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Chapter 1 . Introduction 

Problem Statement 

Many universities around the country offer training in logistics. This training is designed for corporate 

logistics managers at transportation firms (railroads, air cargo handlers, freight forwarders, etc.) and 

corporations engaged in national, regional or worldwide commerce. Very few universities have programs 

that study the movement of freight from a transportation engineering perspective. 

On the other hand, most university transportation engineering courses include analyses of the effects of 

trucks on roadways:  the effect of truck weights on pavements, of truck turning radii on roadway 

geometric design or of truck speeds on congestion and highway safety.  Almost no one, however, takes a 

comprehensive look at the movement of freight from the time that it arrives at a port in the form of a 

shipping container, during its transshipment from drayage hauler to long distance truck or railroad, to the 

time that it is delivered to the retailer or factory.  

As a result, there is no truly complete program of coursework designed to teach freight oriented 

transportation engineering at just one university. The project described in this report aimed to remedy that 

situation by assembling relevant course material from freight transportation researchers at various UTCs 

into an on-line seminar in freight transportation engineering.  

The primary goal of this project was to provide university students and practicing professionals with the 

tools that they need for successful careers in this important area of transportation engineering in a cost-

effective manner. Our second goal was to demonstrate the ability of University Transportation Centers, 

with similar and complementary areas of expertise, to collaborate and pool resources, to develop a 

program of course work that would be beyond the ability of any one university to accomplish with its 

available resources.  

With the growth in the number of University Transportation Centers over the past decade, many UTCs 

have overlapping areas of expertise. Because our multi-UTC online seminar project involved the sharing 

of research ideas, approaches and findings, we expected to discover areas where the expertise at these 

UTCs could be complementary, which could lead to future collaborative, multi-university projects. 

According to one of the major project participants, Thomas O’Brien, Director of Research at the Center 
for International Trade and Transportation at California State University, Long Beach, (CSLUB) and 

Associate Director, CSLUB Programs, for the METRANS UTC, we met and exceeded our goals. Tom 

said:  “the focus is on engineering which is understandable but I think one of the strengths of our format 
was how truly interdisciplinary it ended up being with more broad-based interest (even beyond the 

classroom)." 

We succeeded in demonstrating the feasibility of the online seminar for simultaneous multi-university 

education and also its advantages, made possible by economies of scale and scope, and by the synergy 

created when a diversity of participants can talk to each other in real time. 
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Background 

A few UTCs in the federal UTC program have been working with their local and regional partners to 

conduct research and develop educational materials that address freight transportation problems.  Three of 

these, in addition to Transportation Northwest (TransNow)
1
, stand out: The National Center for Freight 

and Infrastructure Research and Education (CFIRE
)2 

at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, 

METRANS
3 

at the University of Southern California (USC)-Los Angeles and the Southwest Region 

University Transportation Center (SWUTC)
4 

at Texas A&M University (TAMU). 

This project investigated the feasibility of developing a Multi-UTC program of courses in freight 

transportation by developing a pilot, graduate seminar that could be offered to students at the UTC 

institutions for course credit by their respective graduate transportation programs.  The seminar was 

developed by faculty and other affiliated experts from each of the four UTCs and offered on-line during 

the 2010-11 academic year in the form of eight simultaneous video-conference sessions.  The research 

funding for this pilot project, provided by TransNow, was used to plan, design and implement the first on-

line Multi-UTC shared seminar.  TransNow Director, Professor Nancy L. Nihan, was the PI responsible 

for organizing and implementing this initial effort with faculty and staff support from the three other 

UTCs.  

Objectives 

This collaborative education project ultimately converged on the following objectives: 

1. Develop a concise, focused freight transportation seminar designed for future transportation 

engineers, urban planners, and other transportation students who are interested in freight 

operations. 

2. Collect the material on freight transportation available from various UTCs working in the area 

and make it available on-line to a wide audience. 

3. Demonstrate the ability of UTCs to collaborate to collectively develop and offer a program of 

interdisciplinary courses that no individual UTC would be justified to offer, based on level of 

effort and student demand, in offering. 

Approach 

Development 

During the initial scoping phase of the project the four UTCs worked together to develop a seminar 

theme, a schedule, and to assign responsibilities to each UTC for video-class sessions.  TransNow was 

responsible for scheduling, coordinating, and collecting participant surveys for these sessions.  

Initial conversations suggested a strong interest in sharing knowledge and experience regarding creating 

and maintaining relationships with regional agencies, corporations, and institutions. For example, the 

Pacific Northwest has a strong history of developing effective cooperative groups to lead freight 

initiatives, which TransNow could showcase, including the Puget Sound Freight Mobility Roundtable, the 

Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board (FMSIB) and Whatcom County’s International Mobility and 
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Trade Corridor (IMTC).  Furthermore, METRANS has been very effective in working with various cities 

in Southern California, and CFIRE organized the Mid-America Freight Coalition. Consequently, an 

important element of the course development phase was the intended involvement of such experts in the 

delivery phase 

Delivery 

The second phase of the pilot project involved offering the shared video classes in the first few months of 

2011. Each participating university could offer course credit to students in their individual transportation 

graduate programs for an existing class in its current curriculum. The average expected enrollment was 

five or six students from each UTC for a total class size of 20 to 24 students. 

The shared freight seminar consisted of eight 1½-hour classes offered via video conference during a 

common time for all four UTCs.  Each class featured a presentation by subject matter experts associated 

with one of the UTCs (including their affiliate partners) and an interactive question/answer session 

involving the participants from multiple universities.   

Evaluation and Reporting 

The final phase of the project involved the following tasks: 

1. Collect and analyze participant survey data. 

2. Conduct an evaluation of the project, using these results, reviewer’s comments, and additional 
feedback received from UTCs, stakeholders, and other interested parties. 

3. Develop recommendations for future use of shared UTC resources for collaborative Multi-UTC 

education projects. 

4. Prepare and distribute a TransNow report covering the above tasks. 

Expected Benefits 

This project was expected to: 

1. Provide students with access to experts in the field of freight transportation that would be 

prohibitively expensive to assemble in person for this amount of time. 

2. Pool UTC resources and expertise to increase the breadth of material available on this important 

subject. 

3. Pool UTC resources to economically develop a course that would be out of reach for any single 

UTC to develop. 

4. Reach more students at less cost per student 

5. Provide a model for future collaborative UTC efforts 
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Participating UTCs and Their University Consortia (AY 2010-

2011): 

1. Transportation Northwest [TransNow] – University of Washington (UWA)-Seattle and 

Washington State University (WSU) 

2. National Center for Freight and Infrastructure Research and Education (CFIRE) – University of 

Wisconsin(UWI)-Madison, Milwaukee, and Superior, University of Illinois-Chicago, University 

of Toledo
5 

3. METRANS Transportation Center– University of Southern California (USC)-Los Angeles and 

California State University, Long Beach (CSULB) 

4. Southwest Region University Transportation Center (SWUTC) – Texas A&M University 

(TAMU)-College Station, University of Texas at Austin (UT), Texas Southern University (TSU) 
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Chapter 2 . Literature Review 

Modes of Delivery in Education 

There are two ways a teacher can interact with a student: in person or at a distance. Face-to-face teaching 

has been the traditional way of teaching university students, but sometimes distance teaching is either 

necessary or better than face-to-face. 

Traditionally distance learning meant mailed materials and lectures on radio or television, but the Internet 

has created new ways to teach at a distance. 

By 1999, a published article found: 

One of the most dramatic developments over the past few years has been the establishment 

of ‘on-line’ degree-granting universities. This is occurring in at least three different ways: 

(i) some universities with little or no physical facilities intend for distance education to the 

major method of delivery (an example is the University of Phoenix); (ii) many established 

universities are developing ‘on-line’ presences to extend access to existing programs; and 

(iii) established universities are forming alliances or consortia to extend access to programs 

and conserve resources (examples are the Southern Regional Electronic Campus and the 

Western Governors’ University). These programs offer undergraduate and graduate degree 

programs as well as certificate and other non-credit courses. At present, at least 3700 college 

level courses (including about 150 health-related courses) are ‘on-line’ through over 100 

different institutions.6 

University of Washington faculty have been active in using the Internet for distance learning, offering 

many Internet courses and short programs, nineteen Internet certificate programs, and thirteen masters 

degree programs where course credit can be earned online.
7 

The State of Washington has created an accredited university that is 100% online, the WGU (Western 

Governors University) Washington, which awards bachelors and masters degrees.
8 

Other universities have teamed up to put courses on the Internet. For example, in 2000, Oxford joined 

Princeton, Stanford and Yale in a joint venture to develop distance-learning courses via the Internet. 

Charles Junkerman, Associate Provost and Dean of Continuing Studies at Stanford, said the future of 

distance-learning remains uncertain. "This is completely unknown territory," he said.
9 

The number of online university courses has exploded since 2000; few, if any, universities offer no online 

coursework. In fact, at least 450 university courses are offered online, free for anyone to download, from 

prestigious universities such as Stanford, MIT, and Yale.
10 

The paradigm for university distance learning on the Internet has been video-recorded lectures posted 

online, with little or no opportunity for teachers and students to interact.  
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Our project took Internet learning one step further, by streaming presentations online as they were 

happening, with simultaneous interaction among students and faculty at four different universities. The 

format of this Multi-UTC shared on-line seminar is described below. 

Multi-UTC Format 

This course was a combination of both classroom and online learning, i.e., blended learning
11

. There are 

multiple forms of blended learning but the one most similar to the Multi-UTC seminar is known as the 

online lab, which refers to an online course that is delivered in a physical classroom or computer lab.
12 

In the Multi-UTC seminar, students, faculty, and transportation professionals at each location met at the 

same time to hear a presentation, which was followed by a question and answer period, a type of 
13 14

synchronous learning, which has been shown to increase student motivation and interest. The other 

form of learning that this course offered was collaborative learning. Collaborative learning occurs when 

groups of people share knowledge and learn from one another
15

. 

To the best of our knowledge, the combined learning approach used in the Multi-UTC project has not 

been tried before. This type of on-line collaborative, synchronous learning between transportation 

students, faculty, and professionals at multiple UTCs is unique and worth studying. If successful, this type 

of interactive learning approach will allow students from multiple universities, across the nation, to: 

1. hear and interact with experts who are specialists in the different parts of the field, and, thus, 

expand their knowledge 

2. engage in interactive discussions among students, faculty, and transportation professionals at 

other universities and , therefore, gain new perspectives. 
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Chapter 3 . Course Development, Delivery, and Evaluation 

Phase 1.  Preliminary Planning Tasks 

Shared core course 

The Multi-UTC distance learning project had to coordinate different time zones, class schedules, and 

quarter and/or semester breaks among the four different host universities. We used preliminary video 

conferencing sessions with the other UTC faculty and their IT experts to work together to solve problems 

and produce the core video-seminar sessions. 

We were able to arrange 8 consecutive 80-minute video sessions, which comprised the shared core of 

Multi-UTC classes.  As part of the original planning process, a list of potential back-up speakers was 

developed for each session. This turned out to be a significant factor in the subsequent course delivery, 

since a last-minute replacement of the planned speaker for TAMU had to be recruited. A back-up speaker 

from UWA helped us make a smooth and seamless transition. The original and final schedules of 

speakers and host UTCs are shown in Figures 3-1 and 3-2. 

Speakers were asked to limit their presentations to 40 minutes, allowing time for introductions and a 

shared Q&A session each week. Speakers were also asked to provide a list of reading materials 2 weeks 

before the presentation and a copy of the presentation slides one or two days in advance so that the 

participants at each port could have a local screening of the slides during the presentation and could read 

relevant material prior to the interactive session. 

Independent incorporation in each UTC curriculum 

Each of the four participating UTCs had considerable flexibility in how they incorporated the core classes 

in their site-specific transportation programs. The following choices were made: 

1. UWA offered the seminar as 1 credit of a 3-credit course Winter Quarter, 2011; 

2. UWI offered it as a 1-credit core course in CFIRE’s Transportation Management & Policy (TMP) 

certificate program, Spring Semester, 2011; 

3. USC offered it as a free weekly seminar with no scheduled course credits; and 

4. TAMU offered a single video class (Session 7) as a free 80 minute seminar. 

Figure 3.1 gives the initial schedule of video sessions. 

Although SWTC was able to connect its faculty and students for the seventh interactive video session, it 

was not able to host this session as planned, because the planned speaker could not be available at the 

TAMU location and, therefore, had to be replaced. Consequently, the UWA served as the replacement 

host for Video Session 7, while the TAMU students and faculty joined the session on-line. Figure 3.2 

shows the revised schedule for this video presentation. 
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Figure 3-1.  Initial Schedule of Shared Video-Class Sessions 
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     Figure 3-2. Revised Schedule of Shared Video-Class Sessions 
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Phase 2.  Course Delivery 

Session Components 

Preparation Components 

The speakers were contacted well in advance and asked to provide the following items prior to their 

presentation dates. 

1. An abstract and reading list (1½-2 weeks before the presentation). 

2. A copy of their presentation slides and/or other visual aids (2-3 days before the presentation). 

Each UTC was responsible for setting up the slide presentation locally on one of their screens so that the 

participants at each location could: 

1. follow the slide presentation on one screen and 

2. simultaneously see & hear the speaker and participants from other UTC locations, plus 

3. review the slide presentation again later on. 

Students from UTCs who read the suggested readings prior to the live presentation were well-prepared for 

the Q&A exchanges during the last part of each video class, which led to some lively and very interesting 

discussions. 

Delivery Components 

Each 80 minute video session had three components that were scheduled to use the following time 

intervals: 

1. Introductions of participants from each UTC (10-15 min.) 

2. Presentation by speaker at the host university (30-40 min.) 

3. Question and answer section with alternate questions from each UTC in a round-robin format 

(15-30 min) 

Problems: 

Technical. 

 One of the participating UTCs had equipment that was not completely compatible with the 

Polycom systems used by the other ports. We had some initial problems getting successful 

connections with them. 

 Microphones that were turned on at individual desks at one UTC location caused audio problems 

when audience participants were having independent discussions during a presentation. 
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Organizational. 

 Semester vs. Quarter and Different Time Zones: Finding a class hour that was open for all 

locations at the same time was a challenge.  The fact that it was a graduate seminar helped. 

 Compatible subject area: TAMU’s freight emphasis was logistics, which was not directly 

focused on the selected seminar topic. They could only offer to host one session. Unfortunately, 

as it turned out, the scheduled speaker for that session had to be replaced, but the TAMU students 

and faculty still participated that day’s video session. 

 Timely receipt of reading lists and PP slides: Some speakers were late in getting materials to 

UTC participants. 

Advantages. 

Technical. 

 Video presentations: METRANS and TransNow were able to prepare copies of some of the 

video presentations that could be posted and shared publicly. 

Organizational. 

 Good speakers: We had a fairly large pool of excellent speakers and experts to draw from. 

 Economies of scale:  We had economies of scale with regard to individual faculty effort required 

and number of students reached, etc. 

 Economies of scope: We reached a broader spectrum of freight-related regional issues. 

 Interactive learning: The seminar provided a platform for interactive discussions among UTC 

participants and a chance for students to meet other students and professionals in the field. 

Phase 3. Evaluation 

A computer survey with 4 basic questions was sent to participants after each session. Most, but not all of 

the participants completed the survey. 

Participant Survey Questions for Each Video Session 

The following 4 questions were included in each survey: 

1. Strengths. For Video Session #i, briefly identify 1-3 of the session's greatest strengths and the 

impact of each on the value/effectiveness of this entire video session. 

2. Areas for Improvement. For the same video session, briefly identify 1-3 aspects that caused 

problems and why each was an important problem for the session's effectiveness and/or 

enjoyment. 

3. Overall Session Rating. On a scale of 0-5, where a score of 5 represents a performance 

evaluation of "Truly Excellent" and 0 represents a rating of "Frustrating Waste of Time", how 

would you rate this Video Session? 
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4. (Optional) Please suggest any changes that could alleviate problems identified in Question 2, 

which you believe would be feasible for the host UTC and its facilitators to implement in future 

classes. 

The results for the first three questions were analyzed and used as an evaluation tool for assessing the 

strengths, weaknesses, and overall success of each video session and the program as a whole. Comments 

received in response to the final, optional, question were reviewed during the course delivery and, when 

possible, suggested improvements, which could be implemented in time for subsequent classes, were 

made. 

Questions 1 and 2: Cited Strengths and Areas for Improvement Analyzed by 

Category. 

Session Category 1:  Speaker Presentations and Materials 

Citations that addressed areas that were part of the speaker’s presentation and materials were given the 

Category 1 label, A. These included: 

 A short list of reading materials and their sources for students to access at least one-week before 

the scheduled presentation. 

 A copy of the presentation slides and/or visual aids sent to each UTC facilitator 24 hours before 

the scheduled presentation. 

 The presentation itself and the speaker’s performance during the Q&A interactions. 

Session Category 2:  Audience Participation and Interaction: 

Citations that addressed the audience participation and interaction component of the session were given 

the Category 2 label, B. These included: 

 Level of audience preparation. 

 Level of audience attention and participation. 

 Contributions and/or distractions created by the audience interaction. 

Session Category 3:  Video Conference Technology 

Citations that addressed the video conference technology were given the Category 3 label, C. These 

included: 

 Advantages that the use of this technology created that could not otherwise be realized. 

 Technical problems that created distractions. 

Session Category 4:  Overall Class Format 

Citations that addressed the overall class format were given the Category 4 label, D. These included: 
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 The choices made by each UTC with respect to how the core video classes were included in their 

individual curriculums. 

 The mutually selected course topic. 

 Class structure and organization of assigned tasks for speakers, UTC facilitators and students. 

 The creation of back-up systems to facilitate the smooth delivery of the classes. These were part 

of the preliminary planning effort and included 

o a list of potential back-up speakers, 

o practice runs with the video connections, and 

o , at the TransNow location, a planned preparation time of 30 minutes, immediately before 

the class, to check the video connections and any other potential problems that might 

arise. 

Question 3: Overall Session Ratings 

The participants were asked to rate each completed session on a scale from 0 to 5, with 0 representing the 

most negative rating and 5 the most positive. This is the scale that most students and faculty are 

accustomed to using for class evaluations. 

Page 22 of 101 



 

   

     

       

    

      

  

     

  

   

 

 

     

     

     

 

 

    

Chapter 4 . Survey Responses for Each Video Session 

A description and analysis of survey results for the eight individual video sessions is given here. The 

information for each session is presented in three parts: 

1. Results. Respondent answers to the standard survey questions are shown first and then 

graphically summarized in a 5- or 6-page figure. 

2. Summary and Analysis. A summarized list of these results with corresponding qualitative 

analyses is presented next. 

3. Bottom Line. A paragraph that identifies the most important point or lesson-learned from this 

session. 

Video Session 1 

Our speaker for Session 1 was Greg Shelton, Director Global Trade, Transportation & Logistics (GTTL) 

Studies at the University of Washington. His topic was “Global Transportation Trends and their Potential 
Impact on West Coast Port Competitiveness.” The TransNow UTC at the University of Washington, 

Seattle was the session host. 

Results 

Figure 4-1, “Survey Results, Video Session 1" presents the survey results for this first video session. 
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   Figure 4-1. Survey Results, Video Session 1 (6 pages) 
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Figure 4-1, Continued- 1 
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Figure 4-1, Continued- 2 
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Figure 4-1, Continued- 3 
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Figure 4-1, Continued- 4 
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Figure 4-1, Continued- 5 
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Summary and Analysis 

The results for Session 1 and their general interpretations are summarized below. 

 This first-ever session had the most technical problems, which negatively impacted survey responses 

from the 19 participants who responded to our survey. These included open microphones at two of the 

UTC's (METRANS and CFIRE); audience conversations picked up by these microphones were 

broadcast to all participating universities. 

 This was the only session with one very low overall rating (1.0), and it also had the fewest very high 

ratings (5.0); see Figure 4-13: Session Ratings for All Eight Shared Multi-UTC Classes. 

 Session 1 had the lowest mean overall rating (3.61) and also the second highest standard deviation 

(0.85), the result of low ratings from participants at universities which were most affected by 

technical problems and higher ratings from participants at universities that were less affected by 

technical problems. 

 If we omit the one very low evaluation of the session (1.0), by far the lowest evaluation of any of the 

eight sessions, all ratings would have been 3.0 or better, including 4 participants who gave the session 

a 4.0 overall rating and 3 who gave the session even higher ratings. It is clear that this one very 

dissatisfied participant had a significant impact on statistical outcomes for Session 1. 

 In their comments, participants mentioned the presenter and his materials as positive factors 21 times 

and there were 13 positive comments about audience participation and interaction. Participants made 

15 favorable comments about the Multi-UTC Q&A format. The video conferencing technology was 

cited as strength 6 times and as an area needing improvement 14 times. 

 The overall class format was cited as strength 15 times and as an area needing improvement only 

once; clearly the participants liked the idea of a Multi-UTC online seminar. 

Bottom Line 

We had two goals for each of our sessions: (1.) to educate our students, and (2.) to develop the concept of 

a Multi-UTC online seminar from an idea to a reality, and although flawed, Session 1 was a success both 

as an educational experience and as a Multi-UTC online seminar proof of concept; participants gave the 

presentation good ratings, technical glitches did not prevent the seminar delivery, and we learned from 

our mistakes. 
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Video Session 2 

Our speaker for Session 2 was Michael Vanderbeek, the Manager of Strategic Planning, at the Port of 

Long Beach, CA. His topic was “Port-Related Sustainable Economic Development." The METRANS 

UTC at the University of Southern California was the session host. 

Results 

Figure 4-2, "Survey Results, Video Session 2" presents the survey results for this video session. 
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Figure 4-2.  Survey Results, Video Session 2 (5 pages) 
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Figure 4-2, Continued- 1 
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Figure 4-2, Continued- 3 
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Summary and Analysis 

The results for Session 2 and their general interpretations are summarized below. 

 There were fewer technical problems during Session 2, but there were still some, and one UTC 

(METRANS) continued to leave all its microphones open, so their casual conversations were 

broadcast to all the other universities, which was an unwanted distraction. 

 Speaker presentation and materials were cited as strengths twice as often as they were cited as 

areas needing improvement. The speaker gave a very informative and professionally delivered 

presentation. 

 The video technology was cited as an area needing improvement 13 times and as a strength only 

2 times, reflecting the participants' dissatisfaction with continuing technical glitches, especially 

the consequences of the open microphones at one university (USC) and the lack of local access to 

the speaker’s PowerPoint Slides. 

 Overall ratings were: 3.0 (4 participants), 4.0 (14 participants), and 5.0 (2 participants), indicating 

a consensus among participants that the session was a success; 80% of the participants gave 

Session 2 overall ratings of 4.0 or better. 

 Several of the cited areas of improvements, which respondents identified as technical problems 

were due to problems with the speaker’s slides. 

 There were too many slides in the original, extremely large, file the presenter tried to send out 

prior to his presentation. 

 Each speaker was asked to send their slides and/or other visuals prior to their assigned video 

session so that each UTC could display these locally during the presentation, allowing them to 

coordinate with the speaker more easily. Unfortunately, the slides for this video session were not 

received in time to do this. 

 Because of the time it took to edit the collection of slides down to a manageable size, the slides 

for Session 2 were not received at the universities in time for effective coordination between the 

speaker and those who controlled the slides at each university. Too often the result was a dis-

synchronization between speaker and slide which confused the affected participants and so 

diminished the value of the visual aids in the overall presentation. 

 Again, we see the value of enhanced professionalism in the technical side of the online seminar 

production, and also the importance of long lead times for busy speakers, as well as clear 

understandings between speakers and seminar producers re: speakers' time schedules. 

 The second speaker spoke too long and so did not allow enough time for questions. 

 Although the TransNow UTC Director advised the speaker of the time limit and its importance 

for a satisfactory multi-university Q&A session, and this was repeated well in advance of the 

video session, the speaker's presentation was still too long. 

 The presentation was expected to last 30-40 minutes, but it ran 10 minutes over-time. As a result, 

each of the three participating UTC sites had only enough time to ask one question during the 
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Q&A session, and then the speaker's long answers used up the rest of the available time, so there 

was no possibility of follow-up or conversations among the universities. 

 The session started three minutes late (due to minor technical problems at the METRANS site); 

however, the time for introductions from each UTC was cut to allow for that delay. Accordingly, 

the speaker started in time to meet the presentation-time requirement, but failed to do so until 

reminded twice. 

 Consequently, Session 2 failed to realize the potential of a multi-university online seminar. It was 

mostly a webinar; the speaker spoke and the audience listened. 

 Our experience in later sessions demonstrated the importance of facilitating conversation among 

participants at different universities, sharing their diverse information, experience, ideas, points of 

view, questions, and answers. This interaction is what makes an online seminar different from, 

and better than, a webinar. 

 The most important lesson to be learned from our experience in Session 2 is that speakers must 

understand that their presentations have to stop at the scheduled time imposed by the students' 

class schedules, and there must be someone at the local end with the capability, including the 

authority, to remind the speaker that time is running out and, ultimately, that time is up. 

Otherwise, the seminar can implode into a speech by the speaker, with no opportunity to exploit 

the values of the two-way video connections among the participating universities. 

Bottom Line 

In spite of glitches, our students had a successful educational experience and we learned a valuable lesson 

regarding how to produce a multi-university online seminar: the importance of allowing a meaningful 

amount of time for the audience to participate. 

Without ample time for this type of multi-UTC interaction, the "seminar" is just a webinar and so the 

participants do not receive the unique educational value of multi-university participation in real time. 
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Video Session 3 

Our speaker for Session 3 was Eric Reinelt, Director, Port of Milwaukee, WI.  His topic was "Port of 

Milwaukee and Great Lakes Shipping." The CFIRE UTC at the University of Wisconsin, Madison was 

the session host. 

Results 

Figure 4-3, "Survey Results, Video Session 3" presents the survey results for this video session. 
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Figure 4-3.  Survey Results, Video Session 3 (5pages) 
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Figure 4-3, Continued- 1 
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Figure 4-3, Continued- 2 

Figure 4.3, Continued- 1 

Figure 4-3, Continued- 3 
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Summary and Analysis 

The results for Session 3 and their general interpretations are summarized below. 

 As happened in Session 1, there was one outlier who gave us an Overall Session rating that was 

much lower than the ratings we received from any of the other participants: 2.5, compared to one 

3.5 rating and seven ratings of 4.0 or better, including three perfect 5.0 ratings (8 total ratings).  

 The speaker did not use visual aids and this was cited as an area needing improvement by 8 of the 

16 respondents. 

 As usual, speaker presentation and materials were the mostly frequently cited strength (27 of 56 

total cites to strengths). It's clear that a good speaker is essential for a good online seminar. 

 The second most frequently cited strength was the overall class format (17 cites). 

 Audience and participation and interaction were cited 9 times. 

 Video Conferencing Technology wasn't mentioned by most participants (only 3 strength cites and 

2 area-for-improvement cites). By this point, we had made good progress technically, although 

we still had our problems, especially camerawork (focusing in too tightly on the speakers, and 

then moving the camera to stay centered on the speaker); some participants complained about this 

constant motion in their improvement cites.  It’s clear that time and money spent on professional 

audio-video is time and money well spent. 

Bottom Line 

There was more audience participation in Session 3, and many participants commented favorably about 

this. We think more research will confirm that the online seminar, with a lot of Q&A and free form 

conversations among participants, is a more effective teaching format that the webinar, because the 

students are more engaged when they can participate. We think one reason the students were more 

involved was because they felt more ownership of a process that they could actively participate in. 

Parts of a multi-university online seminar can be video cuts between or among tight shots of the presenter 

and one or more people at other universities, talking informally among themselves. 

A fact that may be obvious, but should be stated, is this: the students who actually asked questions got 

individualized instruction, one-on-one with the speaker, something that could never happen in a webinar. 
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Video Session 4 

Our speaker for Session 4 was Assistant Professor Anne Goodchild, Department of Civil & 

Environmental Engineering, University of Washington.. Her topic was "Marine Terminal and Drayage 

Coordination (using GPS data)." The TransNow UTC at the University of Washington, Seattle was the 

session host. 

Results 

Figure 4-4, “Survey Results, Video Session 4" presents the survey results for this video session. 
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     Figure 4-4: Survey Results, Video Session 4 (6 pages) 
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Figure 4-4, Continued- 1 
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Summary and Analysis 

The results for Session 4 and their general interpretations are summarized below. 

 Our fourth speaker really established a personal connection with many of the participants; in their 

survey responses, many of them refer to her by her first name, instead of as "the presenter." For 

example, two of four strength citations by participant #8 use her name, "Ann[e]," as in, "Ann's 

slides were clear and concise." Participant 16 wrote: "Anne is an engaging presenter." 

 Establishing this kind of personal connection with the students is clearly very important, and it's 

equally clear that many of our speakers were able to use their classroom skills effectively in the 

online seminar environment. 

 Twenty-seven participants cited areas of strength in the speaker presentation and materials 

category (80% of all cites in this category), while only seven participants (20%), including the 

speaker herself, made improvement cites in this category. 

 Over 80% of the audience participation and interaction cites were strengths (9 of 11). 

 Regarding an area that still needed improvement, Participant 2 expressed the frustration that 

many participants shared with this comment: "METRANS had its microphones on during the 

presentation which made it hard to hear what Anne was saying even though she was in the same 

room as us."  Fortunately, this was the last session with an open microphone problem. 

 Unfortunately, one university (USC) lost its connection to the online seminar at the halfway point 

and was unable to reconnect. It's clear that reliable Internet connections are essential for 

successful online seminar production. 

 Participant 17 (citing a strength) wrote: "very helpful to my project." This is an example of the 

role that personal relevance played in participant evaluation of presentations. 

 Participant 17 also made a thoughtful suggestion: "Requiring sideshow presentations would be 

useful because it is easier for the student to review a presentation and be reminded of the topics 

discussed." We agree! 

Bottom line 

By our fourth session, we had progressed to the point where we could begin to realize the potential of the 

online seminar as a cost-effective way to simultaneously teach students at multiple universities. 

The speaker demonstrated what she has absorbed about active and interactive learning during her work 

with Professor Nihan on another, concurrent, multi-UTC educational research project.
16 

She established a 

personal connection with the audience participants at the very beginning of her talk, and continued to 

interact with them throughout the 80-minute session. 
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Video Session 5 

Our speaker for Session 5 was Tom O'Brien, Associate Director, METRANS and Director of Research, 

Center for International Trade and Transportation, CSULB. His topic was “Institutional Issues and Port 

Mitigation Policies.” The METRANS UTC at the University of Southern California, Los Angeles was 

the session host. 

Results 

Figure 4-5, “Survey Results, Video Session 5" presents the survey results for this video session. 
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   Figure 4-5. Survey Results, Video Session 5 (5 pages) 
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Summary and Analysis 

The results for Session 5 and their general interpretations are summarized below. 

 Our fifth speaker, an urban planner, presented material on ports from a different perspective. His 

presentation was outstanding; Participant 11 wrote: "well thought out presentation," and 

Participant 15 commented: "I thought this was one of the best session[s] we have had so far," and 

we agree with both comments. 

 A consistent finding across all eight sessions was the importance of the speaker to the success of 

the seminar. 

 In their survey responses, 16 of the Session 5 participants made a total of 26 strength cites in the 

"speaker presentation and materials" category and there were only 6 areas of improvement cited 

re this session category, a favorable to unfavorable ratio of more than 4-to-1; so it is not 

surprising that the seminar itself received an overall rating of 4.13; 13 of 16 ratings were 4.0 or 

higher, including 4 perfect 5.0 ratings. 

 Overall class format was cited favorably 10 times and unfavorably only 2 times. 

 Audience participation and interaction was cited only 3 times, once as a strength and twice as an 

area for improvement. We think this small number of cites is due to the fact that by now, 

participants took audience participation for granted. 

 In Session 5, for the first time, METRANS had their audience microphones turned off, and they 

stayed off for Sessions 6-8, but video conference technology was still cited as an area for 

improvement more times than it was cited as a strength: 5 to 2. 

 It isn't logically consistent for participants to praise the opportunity to see and talk with people at 

other universities but not to cite video conferencing technology as a strength. We think few 

participants cited technology because when it works, we take it for granted. 

 One negative citation is worth noting (Participant 2): "The camera could have been zoomed out 

again because the top of Tom's head was cut off." Again, we see a common problem with camera 

operators: they tend to zoom in too tight on the speaker's face and then pan and tilt too often, so 

as to stay with the speaker when he or she moves; this constant motion can make viewers seasick. 

Best practice is to zoom out to at least a medium shot, allowing the speaker to move around in the 

frame without having to pan or tilt to maintain the shot. 

Bottom line 

Session 5 was the best yet. We had an excellent speaker and few technical glitches; many participants 

wrote about how interesting and valuable the seminar was. By now, we were beginning to fulfill the 

potential of the online seminar to elevate education to a new dimension, with enhanced value for the 

students. 
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Video Session 6 

Our speaker for Session 6 was Pat Ries, Commercial Manager for Consolidated Grain and Barge. His 

topic was "Grain Movements on the Inland Waterway Network.". The CFIRE UTC at the University of 

Wisconsin, Madison was the session host. 

Results 

Figure 4-6, “Survey Results, Video Session 6" presents the survey results for this video session. 
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Figure 4-6.  Survey Results, Video Session 6 (5 pages) 
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Summary and Analysis 

The results for Session 6 and their general interpretations are summarized below. 

 Session 6 was another excellent session, according to participant feedback. Every overall rating 

was 3.0 or better; 11 of 14 participants rated the session 4.0 or better, including 3 perfect 5.0 

ratings. 

 There were 32 cited strengths (23 of these were in the speaker presentation and materials 

category), compared to only 14 cites for areas needing improvement, 12 of which were in the 

speaker presentation and materials category. Only two participants cited video conference 

technology, one as a strength and the other as an area needing improvement. Overall class format 

was cited as a strength  9 times and as an area needing improvement only once; audience 

participation and interaction wasn't cited at all. 

 Our conclusion is that by now participants were basically taking the online seminar format for 

granted and focused their comments on the presentation itself, and this is a good thing; ideally, 

delivery technology would be transparent, a glitch-free experience centered on content and 

interaction, and not on the technology itself. 

 It is important to remember that we had two completely different goals for our multi-UTC online 

freight seminar: one was to experiment with mult-site online teaching in real time, and the other 

was to give our students an overview of freight mobility as a process, from different perspectives. 

 Both of our goals were achieved. Despite the kind of technical glitches anyone would expect in a 

first-time proof of concept experiment, we showed that a multi-university seminar can be done 

and can be a valuable learning experience that is also a cost-effective use of speakers' time. We 

also gave our students a unique and valuable view of freight mobility as a system. 

 Participants consistently praised this diversity of teachers and students. In Video Session 6, 

Participant 11 wrote: "[the Session provided] insight from the non-academic/non-public sector. 

Another side of the picture of freight," and Participant 6 wrote: "I for one am completely grateful 

for the diversity of topics offered in this class. These were great slices of instruction." Participant 

14 cited as a strength: "The ability to use this type of technology to learn about a freight topic that 

is often overlooked." 

 And once again, the crucial role that reliable video technology plays in the success of a multi-

university online seminar was underscored by the technical glitches that continued to be problems 

for our experiment. Participant 2 wrote: "Work out the IT problems! I understand that technology 

will always have hiccups, but it is unfortunate that we have to stop a presenter in the middle of 

their speech due to the lost [video] connection." It is even more unfortunate when video 

connections are lost and cannot be restored; one lesson we learned the hard way was that reliable 

connections  are essential for successful real-time interaction among universities. 

Bottom line 

By Session 6, our participants were usually able to focus attention on the seminar itself without being 

distracted by problems with the delivery technology, and so our students were able to benefit fully from 

the presentation and the interaction among participants. 
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Video Session 7 

Our speaker for Session 7 was Research Assistant Professor Ed McCormack, Department of Civil & 

Environmental Engineering, University of Washington. His topic was "Freight Security: 

Borders/Customs/Technology". The TransNow UTC at the University of Washington, Seattle was the 

session host. 

Results 

Figure 4-7, “Survey Results, Video Session 7" presents the survey results for this video session. 
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Figure 4-7. Survey Results, Video Session 7 (6 pages) 
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Summary and Analysis 

The results for Session 7 and their general interpretations are summarized below. 

 Through Sessions 1-6, we had many glitches, and not every participant was able to see every 

minute of every online seminar, but we never experienced a problem so big it threatened to cancel 

the session. Our luck ran out at Video Session 7; the scheduled speaker became unavailable at the 

last minute. 

 We knew, at the start, that a last-minute emergency backup speaker might be needed for some 

session, and we had one ready: Assistant. Prof. Ed McCormack (UWA) was ready to step in at 

the last minute, and he did splendidly. Under areas for improvement, Participant 2 wrote: "None, 

great presentation," and we agree. Ed even had materials ready. Our emergency backup 

contingency plan worked exactly as planned. 

 As usual, the distribution of Overall Session ratings was skewed to the right, with 2 "fair" ratings 

(both 2.0), 4 "good" ratings (all 3.0), 9 "very good" ratings (all 4.0), another rating at 4.5. and five 

perfect 5.0 "excellent" ratings (almost 25% of all 21 ratings). 

 The Overall Rating mean was 3.88 and the standard deviation was 0.90, so the mean was a 

statistically insignificant less than 5% of a standard deviation below an "A" grade, 4.0. 

 One conclusion we can draw is giving participants a choice of 11 different Overall Session 

ratings (from 0. 0 up to 5.0 by half points of 0.5) may offer more choices than are needed; most 

participants reported integer ratings (2.0 through 5.0). so it might make sense to offer ratings on a 

1 to 5 point scale (six total choices). 

 There were 60 strength cites and only 24 cites for areas for improvement. 

 Over 50% of all favorable cites (31 of 60) were in the "Speaker Presentation and Materials" 

category, confirming our opinion that the back-up speaker made a fine presentation, and also yet 

another data point demonstrating that the speaker is the single most important factor in the 

success of a particular session. 

 Video Conference Technology got 6 strength cites and was cited only once as an area for 

improvement; this represents quite a turnaround from the early sessions, when, too often, Internet 

connection problems seriously compromised some universities' ability to participate 100% of the 

time. 

 At this point, we think Participant 20, wrote what we all were thinking: "Technical problems of 

our sessions have been well resolved now for a good while . . . Thank you." was speaking for all 

of us, 

 By now, the online seminar format was popular with the participants, cited as a strength 19 times 

and as an area for improvement only 6 times (more than 75% favorable). 

 Audience participation was cited as a strength only 4 times, compared to 1 improvement area 

citation, so the headline could be, depending on your point of view, "strength cites outnumber 

improvement areas 4-to-1" or "only 3 more strength cites than cites for areas for improvement.” 

We think the real story is: "by now all but a few of the participants took the basic online seminar 

audience participation format for granted and no longer felt the need to comment on it." 
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 We can file these cites from Areas for Improvement under "you can't please everybody." 

 Participant 8 wrote: "Would have like to hear more about his research." 

 Participant 9 wrote: "It's a little bit long." 

 Participant 7 wrote: "The length of time is appropriate." (We agree with Participant 7.) 

The lesson to be learned from Session 7 is that multi-university online seminars should always have a 

backup speaker (with materials) available, should one be needed at the last minute. In fact, we had other 

backup speakers available, so we were well prepared for this emergency. 

And from all of us at Session 7 -- kudos and thank-you’s to Ed McCormack, who was ready when called 

on as emergency speaker. 

Bottom line 

Always have an emergency backup speaker (with materials) ready, in case a scheduled speaker becomes 

unavailable at the last minute. 
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Video Session 8 

Our speaker for Session 8 was Craig Middlebrook, Deputy Administrator of the United States Saint 

Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation. His topic was "St. Lawrence Seaway Development 

Corporation Operations and Overview". The CFIRE UTC at the University of Wisconsin, Madison was 

the session host. 

Results 

Figure 4-8, “Survey Results, Video Session 8" presents the survey results for this eighth and last video. 
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Figure 4-8.  Survey Results, Video Session 8 (6 pages) 

Page 78 of 101 



  

   

  

 

Figure 4-8, Continued- 1 
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Figure 4-8, Continued- 2 
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Figure 4-8, Continued- 3 
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Figure 4-8, Continued- 4 
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Summary and Analysis 

The results for Session 8 and their general interpretations are summarized below. 

 As usual, the Overall Session Ratings had outliers; two participants gave the session a rating 

much lower than the ratings given by all the other participants: 2.0, compared to the other 14 

ratings, all 3.0 or higher, with 11 grades of 4.0 or higher, including a record high 6 perfect 5.0 

ratings. The mean rating was 3.94, less than 5% of a standard deviation below 4.0. Without the 

two outliers, the mean Overall Session rating would have been 4.2. 

 There were 44 cited strengths, more than double the number of cites to improvement areas (20). 

 As usual, Speaker Presentation & Materials was the category with the most cited strength (28), 

about 65% of all strength cites. Overall Class Format received 13 of the other 16 strength cites; 

Audience Participation and Interaction got one and Video Conferencing Technology got the other 

two. 

 One of the best things about the multi-university online freight seminar was the opportunity to 

learn about many different parts of the freight chain from the perspectives of people who work in 

those areas. 

 The eighth speaker was an attorney for the St. Lawrence Seaway. 

 The importance of the speaker to the participants is clear from the number of ratings and 

comments about the presenter (mostly background and teaching style) and about the presentation 

itself (especially materials); this category always received by far the highest number of cites --

both positive and negative. This was a consistent finding across all eight sessions. 

 Fifteen of the twenty areas for improvement in Session 8 were in the Speaker Presentation & 

Materials category; the other five were split among the other three categories. 

 Two different participants (12 and 13) both thought this was the best of the eight presentations. 

 There were still technical glitches, especially the operation of the slide-show; slides were 

advanced independently at each of the four participating universities, so there were chronic 

problems synchronizing slides and speaker. PowerPoint presentations should be controlled at the 

production site and sent to the universities via a separate Internet feed. 

 One of the cited areas for improvement was the format of the evaluation form itself. 

 The speaker's speaking style was cited as an area for improvement by several participants. 

 Participant 12 wrote, "Sometimes there was almost a little TOO much detail." 

 Possibly influenced by the knowledge that the speaker was a lawyer, Participant 11 wrote: 

"Sometimes the presenter came off as a bit of a lobbyist, and I felt apprehensive about taking his 

information at face value. That said, it was helpful that he submitted an article critical of the 

seaway in the readings." 

 Participant 2 wrote: "He also was very long winded on all his explanations." 

 Participant 4 complained that the speaker's presentation ran past the 40 minute mark, leaving less 

time for Q&A. These conversations among people at different universities are one of the most 
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important extra values that can be realized by an effective multi-university online seminar 

compared to a webinar. When hosting a session, each participating university needs someone to 

cut off a speaker who is running overtime and move the seminar along to Q&A. 

 Our multi-university online seminar realized both economies of scale and economies of scope. 

 Most people are familiar with the meaning of "economies of scale;" in our experiment, we used 

the Internet to lower unit costs of teaching by reaching more students. 

 We also achieved economies of scope -- we were able to offer a wide variety of speakers, all 

connected to some aspect of the freight system, giving the students an enhanced educational 

experience, well beyond what any of them could have received without the pooling of teaching 

talent. 

 Our speakers not only taught from a wide variety of perspectives, they taught well, and some of 

them were able to exploit the online technology to encourage conversations among people at 

different universities. Many participants cited this synergy as one of the best things about the 

online seminar. 

 We finished on a high note; the 8th session was a success, technically and as 80-minutes per week 

in a course about freight as a system. 

 By the time we produced the final session, our technical expertise had reached its highest level, 

and we were realizing the benefits of the multi-university one-line seminar format, with 

economies of both scale and scope. The students got a great freight course -- much better than any 

one university could have delivered -- and we proved the value of the multi-university online 

seminar. 

 Participant 17 wrote a thoughtful strength cite: "The chance to use this video communication 

technology to share classes allowed our students to learn about an important aspect of 

transportation that we do not offer in our current curriculum." 

 All four universities benefited from the synergy that results when you combine diversity and 

communication. 

 We were a good fit in terms of focus and expertise; our combined resources enabled us to deliver 

a video course with an all-star line-up of speakers, who did such a good job that the students 

consistently gave the teachers 4 point grades. 

 The presenters and their materials were consistently the category with the most strength cites; it is 

clear that a successful multi-university online seminar needs an interesting and talented group of 

speakers, all of whom are experts in their fields, experts who can effectively communicate their 

field of expertise to students. 

Bottom Line 

Session 8 was a good end to the experiment, which was a success both as a course on freight as a system 

and as a proof of concept, demonstrating how a multi-university online seminar can work. 

There can be no doubt there will more multi-university online seminars, and we look forward to the future 

of this exciting fusion of teaching and technology. 
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Chapter 5 . Summary of Survey Responses for All Eight 

Video Sessions 

The results and general interpretations for all eight video sessions are summarized by session category 

and by overall session rating in the following sections. 

Cited Strengths and Cited Areas for Improvement by Session 

Category 

Cited strengths (responses to Survey Question #1) can be interpreted as a measure of audience satisfaction 

with a session, and cited areas for improvement (responses to Survey Question #2) can be interpreted as a 

measure of audience dissatisfaction. The citations for each session were classified by four session 

categories. As previously described in Chapter 3, Page 21, the  selected categories were: 

 Session Category 1:  Speaker Presentations and Materials 

 Session Category 2:  Audience Participation and Interaction: 

 Session Category 3 : Video Conference Technology 

 Session Category 4:  Overall Class Format 

 

Results 

The citations for strength and area for improvement for all eight sessions are shown by session category 

in Figures 4-9 through 4-12. 
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Figure 5-1.  Cited Strengths and Areas for Improvement for All Sessions: Category 1 
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Figure 5-2.  Cited Strengths and Areas for Improvement for All Sessions: Category 2 
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Figure 5-3.  Cited Strengths and Areas for Improvement for All Sessions: Category 3 
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  Figure 5-4.  Cited Strengths and Areas for Improvement for All Sessions: Category 4 
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Summary and Analysis 

The session-category results for all eight sessions and their general interpretations are summarized below. 

 The number of cited areas of strength was about double the number of cited areas for 

improvement for each of the eight sessions, indicating that participants believe the multi-UTC 

Internet seminar experiment was a success. 

 The first half of the experiment was negatively impacted by continuing technical problems, 

including the following: 

 There were open desk microphones at METRANS and CFIRE during session 1, broadcasting 

their audience conversations to the other three universities. Although CFIRE was able to fix this 

problem after that first video class, this was a distraction that continued, on and off, for four 

sessions before METRANS finally figured out how to effectively turn its desk microphones off 

while others were speaking. 

 There were also complaints about camera shots that were too tight on the speaker, and then too 

jerky when the speaker moved. 

 There were times when participants at some universities were unable to see and/or hear the 

presentations. 

 The number of cited areas of strength had a strong upward trend over time, as technical problems 

were resolved.  We learned by doing and got better at producing online seminars. 

 The number of cites, positive or negative, about the video technology, and also about the seminar 

format, declined over time as our productions became more professional, and as the participants 

became accustomed to the online seminar concept and basically stopped commenting about it. 

 Many thoughtful comments were made about the speakers and their materials, but many stated 

areas for improvement, in the speaker and materials category, concerned technical problems with 

their slides, which, in several cases were really organizational problems due to late arrival of the 

slide file from the speaker. 

 Some speakers did not make other materials, such as an abstract and reading list, available, which 

of course was a negative factor in evaluation of their materials. 

 One clear conclusion is that speakers need to be recruited well ahead of their presentation dates, 

so they will have adequate time to prepare and distribute materials to all participating universities, 

and another is the need to have last-minute backup speakers on standby, who have materials 

ready and are well prepared to speak on short notice. 

 PowerPoint presentations were presented independently at each of the four universities, so the 

timing of slide advancement was a problem; sometimes the speaker and the slide were out of 

synch. My recommendation is that PowerPoint presentations and other visual aids should be 

controlled at the originating site and sent to other participating universities for display via a 

second Internet connection. 

 Many participants complained that some slides were unreadable because fonts were too small; 

this is a lesson to be learned. 
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 There was a last minute substitution of speakers for Video Session 7, but this session had the 

highest number of cited strengths of all eight sessions, which can be understood as a tribute to the 

heroic performance by the substitute, Assistant Professor Ed McCormack of the University of 

Washington -- but could also be an indicator of the effectiveness of our back-up plan. 

 The eight speakers were an eclectic mix of professionals, and many participants cited this 

diversity of speakers, and audience participants, favorably. Some of the best moments of the 

online seminar happened during free-form conversations among the universities, a synergy that 

was praised in many comments. 

Bottom Line 

The students were well taught by all eight speakers. Although there were technical glitches which at times 

prevented full two-way audio-visual participation at some universities, we learned by doing and got better 

at production. 

We also proved that a multi-university online seminar can be produced and be a valuable educational 

experience, realizing both economies of scale and economies of scope. 

We’re looking forward to seeing the future of this exciting new technology. 
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Overall Session Ratings 

Results 

Participants were asked to rate each overall session on a 0 to 5 point scale, with 5, the highest possible 

rating, to be used only when the item being rated was truly outstanding.  Students who are usually graded 

on a 4-point scale probably associated a "4" rating with an "A" grade. 

The session-rating results for all eight sessions are shown in Figure 5-5. Session Ratings for All Eight 

Video Sessions and Table 5-1. Rating Statistics for Each Overall Session. 
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    Figure 5-5.  Ratings Frequencies for All Sessions 
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Summary and Analysis 

The session-rating results for all eight sessions and their general interpretations are summarized below. 

 Success of our multi-UTC series of freight seminars is indicated by the mean and standard 

deviations of ratings (Table 5-1). 

 All eight sessions had mean ratings of 4, plus or minus 1/2 of a standard deviation,  including two 

that were exactly 4.0 and one that was only 5% of a standard deviation below 4.0; the students 

gave their teachers straight A's. 

 The lowest rated session was the first, which had the worst technical problems, but it still had a 

mean rating of 3.61. 

 The other 7 sessions were all rated 3.88 or higher, including 4 sessions rated 4.00 or higher. 

 

Table 5-1.  Statistics for Each Overall Session 

Video 

Session 
Mean St Dev N

1 3.61 0.85 19

2 3.90 0.54 20

3 4.11 0.77 9

4 4.00 0.79 19

5 4.13 0.63 14

6 4.00 0.65 16

7 3.88 0.90 21

8 3.94 1.01 17

Bottom Line 

These high ratings prove that the multi-university online seminar is an exciting new way to exploit 

economies of scope and scale to achieve improved, and cost-effective educational experiences for 

students. 
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Summation 

Final Analysis 

The major findings in the final analysis of our Multi-UTC shared core of eight video classes are listed 

below. 

1. Our multi-UTC Internet freight seminar was a success two different ways: 

a. as a course examining all phases of freight movement as a system, and 

b. as a real world demonstration of a multi-university Internet seminar with real-time video 

and audio from four different universities, including both the speaker and the audiences at 

the four universities (mostly students) and simultaneous visual aids (PowerPoint 

presentations). 

2. Our seminar was not a one-way webinar (speaker talks, students look and listen); it was a 

simultaneous interaction among three or four universities, so that all those participating could see 

and talk directly to each other in real time. This synergy was praised by participants. 

3. Audience participants were surveyed re: each session's strengths and areas for improvement. 

Overall seminar evaluation by the participants were highly favorable, the equivalent of "A" 

grades. 

4. The factors most often cited favorably by survey responders were: 

a. the presenter, all of whom received high ratings from their audiences, 

b. the presentation's value to the responder, usually interest in its topic, 

c. the synergy of simultaneous video and audio interaction among different types of 

participants at different universities, contributing their perspectives, experiences, and 

ideas, and so learning from each other, and 

d. materials were praised, especially when they were made available in advance. 

5. The most frequent unfavorable factors cited by survey responders were: 

a. technical problems with video and/or audio, 

b. lack of value to the responder, usually lack of interest in the topic, and 

c. no materials or materials which were of limited value because they were not made 

available in advance. 

6. Practice makes less imperfect; we learned from our mistakes and got better at producing online 

seminars. 

7. The most important elements a successful online seminar must have are: 

a. a topic that is valuable to the participants, 

b. presenters who know their areas and are good teachers, 

c. well-prepared materials available for download far enough before the seminar so 

participants have time to study them, and 
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d. --- and this is fundamental for success -- thoroughly tested technology operated by 

experienced operators who have reliable backup systems, including reliable connections 

at all ports, reliable cameras operated by experienced operators who understand the 

unique requirements of video, and reliable sound equipment operated by experienced 

operators who have a sophisticated technical understanding of the online seminar 

environment -- best practice would be to mix together the speaker and those participants 

who are actually talking to the group (at designated microphones controlled by someone 

who has both authority and understanding of the online seminar process), with no other 

sounds (especially no open microphones broadcasting private conversations to all 

participants). 

8. Production should combine both: 

a. traditional, one-way audio-video teaching (top-down, from the speaker to the audience, 

with no simultaneous feedback from the audience to the speaker), i.e., an actual webinar 

presented prior to the interactive on-line session, and also 

b. questions and comments from participants, who can also talk to participants at other 

universities in real time, resulting in a synergy that received many favorable comments. 

9. High audio-visual quality requires best quality equipment, expert operators, excellent lighting, 

and good acoustics at all locations. A director should choose among available audio-video feeds, 

and, ideally, could give real-time feedback and direction to camera and microphone operators. In 

other words -- an online seminar is like a live TV show (with one primary speaker and audiences 

in multiple locations), and the seminar should be produced accordingly. 

10. Bad luck happens; one of our speakers had to be replaced at the last minute. We were prepared 

for this emergency and our last-minute backup speaker gave an excellent presentation. Backup 

speakers (with materials already prepared) should always be available. 

Bottom Line 

Combine reliable technology, good teachers, interested audiences who have valuable information to 

share, synergy among diverse participants and you will have a good multi-university online seminar. 
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Chapter 6 . Conclusions and Recommendations 

The Online Multi-UTC Seminar: Pros and Cons 

What were the online seminar's pros and cons, compared to more traditional methods of education? 

Pros 

Economies of Scale 

The term "economies of scale" means lowering unit costs by increasing output, so fixed costs are spread 

over more units. University classes already exploit economies of scale, especially classes with large 

numbers of students. By increasing the number of students who can participate in a learning experience --

from those at just one school, to include more students at other schools – the per-student teaching costs 

are lowered. 

Economies of Scope 

No one university could have offered such a comprehensive course on freight movement, but by pooling 

our resources, we did it together, and all of our students benefited. The multi-university online seminar 

makes it possible for schools to offer courses together that would otherwise be very difficult, if not 

impossible, to offer individually. 

The online seminar also makes it possible for participants at different universities to talk to each other in 

real time. This communication among diverse participants leads to a synergy; participants learn from each 

other, and they are empowered to think outside the box by hearing different perspectives -- these are 

educational benefits that simply cannot be achieved by other methods of teaching. 

Best Preparation for Real World Jobs 

There is reason to believe the participation of industry professionals was an important advantage for our 

online seminar. Dr. Shane Brown, Assistant Professor of Engineering Education at Washington State 

University, commented: "Some educational theorists would suggest that learning from experts in the field 

(who practice) is an essential component to prepare students for the field." 

The online seminar allowed students to hear from, and even talk to, non-academics actually working in 

freight fields. Many students commented about the value of this interaction; there can be no doubt it is 

one of the advantages of this method of teaching. 

Cons 

The cons are easy to state: technical and organizational problems. 



  

  

   

 

  

   

 

 

   

  

  

 

 

  

 

  

 

   

  

  

 

  

  

 

    

  

    

   

  

  

    

  

   

 

     

 

Different University Schedules and Spring Breaks 

First, we had to schedule the online seminars at times when classes were in session at all participating 

universities. This would have been easier if all participating universities had been on either the semester 

system, or the quarter system, but not both. 

Equipment CompatibilityChallenges 

Next, some universities had problems connecting (and staying connected) to the audio-video feed over the 

Internet. No Internet connection means no online seminar, so obviously a top priority has to be given to 

ensuring reliable Internet connections, including redundant systems. 

There were also other technical glitches, especially sound problems and excessive camera movement. 

Last-Minute Schedule Change 

One of our speakers had to cancel at the last minute, but we were prepared for this eventuality. We had 

backup speakers (with materials) ready to pinch hit on short notice, and Ed McCormack did a great job as 

substitute speaker. 

Speaker Time Requirements Not Always Met 

Speakers did not always make materials available far enough in advance so that participants could read 

them before the presentation. Although many student evaluations thanked speakers for well-prepared 

materials, which could be studied after the seminar, the importance of reference materials, especially 

those made available well in advance, is clear from participant evaluations. The lesson is clear that the 

online seminar should insist on such materials, and far enough ahead of time so participants can study 

them before the seminar. If a scheduled speaker fails to deliver materials by the deadline, one of the 

emergency backup speakers should present instead. 

We also had a problem with a few speakers who did not stay within the time schedule. 

Each seminar had to end at its scheduled time, so, when speakers ran overtime, the difference had to be 

made up by cutting into the time available for simultaneous interaction among all participants. 

This discussion among people at different universities can result in an exchange of ideas and perspectives, 

creating a synergy that was praised by many participants in their evaluations. This synergy from diversity 

is one of the main advantages of the online seminar, so cutting into this time to accommodate speakers 

who run overtime should be avoided. 

Someone at the originating university should be designated to remind speakers when their time is running 

out (we did this), and then to cut them off if they run overtime (we did this, too, but we should have done 

it sooner). Otherwise, participants will not receive the full benefit of online real time conversation among 

diverse participants, because there won't be enough time left in the class. 

Conclusions 

 Collaborative education among universities in real time on the Internet can be an effective tool 

for education. 
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 Multi-university consortia, pooling complementary resources, can enhance students' educations. 

 Multi-university consortia can produce cost-effective learning experiences. 

 Simultaneous distance learning can be a cost-effective use of speakers' time. 

 The video record of a class session can be a valuable educational tool. 

 Students who are used to simultaneous social interaction on the Internet are ready for 

simultaneous Internet education. 

 Simultaneous participation by faculty and students at different universities can stimulate valuable 

discussion and education. 

 Universities producing multi-site real-time interactive seminars will experience unexpected 

technical problems, especially at first. 

 There should always be a backup speaker available with materials. 

 There should be redundant hardware components and systems, including video/internet 

connections. 

 IT people at the universities need to communicate effectively to prevent problems when possible 

and to solve problems quickly when necessary. 

 Best practice is to upload course materials and have visual aids in place well before classes, but 

speaker compliance has been a problem; last-minute course materials and visual aids were the 

rule, not the exception, in our pilot program. 

 A good format might be an hour of webinar first, followed by interactive Q&A sessions. 

 The best thing about our Multi-UTC course was the interaction among students and faculty at 

different universities. 

 Our Multi-UTC course on freight mobility as a system was a successful educational experiment 

and we recommend more collaborative distance learning among universities. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Further Analyses of Educational Benefits. 

We asked participants to identify areas where we did well and areas where we needed improvement. 

Their ratings and written comments are the data examined in this paper. 

Further research should attempt to quantify the benefits of our online seminar versus more traditional 

methods of teaching. One way to do this might be to analyze the data generated by this scheme: a core 

course (with its own course no. and for so many units of credit), and also to offer a companion online 

seminar as a separate course for separate credit -- students can take one course, or the other, or both. 

If it is not possible to compare a test group of students (who participated in the seminar) to a control 

group (who did not participate in the seminar), then maybe a time series analysis could demonstrate a 

statistically significant improvement in quantitative measures of student learning after the online seminar 

was added to the curriculum. 
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Test an Improved Course Delivery Procedure 

Another possible area for future research would be to conduct a second multi-university seminar on 

another topic, and with a different, more sophisticated, procedure. 

 Rearrange the session components so that the presentation comes before the multi-university 

introductions. 

 Require the host organization to create a 30-40 minute video presentation by the chosen speaker 

ahead of time, so that participants at each UTC can view the presentation at their respective class 

locations before interacting with the speaker and other UTC participants. 

Doing this accomplishes several objectives: 

o It guarantees that the presentation will remain within the allotted time frame. 

o It reduces the time and costs of using the video-conferencing equipment, leaving more 

time that can be used for Q&A and interactive discussions. 

 Follow the presentation with a multi-UTC video-conference which includes: 

o Introductions of the speaker and the other participants at the host UTC, 

o Introductions of the participants at the other UTCs, 

o An interactive Q&A and discussion session with all participants. 

Summation 

Our multi-university online seminar was a success in three different ways: 

1. We had a very successful course on all aspects of maritime freight movement. 

2. We proved the feasibility and the value of a multi-university online seminar. In particular, we 

proved the value of discussion in real time among participants at different universities; this 

interaction among people with different backgrounds and perspectives created a synergy of 

creative energy and new understandings that benefited all of us. 

3. We achieved economies of scale, by increasing the number of students who could participate, and 

we also realized economies of scope, by presenting a series of speakers from different 

universities, something no one university could have done. 

We look forward to further multi-university educational collaboration, exploiting the Internet's capability 

to facilitate simultaneous conversations among participants at different universities. 
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