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SUBJECT 

2018SP System QA Review Process Summary 

 

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 

Dating back to the February 2009 AAC meeting, the council approved a set of Quality 

Assurance (QA) procedures for facilitating the reviews of online courses offered within the 

Regental system.  At the August 2017 meeting, AAC approved a second round of system 

QA reviews for dual-credit-eligible online courses.  It charged the QA Subcommittee with 

continuing its work—revising the 2015 rubric as necessary—and conducting reviews of 

2018SP courses per the established selection and review process.  An update to this review 

process was provided to AAC during the November 2017 meeting. To that end, the 

following courses were selected for system-level QA review: 

  

Table 1:  Course Selections by Institution 

Institution Course 1 Course 2 

BHSU MATH-102-B605 ENGL-101-B603 

DSU MATH-102-D30 ENGL-101-D30 

NSU SPCM-101-N800T SOC-100-N800T 

SDSMT n/a n/a 

SDSU PSYC-101-S05D SOC-100-S05D 

USD SPCM-101-U821T PSYC-101-U821T 

 

NOTE:  SDSMT does not offer any online, dual-credit eligible courses, so no SDSMT 

courses were reviewed as part of this process. 

 

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
https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/aac/Documents/2009-02-AAC/02-09AAC_5.D_QA_policy-process.pdf
https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/aac/Documents/2017-11-AAC/4_A3_AAC1117.pdf
https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/aac/Documents/2017-11-AAC/4_A3_AAC1117.pdf
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These courses were divided amongst three review teams consisting of the instructional-

design (ID) representatives on the subcommittee, pairing the larger BOR institutions with 

the smaller ones, grouped roughly by geography: 

 

Table 2:  Review Team Assignments 

Review Team Course 1 Course 2 Course 3 Course 4 

BHSU/SDSMT 

SPCM-101-N800T 

(NSU) 

SOC-100-S05D 

(SDSU) 

SPCM-101-U821T 

(USD)  

NSU/SDSU 

MATH-102-B605 

(BHSU) 

ENGL-101-D30 

(DSU) 

PSYC-101-U821T 

(USD)  

DSU/USD 

ENGL-101-B605 

(BHSU) 

MATH-102-D30 

(DSU) 

SOC-100-N800T 

(NSU) 

PSYC-101-S05D 

(SDSU) 

 

The reviews were conducted during a two-week period starting at the end of January.  

During the process, review teams utilized baselines drafted by the subcommittee to 

determine whether or not standards were satisfied. 

 

IMPORTANT:  The following summary should be considered within the context that the 

subcommittee chair received institutional reviews for just over half of the selected courses; 

ergo, in almost half of the cases, the teams conducted their reviews without the benefit of 

insight of an institutional review. 

 

Of the ten courses reviewed, only two satisfied all of the required standards; however, 

reviewers did not find any significant design issues with any of the courses.  As illustrated 

below, the most commonly missed standards were introduced in the 2015 and 2017 rubrics, 

which were not adopted by most institutions. Also, the vast majority of courses simply 

needed minor revisions in order to comply with the baselines of the standards. 

 

The reviews were aggregated into a matrix to determine trends.  Below are the three 

required standards that were most frequently not satisfied: 

 

● The instructor facilitates and participates in an interactive introduction 

activity with students during the first week of the course. (6 out of 10) 

This was a new standard introduced in the 2015 rubric.  In some cases, courses had 

such an activity, but it was not clear how the instructor participated in it. (see also 

the last required standard below) 

 

● Navigational instructions make the organization of the course easy to 

understand.  (4 out of 10) 

It was a frequent reviewer note, even for courses satisfying this standard, that 

instructors needed to provide more clarity as to what tools were being used in the 

course, and how they were going to be used.  This is especially necessary for 

institutions using navbars in D2L linking to all or most of the D2L tools—which is 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1gjTeemq0xJvhgaAza1xUjxZRNOC04e-nFOyFTw0ywmE/edit?usp=sharing
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the case for five out of the six institutions.  None of the reviewed courses used all 

of these tools, so determining what tools are or are not used can be confusing for 

students, as this likely differs from course to course. 

 

● The expectations of the instructor are clearly defined, including how, when, 

and where the instructor will interact with students. (3 out of 10) 

While the standard itself is new, it is based on standards from the original 2009 

rubric.  Even though only a third of the courses missed this standard, reviewers, 

who felt that the course ultimately satisfied the standard, still agreed that more 

should be done to clarify the instructors’ roles in these courses (e.g., how/when they 

will participate in the discussions, etc.). 

 

The following three recommended standards were most frequently not satisfied: 

 

● The course is compliant with current accessibility standards.  (6 out of 10) 

This standard was added to the 2017 rubric as a way for institutions to start 

conversations with instructors regarding the new federal accessibility standards 

from the 2017 ICT refresh by the US Access Board. For this reason, it is not 

surprising that it was the most frequently missed recommended standard. 

 

Reviewers were instructed to only document issues that were identified “[d]uring 

the normal review of the course,” per the baselines.  In no way should this be 

considered a thorough accessibility review. 

 

● Learning outcomes are articulated and specified on the module/unit level.  (5 

out of 10) 

In many cases, module-/unit-level outcomes are provided in textbooks, to which 

the reviewers did not have access.  Still, if this is the case, instructors should note 

this in the course. 

 

 

● If third-party tools and/or content are utilized by the course, clear instructions 

are provided to students on how they will receive support for these tools. (3 out 

of 10) 

This is also a new standard from the 2015 rubric.  Reviewers noted that instructors 

opting to use third-party tools—especially publisher-provided services, such as 

Pearson’s MyLabs, etc.—should provide easy-to-access support information for 

these services. 

 

If a student were to experience a problem with these resources, their first step would 

likely be to contact the institution’s help desk, which may be unable to troubleshoot 

issues on the third-party site.  The help desk might not even be aware that the course 

is using a third-party tool.  For these reasons, students should be provided with clear 

instructions on how, when, and where they can find support for these services. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the past two review processes, the subcommittee chair has the following 

recommendations: 

 

1. Clarify the expectations of AAC for the institutional and system review 

processes into a unified set of published guidelines. 
 

Currently, all of the expectations for the QA review process at both the institution 

and system levels exist only within various AAC meeting notes and agenda items.  

In the process of obtaining institutional QA reviews for the courses in Table 1, it 

was clear that some institutions are not conducting three-year reviews, per the 

existing expectations.  Furthermore, it is unclear if all courses are going through 

QA review prior to offering, or if instructors are receiving training prior to 

instruction, again, per the existing expectations.  Finally, a couple of institutions 

expressed concerns about courses going through QA review that needed revisions, 

but instructors either not completing these revisions—or refusing to do so—prior 

to the course being offered. 

 

Compiling a list of guidelines—similar to what the D2L Management Committee 

has recently developed—would help clarify the expectations.  It would also provide 

an opportunity to express the importance of completing institutional course 

reviews—and any subsequent revisions—prior to the course being offered, in order 

for the BOR and its institutions to remain in good standing with HLC and the U.S. 

DOE. 

 

2. Require institutions to provide recent institutional reviews for the system QA 

review teams. 

 

While specified in the system QA review process, the chair received institutional 

reviews for just over half of the selected courses.  Some of these institutional 

reviews provided very little detail as to how the course satisfied the standards. 

 

The effect was that teams assigned to these courses had to conduct their reviews in 

something of a vacuum.  While this does have some merit—if it is difficult for a 

QA reviewer to find information, it is likely difficult to students to find the same 

information, especially if they are multi-institutional students not familiar with the 

offering institution’s support services—it can, and likely did, result in the reviewers 

not finding information that was readily available in the course or from the 

institution’s support services. 

 

3. As part of the continuous improvement process, individual reviews should be 

shared with the ID rep from the course’s institution. 

The ID should then determine whether or not to share the feedback with the 

instructor of the course.  This should all be done within the context cited above:  

https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/aac/Documents/2009-02-AAC/02-09AAC_5.D_QA_policy-process.pdf
https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/aac/Documents/2009-02-AAC/02-09AAC_5.D_QA_policy-process.pdf
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that almost half of the reviews were conducted without the benefit of having an 

institutional review to serve as a guide. 

 

A number of reviewers provided constructive feedback that could be used to 

improve the course experience for students, which is one of the overarching goals 

of the system review process.  This would also provide an opportunity for 

institutions to respond to the reviews and improve the process itself by providing 

feedback on how to better refine baselines, clarify the expectations of standards, 

etc. 

 

4. Clarify instructions for review teams. 

 

Specifically: 

○ Reviewers should be required to provide detailed comments and/or 

suggestions when they determine a standard is not satisfied.  Many did this, 

but there were a number of reviews where this was not the case. 

○ Reviewers should be careful to adhere to the baseline expectations.  While 

this only happened in a few cases, some reviewers seemingly went beyond 

the baselines when stating their expectations for satisfying a particular 

standard. 

○ Reviewers should collaborate as a team and deliver one set of reviews to the 

chair. 

○ In situations where a standard is not applicable to a course, reviewers should 

mark it as satisfied. 

○ In cases where third-party (i.e., publisher-hosted) sites are utilized by the 

course—to which, in most cases, the reviewers will not have access— they 

should rely upon the institutional review for guidance when determining 

whether or not a standard is satisfied. 

 

5. Develop an adoption plan for the 2017 rubric. 
 

Currently, institutions have been instructed to use the 2009 rubric, though some 

have adopted the 2015 rubric.  Given the improvements made in the 2017 rubric, 

and that it strengthens aspects of the 2009 rubric, it should be adopted for all 

institutional reviews.  Per AAC, institutions would be free to augment the rubric, 

or change standards from being recommended to required, but the rubric should 

form the core of the institutional review process. 

 

In terms of a timeline for the adoption, at a minimum, it should be done in time to 

conduct the 2019SP reviews (e.g., reviews conducted in 2018FA for 2019SP 

courses).  When adopting the 2017 rubric, institutions should focus some of their 

training efforts on standards most frequently not satisfied, as identified in the 

summary above. 
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6. Reconvene the subcommittee in 2018FA to review the rubric and process, 

recommend any changes to AAC, and plan for the 2019SP review process. 

A specific suggestion would be to expand the reviews to include other dual-credit 

online courses beyond ENGL 101, MATH 102, PSYC 101, SOC 100, and SPCM 

101. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

None 


