topics to 
locate access. 

4. Lessons: The Lesson Moodle tools allows text, images, and quiz questions to be 
threaded together in a series of pages. The lesson tool also offers a branching 
option to allow participants to be routed through information based upon 
criteria. As an example, a participant may read some content, then answer some 
comprehension questions. If the participant successfully answers the 
comprehension check, they are moved forward in the content. If the student 
does not successfully pass the comprehension check, they may be routed back 
through the content or to another area where the content is explained in a 
alternative format. 

5. Activity completion: checkboxes are automated to display a check mark when 
specific criteria is satisfied, marking the item as completed. Criteria may differ 
depending upon the activity (e.g., discussion forum completion may require one 
post and two replies, an assignment submission may require an uploaded 
document or a grade entry). 

6. Activities are collected under a heading indicating course requirements. 

7. Additional activities are collected under a heading indicating participants are to 
complete any two from the list. This choice allows participants to engage in 
those activities that are of interest. This specific seminar is structured such that 
participants have opportunities to submit their activities in a private manner 
(only visible to instructor and participant) or publicly (visible to all seminar 
participants with either public and/or private feedback available). 
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Figure 4. Discussion Forum Assignment Detail 

 

Features of this Moodle discussion forum in Figure 4 include: 

1. Instructions: All expectations for the discussion forum activity are clearly 
presented to participants. Additional items might be linked within the text such 
as a grading rubric, word count, pacing expectations, etc. 

2. The Academic Resources Block: This template block is visible in all Moodle 
courses throughout the institution. The images within this block are linked to 
institutional support resources such as writing support (The Pocket Prof), 
proctored testing (KCC’s Center for Student Success), option to set up an 
appointment for in-person tutoring, 24/7/365 online tutoring (through a third-
party vendor), and a link to a third-party vendor virtual student community app. 

3. Personal Touch: As part of the student engagement best practices in online 
teaching, Moodle allows for flexibility in formatting activity instructions such as 
including a personal photo, video, or other visual imagery. 

4. How To Tip: Additional support is available for participants who might not be 
familiar with using a discussion forum. A video link walks participants through 
reading instructions, creating a post, and adding replies to other participant 
posts. This information may only appear on the first activity. 


