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requirements.  
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SUBJECT 

Quality Assurance (QA) Review Activity 

 

CONTROLLING STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 

AAC Guideline 5.8 – System-Wide Quality Assurance Rubric 

United States Access Board – Section 508 and Section 255 Guidelines 

 

BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION 

Last September, a number of Committee A members and the Executive Director inquired 

about whether the Regental system could have any issues with the online delivery of 

courses similar to what the Western Governors University faced following a U.S. 

Department of Education audit findings.  The email message in Attachment I was sent to 

these individuals to outline the activities we have been undertaking in the system to comply 

with HLC and Title IV requirements.  Our Quality Assurance (QA) process was referenced, 

especially our ongoing efforts to evaluate HSDC courses across the system, and the 

expectation that campuses are complying with the guidance outlined in the AAC 

Guidelines.  

  

IMPACT AND RECOMMENDATION 

AAC members should be prepared to discuss the procedures institutional alignment with 

these procedures, and the schedule they use on their campus for facilitating these reviews 

for all courses on a regular basis. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment I – Email Message: Title IV Compliance – Western Governors University 

https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/academic-affairs-guidelines/Documents/5_Guidelines/5_8_Guideline.pdf
https://www.access-board.gov/guidelines-and-standards/communications-and-it/about-the-ict-refresh/overview-of-the-proposed-rule


Turman, Paul

Subject: FW: Title IV Compliance - Western Governors University

 

From: Turman, Paul  
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 1:40 PM 
To: Jim Morgan (jim.morgan@sdbor.edu) <jim.moran@usd.edu>; 'Jim Thares' <jthares@primroseretirement.com>; 
'Joan Wink' <joan@joanwink.com> 
Cc: Jay Perry (Jay.Perry@sdbor.edu) <Jay.Perry@sdbor.edu>; Rush, Mike <Mike.Rush@sdbor.edu>; Costa, Guilherme 
<Guilherme.Costa@sdbor.edu>; Sutton, Bob <Bob.Sutton@Avera.org> 
Subject: Title IV Compliance ‐ Western Governors University 
 

Dear Committee A Members, 
 
A number of Media Outlets and Online Education Groups have been reporting on the news yesterday regarding 
the U.S. Department of Education’s audit findings for Western Governors University and the call for them to 
repay $713 million in Federal Financial Aid.  I thought this news might result in questions from the Board 
regarding whether the Regental system may have any compliance issues in this area consistent with those 
identified at WGU.   
 
The problem for WGU was their focus on competency-based education, and while the model was sound, per the 
definition of substantive faculty interaction it was deemed that: “None of these 69 courses could reasonably be 
considered as providing regular and substantive interaction between students and instructors, the key 
requirement to be considered a course offered through distance education,” according to the report. As a result 
WGU became ineligible to participate in the Title IV programs as of June 30, 2014, and is being asked to repay 
the federal funds expended during this time.   
 
For a number of year, we have established system level measures to ensure compliance with Title IV specific to 
online course delivery.  The only exception might be the emporium model used by a number of our math 
courses, but I do believe there is still faculty interaction in those courses, and the online versions of these 
courses continue to perform well on student evaluations.   As we use a common Quality Matters Inspired 
Rubric, one of the things institutions are required to check for is how instructors interact with the 
students.  With that, relying solely on the rubric to cover this is not sound.  Another article posted to Inside 
Higher Education this morning alludes to this, and the community college in question was denied an expansion 
of their online offerings, because, even though the institution used QM, they were not doing so uniformly, and it 
was not required prior to teaching online: 
 

“SCC’s contract with the faculty was cited as the reason training could not be mandated. Further 
authority for reviewing and overseeing online delivery was pushed down to the department level. This 
decentralization in review and oversight authority led to variability between the 10 online courses 
reviewed by the team that, in the opinion of the team, made the courses more faculty- than student-
centered,” the report said. “The lack of consistency may be a contributing factor in the online student 
success rate, which was 10 percent lower than either face-to-face or hybrid delivery modalities.” 
 

We have affirmed the Board of Regents commitment to these requirements through the development of a 
Quality Assurance (QA) process (both in terms of HLC and Title IV), and we have a subcommittee that meets 
annually to review the QA rubric and process to ensure continued compliance and adherence to best practices in 
online pedagogy. Our QA process is outlined by the Academic Affairs Council Guidelines, and discussions 
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during the February 2015, April 2015, May 2016, and most recently in August 2017 have helped ensure 
continued engagement at the campus and system level for ensuring:     

 A robust QA rubric with commonly applied standards 
 A required QA training process prior to instruction 
 Continued review of online courses 

 
If you have any questions/concerns about our ongoing work in this area please feel free to contact me directly to 
discuss. 
 
Paul Turman, Ph.D. 
Vice President for Academic Affairs 
South Dakota Board of Regents 
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