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Abstract

The purpose of this research is to inform the tertiary sector institutional senior
leaders and managers in New Zealand about the strategies, processes and
implications pertaining to e-learning and its uptake in Universities,
Polytechnics and private training enterprises.

The intended readership of the research is quite small: the chief executives
and senior executive officers of New Zealand’s tertiary education institutions
and organizations. It is designed to help these leaders consider the
contribution they need to make to the strategic development and management
of e-learning in their institutions®.

It is strongly recommended that those involved in e-learning who wish to see it
rate more highly in institutional strategic planning and operations make their
Chief Executive Officers and Vice Chancellors aware of this work.

“E-Learning” in its various forms is transforming the way New Zealand tertiary
educational institutions are teaching and supporting their students. It is a
transformation involving fast developing technologies, some complex re-
design and integration of institutional systems and the recruitment of new
categories of specialists to assist teachers and managers use these new
technologies. Much of the detail of this transformation process will, quite
appropriately, be managed by specialist staff and middle managers rather
then by senor executive staff. However, if these developments are to achieve
the key strategic objectives of the institutions, these senior leaders and
managers do need to exercise strong leadership in a number of key areas.




The purpose of this study has been to identify these key areas and to offer
guidance to institutional leaders as to how they might be addressed most
effectively.

This document is an executive summary of the complete research report of
the “E-Learning Management Resource Project”. The fuller report — which is a
substantial document of 100+ pages - builds on a set of nine themes. These
nine themes were drawn from an earlier study on quality assurance for e-
learning. In seeking to prepare a much shorter and tighter summary
document, the authors have reduced and tightened these categories to just
SiX:

Strategy

Structure

Resourcing

Decision making

Collaboration

Selecting technologies

Strategic Management for E-learning — the Key Message

'E-learning’ in its various forms is transforming the way New Zealand tertiary
educational institutions teach and support their students. It involves fast-
developing technologies and the recruitment of new categories of specialists
to help teachers and managers use them. It also involves some complex re-
design and integration of institutional systems. Specialist staff and middle
managers will manage much of the detail of this transformation process.
However, if these developments are to achieve an institution’s key strategic
objectives, executives will need to exercise strong leadership in a number of
areas. The purpose of this study is to identify these key areas and to guide
executives in addressing them effectively.

This document is an executive summary of the complete report of the E-
Learning Management Resources Project. It is available at the following site:
www.akoaotearoa.ac.nz/takingthelead The  fuller report, E-learning:
Understanding the Key Strategic Issues Facing Institutional Leaders — a
substantial document of 100+ pages — builds on a set of nine themes drawn
from an earlier study on quality assurance for e-learning. In seeking to
prepare a much shorter and tighter summary document, the authors reduced
and tightened these categories to just six:

Strategy

Structure

Resourcing

Decision-making

Collaborating and outsourcing

Selecting technologies.




These six themes do not cover all the areas and challenges executives are
aware of. They do, however, require strategic direction from those levels of
the organisation where middle managers, technical experts or teachers
cannot resolve challenges without executive involvement.

This document briefly describes each of these six themes, suggests
corresponding strategic questions that executives need to ask and identifies
some of the principal options available.

An important part of the larger project was to look at current institutional
practice and develop a set of case studies (appended to the larger report)
illustrating the themes that the report explores. This summary report draws a
few of the key links between each theme and corresponding case studies.

1. Strategy
The primary questions executives might ask under this theme are:

What are the medium and long-term strategic goals and objectives of the
institution?

How does the Learning and Teaching Plan reflect these?
How do the more specific plans for e-learning reflect these?

E-learning solutions are often promoted and endorsed without a clear
understanding of the strategic objectives they are intended to serve. There
are probably five reasons for an institution to introduce e-learning:

to meet the service expectations of students, staff and stakeholders

to enhance the quality of the student learning experience

to improve study access and flexibility for students

to increase enrolments by targeting new groups of potential students

to deliver teaching services more efficiently.

All are legitimate objectives but it is highly unlikely that all will be achievable
within the same application, programme or even institution. It is also highly
unlikely that any e-learning solution that meets reasonable standards of
quality for teaching or student support will be significantly cheaper than a
conventional delivery option.

The key challenge for executives with respect to strategy is to ensure that
institutional strategy drives e-learning strategy. Often an institution’s e-
learning strategy will be a solution-based plan that a committed group of
enthusiasts somewhat detached from the broader strategic goals of the
institution has developed.

The case studies identify a range of responses to this need for core
institutional strategy to drive e-learning strategy. Otago Polytechnic provides
an example of strong strategic direction at a corporate level. Otago University
is an example of an e-learning strategy nested within a Teaching and



Learning Plan nested within a University Strategy, each level of which a
governance group monitors and drives. Canterbury University avoids the
danger of technology capture by not developing an explicit plan for e-learning
at all, preferring to drive all planning for e-learning from their broader teaching
and learning plan.

2. Structure

Form should follow function and it may seem perverse to give early
prominence to questions of form and structure. However, the frequency with
which institutions reorganise the units responsible for supporting e-learning
may justify this prominence.

Questions of organisational structure and responsibility tend to be an
executive province rather than being left to the discretion of those working
within these structures. That is why executives must ask and find answers to
the following questions:

How should you organise and manage for e-learning?

More specifically, who should be responsible for what and how should
their various efforts be integrated and led?

Conventional classroom teaching is generally a one-person activity in the
higher education sector. The teacher undertakes all the lesson planning,
classroom teaching, assessment, student advising and administrative duties
associated with delivering a course. It is also an activity that lends itself to
autonomous decision-making. E-learning requires each of the above tasks to
be performed but also requires the development of online teaching resources,
the management of some form of learning management system (LMS) and
the provision of a range of network services to allow both teachers and
students to use the system. Executives need to make some important
decisions about how institutions will support this.

Executives must decide how much help teachers will receive in the
development of online teaching materials. Ideally, a subject teacher will have
the help of a ‘production team’ including an instructional designer, a
multimedia expert and a web developer, but realities of cost and time tend to
preclude this approach. Most institutions opt instead for a small, central
support unit comprising instructional developers who help teachers develop
and manage their online courses. The extent of this assistance is likely to
depend on the size of the support unit and the number of courses that are
developed and redeveloped each year.

Executives must also decide where these online support people sit within
institutions. One option is to establish a separate e-learning support unit. This
provides a concentrated focus but may create overlaps and inconsistencies
with other systems for teacher and student support. Institutions are instead
increasingly co-locating their academic support staff to ensure the optimum
use of limited support personnel and to avoid divorcing e-learning from other



modes of teaching and learning. A related issue is whether to encourage
teaching units to appoint their own e-learning facilitators to ensure a more
responsive and customised support for teachers. Again, this is a fairly
expensive option that requires strong and sustained leadership
encouragement for it to succeed and be sustained.

Most institutions have no trouble separating teaching support and network
support operations. The latter commonly remain the responsibility of the
institutional IT unit, which unit has the appropriate expertise and mandate.
Problems are likely to arise where there are ill-defined accountabilities
between service units or where there is inadequate institutional leadership for
the e-learning programme. For example, an IT unit and e-learning support unit
are likely to have quite different principles and assumptions regarding the
purchase or replacement of a LMS so to reach a balanced decision
executives will probably need to get involved.

This last point illustrates the crucial need for strong leadership from a
designated member of the senior management team or, better still, the chief
executive. However, a chief executive may not want to champion individual
projects or causes. It may just as effective if another member of the senior
team takes on this role. There is a danger in delegating final responsibility for
the e-learning strategy and programmes further down the management line
to, say, the director of an e-learning unit as they will probably lack the
resources or mandate to drive a strong strategy across the institution. It is
hard for them to solicit the continuing co-operation of divisional and
programme heads, and to promote their own resource and system
requirements against the competing claims of other, larger units.

The case studies demonstrate a variety of organisational arrangements for
supporting e-learning. At the University of Auckland, the e-learning support
unit is part of a larger aggregation comprising all the teaching and student
support units. UCOL (universal College of Learning) has recognised the
central role of the Library in knowledge management and is locating its e-
learning support services within that unit. AUT University (Auckland University
of Technology) is an interesting example of a senior manager seeking to
exercise strategic leadership over his institution’s teaching and learning
activities, including e-learning. NorthTec is an example of the chief executive
driving this leadership strongly. Bay of Plenty Polytechnic and Manukau
Institute of Technology are instances of strong leadership at the e-learning
support unit level.

3. Resourcing
Executives need to be clear about two things relating to e-learning resourcing:
How should they resource e-learning within the organisation?

What will it cost?



While the second question may be of more immediate interest to senior
managers, the first question is probably more important. The full report charts
a common evolution of resourcing for e-learning among New Zealand
institutions:

targeted grants support early adopters

a pilot programme receives similar targeted funding

as the numbers of users increase, gaps are identified in the provision

of services

central services are established and resourced to fill these gaps

e-learning support services are made available to teaching units

generally without charge

as usage grows, these units start rationing their support provision.

By this stage, most institutions have a fairly stark choice to make when it
comes to funding the wider development of e-learning strategies. The first
option is to ‘ring fence’ the resourcing and management of e-learning and
treat it as a centrally planned, centrally resourced and largely stand-alone
stream of activity and funding. ‘Top-slicing’ generally resources this option.
The central e-learning unit is allocated sufficient resources to develop a given
number of courses to a given standard. A selection process then determines
which courses will be developed and to what standard.

A common variant of this approach is the use of development grants which
are awarded on the basis of applications from across the institution. This
approach has a number of strengths:
it allows executives to make a corporate and strategic decision about
which programmes will make use of e-learning and how it will be
deployed
it tends to encourage a programme-wide approach to e-learning rather
than a more piecemeal, course-based approach
it may act as a strong incentive for programme groups to make the
effort to develop their online programmes.

On the other hand, in a regime of devolved funding, targeted central funding
can distort the decisions that programme managers make about the delivery
of their programmes. As the scale of an institution’s e-learning grows, this
mode of funding e-learning will represent an ever-growing proportion of each
unit's total funding. Therefore it is probably not likely to ensure the
accountability of individual unit and programme managers.

The other alternative is to minimise the level of centrally funded support
services and encourage divisional and programme leaders to view e-learning
as just one of the many delivery options that they should consider resourcing
from their current income. In theory, this should encourage programme
leaders to make rational and cost-effective choices among competing delivery
options. A downside of this approach may be a slower uptake of e-learning
than with a more centrally funded approach. There may also be a variance in
the quality and range of approaches adopted which will probably attract the
attention of a quality assurance unit.



On balance, the evidence seems to favour a continuing level of central
resourcing for central services. Institutions with development grants to
facilitate e-learning developments can target developments on a more
strategic basis and ensure a more even standard of provision. The scale of
such grants can vary considerably. One or two regional polytechnics are
investing up to $1 million in targeted development projects each year while a
couple of much larger universities are investing $100,000-200,000 across a
large number of projects.

Massey University is endeavouring to resource its e-learning development on
a fully devolved funding model. Otago University and AUT University have
competitive grant systems delivering modest support for selected
programmes. NorthTec and Otago Polytechnic have larger-scale central
investment in e-learning on a targeted basis.

4. Decision-making

Who makes the decisions about which courses and programmes will
make use of e-learning and how they will do so?

The locus of decision-making within institutions about the use of e-learning is
strategically important. It also closely relates to the previous discussions on
leadership, organisational structure and resourcing. As with these, the options
vary. At one end of the continuum, individual teachers primarily make
decisions on behalf of each of their courses and according to their own
preferred teaching mode. In most divisions of most New Zealand universities,
e-learning is viewed as an option which teachers can elect to adopt, or not.
Support services assist teachers in using the institutional LMS and there are
generally opportunities for teachers to undergo targeted training in this mode
of delivery. Teachers are rarely instructed to deploy a given mix of e-learning
tools to support their course delivery. In these institutions, academic
developers tend to see their role as supporting and encouraging teachers to
develop and teach in the ways that best suit them. It is not their role to enforce
an institutional standard or to prevail on the unwilling to adopt a new mode of
teaching.

To a greater or lesser degree, individual teachers in all the case study
universities make decisions about the use of e-learning.

Some institutions recognise that decisions about mode of delivery should
sensibly be made on a whole-of-programme basis rather than a course-by-
course basis. Students commencing a programme should reasonably expect
some continuity in their mode of study rather than being subject to the
vagaries of choice from a sequence of teachers. A programme that is
targeting a particular student demographic may be seriously compromised if
some teachers opt not to employ the delivery mode suited to that target
market. In such institutions, these decisions are made increasingly at a
divisional or, more commonly, a programme basis. A decision might be made,
for instance, that a programme will target the part-time student market in its
region. In order to meet the needs of that market, the programme might offer



a blend of face-to-face block courses, supported by a suite of online learning
resources and communications services. A minimum level of online service is
specified for the programme and there is active assistance for all teachers
contributing to the programme so their courses meet these requirements.
These standards might conform to a wider, divisional or institutional standard,
or they might be specific to the programme in question.

Arguably, every institution should strive to achieve a functional level of
programme-wide service. It will require the active intervention of programme
leaders and ideally of divisional leaders but it should not be seen as a threat
to academic freedom. Teaching with e-learning methods is no more an attack
on academic freedom than the implicit expectations that conventional courses
will be delivered in lecture and seminar rooms, that teachers will be available
to tutor and advise students, and that the course will normally last for the
duration of a semester.

Whitireia Regional Polytechnic has decided as a matter of policy that
decisions about utilising e-learning will be made on a programme basis, and
that support services will target programmes and programme teams rather
than individual courses and teachers.

In some institutions further along the continuum decisions about what is
taught and how are made at a corporate level and for strategic ends. These
models normally involve a strong injection of central resourcing and central
support as well. Much of the early literature on e-learning favours this model.
Potentially it allows a concentration of development resource and effort on
those programmes that are likely to yield the greatest educational and
financial return for the institution. It allows a relatively rapid development and
rollout of a high quality product. This approach requires hard choices to be
made between competing options for scarce resources. It will therefore work
much better in an institution with a relatively corporate culture. It will also
require a high level of commitment among the leadership team to a shared
vision and a steady uptake of this vision by the staff at large.

The Open Polytechnic has a highly centralised corporate approach to
managing e-learning. The senior executive team makes all decisions about e-
learning on the basis of thorough business plans prepared on a programme-
by-programme basis. The senior executive team also drives the uptake of e-
learning at Otago Polytechnic, although there is greater use of targeted
central funding to help programme teams make the change.

5. Collaborating and outsourcing

E-learning, more than many other teaching modes, lends itself to collaborating
with other institutions or outsourcing to contracted service providers.
Executives must consider options for either collaborating or outsourcing
various aspects of e-learning activities.

There are a number of reasons why institutions might collaborate with another
entity to support e-learning activities. These include:



gaining access to specialist expertise, knowledge, systems,
courseware, networks or hardware

expanding the visibility and market reach of a teaching programme
taking advantage of the regional footprint and support services of an
institution in another region

achieving economies of scale by increasing the size of the student
market and the institutions’ combined capacity to meet this market
complying with an external policy, regulatory or funding requirement for
such collaboration.

The choice, in any given instance, is usually between collaborating,
outsourcing a set of services, or developing them in-house. Collaboration or
outsourcing may enable executives to make an earlier commitment to a new
service; it should allow executives to plan and control costs more reliably; and
it may allow them to buy-in services that lie outside ‘core business’. The
downsides may include a loss of direct control over the processes; a
disinclination to develop these services in-house; some alienation from the
contracted services and the service provider; and the high cost of managing
relationships. Nevertheless, executives should view the opportunities for
collaboration and outsourcing on a case-by-case basis rather than decide one
way or the other by principle alone.

The two case studies illustrating collaboration and outsourcing respectively
are examples of what can be achieved.

TANZ is a collaboration among six medium-sized regional polytechnics. Right
from its outset, TANZ has seen greatest scope for collaboration among its
member institutions in the planning, development and provision of e-learning
programmes and services. There has been early success in offering joint
programmes in applied business and plans are underway for larger-scale
collaborative offerings.

For a number of years, Wintec has contracted Intuto to deliver a range of e-
learning services and products on its behalf. The relationship allowed Wintec
to take advantage of a market opening that it would have been unable to
service on its own. It is a commercial relationship that changes constantly as
the nature of the service mix changes.

6. Selecting technologies

Periodically, executives need to make decisions about purchasing or
upgrading ICT systems. These are often very high cost items in terms of
capital and recurring costs. The technology itself can be very complex and
challenging for a lay-person to fully master, and executives may sometimes
feel that the proponents of such solutions virtually set an ambush. They
present few viable alternatives to the preferred option and present the issue
as mission-critical.

It is unrealistic to expect the average chief executive to master the technical
details of many of these solutions. But executives do need to have some way



to assure themselves that they are reaching a decision on the basis of a
reasonable understanding of the fit between the strategic needs of an
institution and a particular ‘solution’. Executives need a set of diagnostic
guestions that they can ask of each proposed solution. The following is a
basic list:

Strategy questions

What problem will this technology solve or help us with? What sort of priority
is it?

Do our teachers/students wish to teach/study in this way?

How do we know students will achieve their learning outcomes?
Will we suffer if we simply don’t adopt it?

Staff development questions

What are the implications for staff workload? Can this be managed?

Can our teachers use and manage this technology themselves or will they be
dependent on support personnel?

What are the implications for staff development?

Marketing questions

Will it open up new markets (geographic, demographic, subject) for us?

How does this technology impact on the existing mix of technologies both for
supporting and delivering teaching and for administrative/support systems?
Does this technology offer the necessary range or quality of functionality and

interoperability?

What are collaborators and competitors using? Why would we want to use the
same or a different system?

Finance questions

Is it a cost-effective solution in terms of capital and recurrent costs?
How do the anticipated costs compare with current technologies?
Will it displace any current services and associated costs?

Can we control and/or anticipate future costs?
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Technology questions

Is it a robust technical solution?

Is it emerging, ‘bleeding edge’, established or ‘twilight edge’?

How big is the user base?

How will users access support both locally and remotely?

Is this technology readily scalable?

Can we support/maintain this technology ourselves or will we be dependent
on an outside supplier? How dependent will this technology make us on

outside providers? To what risks are we exposed?

What infrastructure do we need to support this system? Do we have it
already? If not, what will it cost to develop?

What level of disruption will this technology bring to our operations?
Have we an exit strategy for this technology?
Intellectual property/Privacy questions

What implications does this technology have for intellectual property — both
our use of others’ IP in the technology itself, and others’ use of our learning
materials?

Does this technology bring with it any implications for student/staff privacy?

Conclusion

These six themes cover most of the strategic issues for which executives, and
only executives, can take responsibility. There are other important dimensions
of e-learning that executives should certainly understand and provide
leadership for. The full report addresses all of these. They include quality
assurance, instructional design and development, teaching and learning, staff
development, student support, assessment and moderation, and
technological infrastructure and support. Staff at other levels in an institution
can usually identify and address these issues, however. The purpose of this
project is to help you address the issues for which executives are uniquely
responsible.

11



Bibliography

Advanced Distributed Learning. (2004). SCORM Specifications. Retrieved
from ADL website 28.4.08: http://www.adlnet.gov/scorm/index.aspx.

Australasian Council on Open, Distance and e-learning (ACODE) (2005).
ACODE Benchmarks for the Use of Technology in Learning and Teaching.
Retrieved from the ACODE website 28.4.08:
http://www.acode.edu.au/aboutus/acodebenchmkwksp/default.ntm.

Auckland University of Technology. (2002). Strategic Plan 2002-2007.

Australian National Training Authority (ANTA). (2002). Quality assurance
information kit: training package support materials. Retrieved December 14,
2004 from Australian National Training Authority website:
http://www.anta.gov.au/images/publications/QA_kit.pdf.

Association of Staff in Tertiary Education (ASTE). (2004). Proposed standards
for e-education from the participants of the Professional Online Conference.
Retrieved December 3, 2004 from Association of Staff in Tertiary Education
website: http://www.aste.ac.nz/all/framespages/e-
learning/Proposed%20Standards%20(Final).pdf.

Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA). (2004). Educational design
and development for quality learning. Southern Cross University. Retrieved
December 10, 2004 from Australian Universities Quality Agency website:
http://www.auqga.edu.au/gp/search/detail.php?gp_id= 103 6.

Bay of Plenty Polytechnic. E Services. Retrieved on 26.04.08 from
http://www.boppoly.ac.nz/go/e-services/.

Barker, K. (2002). Canadian recommended e-learning guide (CanRegs).
Retrieved November 19, 2004 from FuturEd Inc website:
http://www.futured.com/pdf/CanREGs%20Eng.pdf.

Biggs, J. (2001). The reflective institution: assuring and enhancing the quality
of teaching and learning. Higher Education, 41(3), 221-238. Retrieved
December 2, 2004 from Academic Search Premier Database.

Butterfield, S., Chambers, M., Moseley, B., Prebble, T., Uys, P., &
Woodhouse, D. (1999). External quality assurance for the virtual institution.
New Zealand Universities Academic Audit Unit.

Chickering, A. W., & Gamson, Z. (1987). Seven principles for good practice in

undergraduate education. Retrieved 26.05.08 from AAHE Bulletin website:
http://aahebulletin.com/public/archive/sevenprinciples 1987.asp.

12



Chickering, A., & Ehrmann, S. (1996). Implementing the seven principles:
technology as a lever. Retrieved 26.04.08 from the Teaching, Learning, and
Technology Group website: http://www.tltgroup.org/programs/seven.html.

DETYA (Department of Education Training and Youth Affairs). (2000). The
Australian higher education quality assurance framework. Retrieved
December 13, 2004 from Department of Education, Training and Youth
Affairs, Higher Education Division website:
http://www.dest.gov.au/highered/occpaper/00g/00g.pdf.

E-learning Advisory Group (New Zealand). (2002). Highways and pathways:
exploring New Zealand's e-learning opportunities. Retrieved December 3,
2004 from Ministry of Education, Services for Tertiary Education
Organisations website: http://www.steo.govt.nz/download/e-learning.pdf.

European Institute for E-Learning, & Learning Innovations Forum
d'Innovations d'Apprentissage. (2004). Introducing the Open eQuality
Learning Standards. Retrieved December 10, 2004 from European Institute
for E-Learning website: http://www.eife-
l.org/observatory/quality/oeqls/intro/attach/OeQLs%20May%202004.pdf.

FLAG (Flexible Learning Advisory Group). (2002). Quality auditing of online
learning: a guide for AQTF auditors. Retrieved December 3, 2004 from
Australian Flexible Learning Framework website:
http://flexiblelearning.net.au/qualityaudit/qa_guidelines_3 loctober.doc.

Higgiins, A.H. & Prebble, T. Taking the Lead: Strategic management for E
Learning. AKO Aotearoa website: www. Akoaotearoa.ac.nz/taking the lead.
Retrieved 8 December 2008.

Higgins, A. H. (1998). Winds of Change and Paradigm Shifts:
Correspondence, Distance and Open Learning. Journal of Distance Learning
4, No 1 1998: 23-29.

Frontend.com. Why People can’t use e learning: What the eLearning Sector
needs to know about usability. (May 2001). Retrieved from;
http://infocentre.frontend.com/infocentre/articles/whypeoplecantuseelearning.
html, 26.04.08.

HEFCE (Higher Education Funding Council for England) & JISC (Joint
Information Systems Committee). HEFCE Strategy for e Learning. March
2005.

IMS Global Learning Consortium. IMS Technical Specifications. Retrieved
from IMS Global Learning Consortium website 28.4.08: www.imsproject.org.

Lai, K.-W., Pratt, K., & Grant, A. (2003). State of the art and trends in

distance, flexible, and open learning: a review of the literature. Retrieved
December 7, 2004 from University of Otago, Higher Education Development

13



Centre website:
http://hedc.otago.ac.nz/TLI/distance_learning_pdf/distance_lit_review.pdf.

Marshall, S. (2004). Determination of New Zealand tertiary institution e-
learning capability: an application of an e-learning maturity model. Retrieved
December 8, 2004 from Victoria University of Wellington, University Teaching
Development Centre website:
http://www.utdc.vuw.ac.nz/research/emm/documents/literature.pdf.

Marshall, 6 (2005-8) Publications relating to the eMM Model, retrieved 28.4.08
from the Victoria University website:
http://www.utdc.vuw.ac.nz/research/emm/Publications.shtml.

Massey University. (2001). Online Learning at Massey University: Report of
the Information Technology and Distance Education Taskforce, March 2001.
Massey University. Online Writing and Learning Link (OWLL). Retrieved from
the Massey University website 28.4.09: http://owll.massey.ac.nz/.

Ministry of Education. (2004). Interim tertiary e-learning framework. Retrieved
November 19, 2004 from Ministry of Education, Services for Tertiary
Education Organisations website:
http://www.steo.govt.nz/download/Interim%20Tertiary%?20e-
Learning%20Framework%20-%20web.pdf.

Montana State University — Bozeman. Learning Management System
Software for MSU System (Bozeman, MSU Northern, Gt. Falls COT, MSU
Billings). Retrieved from the MSU website 28.4.08:
www.montana.edu/wwwpw/Addendum6RFP0803LearningMgmtSystem12030
7.doc.

Neal, T. and S. Marshall (2008). Report on the Distance and Flexible
Education Capability Assessment of the New Zealand ITP Sector. Blended
Solutions. March 2008).

Nichols, M. (2002). Development of a quality assurance system for e-learning
projects. In A. Williams, C. Gunn, A. Young & T. Clear (Eds.), Proceedings of
the 19th Annual Conference of ASCILITE. Auckland, NZ: UNITEC University
of Auckland. Retrieved December 7, 2004 from Australasian Society for
Computers In Learning In Tertiary Education (ASCILITE) website:
http://www.ascilite.org.au/conferences/auckland02/proceedings/papers/004.p
df.

NorthTec. Flexible Learning. Retrieved on 26.04.08 from
http://www.northland.ac.nz/about_us.asp?pageid=648.

Oliver, R. (200la). Assuring the quality of online learning in Australian higher

education. In M. Wallace, A. Ellis & D. Newton (Eds.), Proceedings of Moving
Online Il Conference (pp. 222-231.). Lismore: Southern Cross University.

14



Oliver, R. (200Ib). Seeking best practice in online learning: flexible learning
toolboxes in the Australian VET sector. Australian Journal Of Educational
Technology, 17(2), 204-222.

Oliver, R. (2003). Exploring benchmarks and standards for assuring quality
online teaching and learning in higher education. Paper presented at the 16th
Open and Distance Learning Association of Australia Biennial Forum,
Canberra. Retrieved December 17, 2004 from
http://elrond.scam.ecu.edu.au/oliver/2003/odlaa.pdf.

Open and Distance Learning Quality Council, (last updated 2000). QDL QC
standards. Retrieved December 13, 2004 from Open and Distance Learning
Quality Council website: http://www.odlgc.org.uk/odlqgc/standard.htm.

Otago Polytechnic. Annual Report 2007. Retrieved on 26.04.08 from, Otago
Polytechnic Website / About / Corporate information / Annual Reports.

Perraton, H. & Lentell., H. (eds) (2004). Policy for Open and Distance
Learning. London and New York, Commonwealth of Learning, Routledge
Falmer.

Phipps, R. A. W., J.V., Merisotis, J.P. (1998). Assuring Quality in Distance
Learning: A preliminary review. Washington DC, Council for Higher Education
Accreditation. Retried from

Phipps, R. A., & Merisotis, J. P. (2000). Quality on the line: benchmarks for
success in internet-based education. Retrieved on 28.04.08 from The Institute
for Higher Education Policy website:
http://www.ihep.org/Publications/publications-detail.cfm?id=69.

The Open Polytechnic of New Zealand. Annual Report 2006. Retrieved on
26.04.08. from
http://www.openpolytechnic.ac.nz/aboutus/corporatepublications/annualreport
/index.

Te Wananga Awanuiarangi. Student services. Retrieved on 26.04.08 from
http://www.wananga.ac.nz/campuses/whakatane/Services.html.

Tertiary Accord of New Zealand (TANZ). Statement of Purpose. Retrieved on
26.04.08 from http://www.tanz.ac.nz/about_us/about_us.asp.

UCOL Annual Report 2006. Retrieved on 26.04.08 from
http://www.ucol.ac.nz/main.asp?page=50.

UNESCO (United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization).
(2002). Teacher education guidelines: using open and distance learning.
Retrieved December 14, 2004 from United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO) website:
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0012/001253/125396e.pdf.

15



University of Auckland. Teaching and Learning Plan. Retrieved on 26.04.08
from http://www.auckland.ac.nz/uoa/about/teaching/elearning/ .

University of Canterbury. Teaching and Learning Plan. Retrieved on 26.04.08
from http://www.teachlearn.canterbury.ac.nz/.

University of Otago. Learning and Teaching Plan. Retrieved 26.04.08. from
http://www.otago.ac.nz/about/official_documents.html#tlp.

Whitireia Community College. Annual Report 2006. Retrieved on 26.04.08
from
http://www.whitireia.ac.nz/page_display.php?category_id=1&subcategory_id=
O&page_id=252.

Wintec. Annual Report 2007. Retrieved on 26.04.08 from
http://www.wintec.ac.nz/.

16



