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SUBJECT: D2L – Marketspace Review Process 

 

During the May 2016 AAC meeting, two D2L-related items were discussed, including: 1) 

an overview of D2L as well as a discussion of next steps, given that the system’s current three-

year contract will end in 2017; and 2) an update on recent D2L issues (performance-related update 

issues, email issues, etc.).  After consulting with their campuses, AAC discussed the matter further 

on the June 2016 call, and came to the following conclusions: 

 

 Based on the survey feedback from 2015, and the variety of recurring issues the system 

has experienced over the past years, it is clear that D2L is not meeting all of the needs 

of the BOR to its satisfaction. 

 

 Given that the system has not evaluated the LMS marketspace in nearly a decade, it 

seems warranted to have the D2L Management Committee perform some sort of review 

of LMS vendors (e.g. Instructure’s Canvas, Schoology, etc.). 

 

 With respect to the latter, AAC supported an informal review, but not an RFP at this point.  

Should a particular vendor’s product generate enough interest for a closer evaluation, the system 

would then investigate the prospect of moving forward with a formal RFP.  In the meantime, the 

system will need to sign a contract renewal with D2L, because our current contract will expire at 

the end of FY2017.  Even if the system were to want to move forward with a different solution, it 

would take a year to run a formal evaluation, and then another year to migrate.  TAC was updated 

during their October 2016 meeting of this recommendation, and the D2L Management Committee 

developed an LMS Marketspace Review document (see Attachment I) to outline the goals of the 

evaluation to vendors.  AAC representatives should be prepared to discuss any issues/concerns 

with continuing to move these discussions forward.   

  

https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/aac/Documents/2016-05-AAC/5_C1_AAC0516.pdf
https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/aac/Documents/2016-05-AAC/5_C2_AAC0516.pdf
https://sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/aac/Documents/2016-03-AAC/5_E_AAC0316.pdf


ATTACHMENT I     2 

 

 

 

 

 

LMS Marketspace Review 

 
D2L Management Committee, SDBOR 

 

(NOTE:  an electronic version of this document can be accessed here:  https://goo.gl/7RjMjc) 

Background 

The SDBOR has been using Desire2Learn (D2L; a.k.a. Brightspace) since 2008, and last reviewed the LMS 

marketspace in 2007.  In the nearly ten years that have passed since this last review,  there have been many 

changes in the industry, and new solutions have come to the market that may provide opportunities to the 

SDBOR.  In addition to this, while our users are generally satisfied with D2L, there is an equal amount of 

interest in reviewing other solutions before the SDBOR enters into another long-term contract, due to a 

number of challenges the system has faced with our current solution. 

Process 

LMS vendors will be asked to provide demos of their solutions to the D2L Management Committee--a 

group of academic and technical representatives from each of the six SDBOR institutions.  Demonstrations 

should address the expectations outlined on the next page. Once the demos have been completed, the 

committee will evaluate the solutions, based on the demonstration of the expectations stated on the second 

page, and will present its findings and recommendations to the appropriate SDBOR standing councils--

Academic Affairs Council (AAC), Budget Affairs Council (BAC), Student Affairs Council (SAC), and 

Technology Affairs Council (TAC)--who will determine whether or not to proceed with a more formal 

evaluation. 

Timeline 

The D2L Management Committee anticipates the demo period starting in the late fall of 2016 (November) 

and potentially running through early spring of 2017 (February).  As described in the process, the D2L 

Management Committee will evaluate the solutions and present their findings to AAC, BAC, SAC, and 

TAC. The SDBOR’s current D2L contract expires in mid-2017.  Should the councils agree to move forward 

with a more formal evaluation, vendors will be notified, the SDBOR will sign a contract extension with 

D2L to cover the evaluation period--as well as any potential migration period--and the SDBOR will proceed 

with a more formal evaluation.   

Questions and Communication 

Any questions or communication regarding the review process should be addressed directly to the following 

SDBOR personnel: 

Ruth Peters <Ruth.Peters@sdbor.edu> Eric Mosterd <Eric.J.Mosterd@usd.edu> 

Project Manager, Regents Information Systems e-Education Fellow, Academic and Research Affairs 

South Dakota Board of Regents South Dakota Board of Regents 

https://goo.gl/7RjMjc
https://sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/aac/Documents/2016-08-AAC/9_B_AAC0816.pdf
mailto:Ruth.Peters@sdbor.edu
mailto:Eric.J.Mosterd@usd.edu
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Expectations 

NOTE:  the SDBOR currently uses D2L in a SaaS/”cloud” configuration;  if a similar model is not 

available, please provide details as to the solution’s architecture and how it differs. 

Vendors will be expected to demonstrate: 

 interoperability with Ellucian’s Colleague, especially with respect to the ability to push grades to 

Colleague 

 the ability to provide central administration, while allowing for six institutions to have distinct 

branding and, if possible, some level of institutional administration (ability to manage their courses, 

but not other institutions’) 

o especially, if it is possible to integrate each institution’s mail solutions 

o especially, if it is possible for different institutions, under central administration, to have 

different integrations with third-party products (e.g. if one institution wanted to pay for 

their instructors to have access to Product A, the other institutions’ instructors would not 

have access to Product A) 

 integration capabilities with existing SDBOR instructional/administrative tools:  Blackboard’s 

Collaborate Ultra, Hobson’s Starfish, iParadigm’s Turnitin Feedback Studio, Respondus’ LDB and 

Monitor 

 the ability to transfer course content from D2L to the solution 

 the core functionality of the solution, as well as functionality that differentiate the solution from 

others 

 the reporting and analytics capabilities of the solution, specifically: 

o the solution’s ability to produce an engagement report--beyond just logging in, but showing 

student activity in specific tools--broken down course-by-course for a given term (for Title 

IV compliance; 34 C.F.R. § 668.23) 

o the solution’s ability to produce detailed item analysis for quizzes (for departmental 

accreditation compliance) 

 the solution’s approach to mobile access:  is the entire solution accessible via a mobile browser 

(e.g. responsive design), or does the solution use mobile apps to facilitate access to tools? 

 the rich-media capabilities (e.g. audio/video/etc.) of the solution 

 the accessibility of the solution (i.e. compliance with ADA/Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act) 

 compatibility with interoperability standards (e.g. SCORM, IMS LTI, Caliper, etc.) 

 general support structure of the solution (support materials available; context-sensitive help 

availability; how support is handled for administrative/technical support staff, instructors, students) 

 how the solution interoperates with I2 (e.g. Net+) 

 how the solution’s architecture scales to meet user demand, both in terms of long-term growth in 

usage, as well as periodic “surges” (e.g. Monday morning, when thousands of users are checking 

in on their courses) to ensure that all users have stable, reliable access to the solution 

 the solution’s long-term development plan (e.g. a three- or five-year plan with major development 

milestones, goals, features, etc.) 

 if possible, a cost estimate for the solution, as demonstrated, based on the SDBOR’s published FTE 

of approximately 26,600; if cost is determined by a different metric, please share this information 

 other functionality/interoperability as requested by the D2L Management Committee 

 

 

IMPORTANT:  If any functionality, tool, report, etc. demonstrated to the committee is not part 

of the core product, vendors are expected to provide an estimate on pricing, based on the FTE 

cited above. 

 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2011-title34-vol3/pdf/CFR-2011-title34-vol3-sec668-23.pdf
https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/aac/Documents/5.MD2LAnalyticsContractAAC0514.pdf
https://internet2.edu/
http://www.internet2.edu/vision-initiatives/initiatives/internet2-netplus/
https://www.sdbor.edu/mediapubs/New%20Press%20Releases/092116Enrollment.pdf
https://www.sdbor.edu/mediapubs/New%20Press%20Releases/092116Enrollment.pdf

