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SUBJECT: D2L Review and Contract Negotiations 

 
For the past eight months, the D2L Management Committee has undertaken a detailed review 

process to survey faculty/students/staff, evaluate the original RFP response, and seek comments 
from faculty representatives.  These steps have been employed to identify critical issues that 
warrant correction during future negotiations with the vendor if D2L is to serve as the primary 
LMS vendor for the Regental system.  The review documents depicted in Attachment I provide 
considerable detail regarding the experience with D2L over the past three years.  The D2L 
management committee employed these documents to articulate three primary issues that must 
be addressed during contract negotiations if the system is to move forward with this vendor.  
These three issues are included below in order of priority:  
 

1. Support.  A considerable number of issues have emerged around the topic of support 
ranging from the timeliness of response to system level issues, the level of detail campus 
personnel are provided regarding issues that are affecting performance, and how critical 
features are prioritize within the D2L hierarchy.  A more formalized support structure 
(including requests, ticket flow, etc.) would need to be established that stipulates the 
frequency and number of services issues/interruptions that occur without some form of 
compensation. 
 

2. Integration. The lack of partners, a published API, and integration rules make it difficult 
for faculty/students/staff to take advantage of the complete functionality of D2L.  Open 
source tools are available and integration partners are routinely added, but all come at an 
added cost to the Regental system.  

 

3. Tool Refinement and Development. D2L has spent considerable effort expanding the 
suite of tools (i.e., mobile applications) that are critical to keeping up with the market.  
However, a number of fundamental tools that are considered to be basic features in any 
LMS continue to be unavailable or not updated (i.e., quiz statistics, course email, grade, 
etc.) despite requests to address issues with these features. 

 

The D2L Management Committee recommends that initial conversations be facilitated with 
the vendor to determine how a number of these critical issues can be addressed within an updated 
and extended contract with D2L.  If progress cannot be made in these areas, the recommendation 
is to move forward with a sustainable one-year contract and proceed with a system-wide RFP.  
Doing so would require the creation of a taskforce/group composed of representatives from the 
various councils and the current D2L Management Committee.  
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Desire2Learn System Wide Review 

 
The Desire2Learn Learning Environment (D2L) has served as SDBOR’s designated 

learning management system (LMS) since August 2007, after an RFP process resulted in the 
review of three vendors (Angel, Blackboard, and D2L).  D2L comprises a suite of integrated 
software solutions, including collaboration and communication tools (e.g., email, instant 
messaging, discussion forum), measurement and assessment tools (e.g., quizzes, surveys, grade 
book), and course management tools (e.g., class list, user progress reporting).  The current 
contract is set to expire on August 12, 2012.  

 
D2L is used by the SDBOR as a standardized platform for the distribution and 

management of online course content, and is employed system-wide in the delivery of online, 
hybrid, and traditional coursework.  The day-to-day LMS environment is coordinated by a D2L 
Management Committee, which holds conference calls every two weeks to discuss a 
combination of academic and technical issues that emerge in the shared environment.  This 
committee includes multiple representatives from each institution, who are responsible for 
managing the systemic approach to the LMS environment.   

 
At the end of the Spring 2011 semester, the system completed the fourth year of a five 

year contract with D2L as its primary LMS platform.  To best determine the appropriate future 
course of action for the Regental System, two primary activities were undertaken to evaluate the 
overall effectiveness of D2L for serving student and faculty needs: the System Wide Survey and 
D2L Review.  The outcomes from each of these two activities are outlined in the sections below.   
 
System Wide Survey 
 

In November 2010, the Desire2Learn User Survey was deployed as a means to 
comprehensively appraise stakeholder impressions of D2L on regental campuses.  The survey 
asked four populations (faculty members, students, instructional design and faculty support staff, 
and D2L/IT administrative personnel) to offer their views across a range of LMS performance 
areas.  The primary goal of the survey and subsequent analysis was to assist campuses in their 
efforts to improve utilization of D2L by system users.   

 
Questionnaire items were designed by a subcommittee of the D2L Management 

Committee, and were released statewide in November 2010 via Qualtrics, an online survey 
hosting service.  In total, usable responses were collected from 3,500 participants (545 faculty 
members, 2,925 students, 15 instructional designers, and 15 D2L administrators).  A complete 
copy of the 2010 Desire2Learn User Survey Report can be reviewed; however, the executive 
summary of the report detailed six major findings stemming from an analysis of the data.    
 

1. On the whole, campus stakeholders report having considerable experience with 
D2L.  Overall, 89.1% of participants reported having at least moderate familiarity with 
D2L.  More than 95.0% of surveyed faculty members reported using D2L in support of 
at least one course, with such use occurring most frequently in traditional face-to-face 

http://www.sdbor.edu/theboard/agenda/2011/documents/COMMA0311III-B.pdf�
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courses.  Altogether, nearly three-quarters of faculty members have attended at least 
one D2L training session. 

2. Grades, Dropbox, Mail, Content, Classlist, Quizzes, and Discussions emerged as the 
most commonly used tools in D2L. Frequency counts suggest that utilization of 
specific tools in D2L seems to be an “all-or-none” occurrence, with most tools being 
used by either more than fifty percent or less than ten percent of system users. 

3. Faculty members and students appear modestly satisfied with the D2L toolkit.  
Across all samples and D2L features, tool-specific ratings of satisfaction tended to 
exceed Likert scale midpoints; ratings for News, Dropbox, Classlist, and Content were 
especially high.  However, data suggests that several of the tools used most frequently 
by faculty members (e.g., Mail, Grades) and students (e.g., Mail, Discussions) are also 
among the lowest rated.  Further, those tools with which faculty members are less 
satisfied also tend to be those that instructional designers find most difficult to teach. 

4. Students and instructional designers tend to find greater ease in the execution of 
common tasks in D2L than do faculty members.  While all samples gave relatively 
high ease-of-use ratings to tasks related to dropbox utilization and grades delivery, 
cumulative ratings reported by faculty members were lower than those of other groups.  
Faculty members appear most challenged by such tasks as importing content from third 
parties, setting up and managing groups, and creating quizzes/surveys, while students 
report being somewhat puzzled by D2L’s various communication systems. 

5. Campus groups see pedagogical value in D2L.  Faculty members (65.2% agreement) 
and instructional designers (80.0% agreement) affirmed that D2L is successful in 
enhancing the delivery of courses, while students (70.7% agreement) acknowledged 
D2L as a valuable teaching tool.  Faculty and student groups tended to rebuff claims 
that D2L is too inflexible or that it serves as a surrogate for class attendance; both 
groups also rejected the notion that D2L leads to increased student-to-student 
interaction. 

6. Satisfaction with D2L’s overall performance is relatively high.  Across all 
respondent groups, global evaluations of system responsiveness (50.0% favorable), 
ease-of-use (68.0% favorable), functionality (68.1% favorable), and reliability (66.6% 
favorable) were generally positive.  In terms of overall satisfaction, 71.9% of 
respondents selected a response option from above the Likert scale midpoint.  
Demographic cross-tabulations suggest that D2L receives its strongest support from 
students, particularly adult and distance learners.  
 
Faculty ranked D2L substantially lower than students, with faculty rating the 
responsiveness and ease of use below midpoint, functionality was near the midpoint, 
while reliability was just above midpoint.  Overall satisfaction was just above—given 
the scale—midpoint.  In all categories, student ratings were substantively higher:  
nearly a point in every category.   

 
D2L Management Committee Review 
 

Generally, the results from the system-wide survey suggest a modest satisfaction with 
D2L resources; however, students and faculty noted a desire to further expand their use of 
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available tools in the learning environment.  This expansion includes a broader integration of 
open source products and tools that can provide viable educational value to the classroom 
experience, but are not currently features available in the current LMS platform.    

 
Since D2L was implemented in 2007, a number of significant changes have occurred 

across many of the learning management systems that were available at the time the initial RFP 
was developed.  For example, Blackboard has continued to merge with a number of prominent 
vendors adding to the suite of products that are available through its platform.  A number of 
smaller vendors have begun to coordinate with a variety of open source options making system 
level adoptions an option that may not have been in place in 2007.  

 
To address these specific concerns, the D2L Management Committee was charged with 

evaluating the scope of learning tools employed in the higher education landscape and 
determining the extent that such tools should be included in any future vendor agreements.   

 
Finally, the majority of respondents noted a need to address concerns that have been 

raised with the email, discussion, and other tools that D2L provides to its end users.  Because 
many of the tool-based features were discussed in section six (Mandatory and Functional 
Requirements) of the D2L response to the system RFP, the management committee agreed that it 
was most relevant to perform a detailed analysis of this section.  Furthermore, the committee 
agreed to consider three primary questions as it undertook the evaluation of the D2L Response.  
These questions included:  

 
1. Has D2L performance been consistent with the assurance provided in the RFP 

response?;  
2. Have Regental system LMS needs changed since the RFP responses were 

fashioned? and;  
3. Are there additional features that should have been included in the RFP to ensure 

greater functionality?   
 
The detailed findings from this review can be found in Attachment I, but a thematic 

analysis was conducted to identify key clusters of issues that emerged throughout the review of 
section six in response to the questions posed above.  Four primary themes emerged including 
General Functionality Issues, Delayed Response to Institutional/System Request, Difficulty 
Using Available Tools, and Additional Purchase and Integration.  Each of these themes is 
explored at greater length in their respective sections below. 
 
General Functionality Issues:  

As noted in the D2L survey responses, there has been considerable concern raised 
about the functionality of a number of key tools and features.  Most notably the email 
functionality, file size and space limitations imposed by the vendor have caused 
significant problems for end users.  Many have noted that the limitations on email size 
make using this particular feature difficult.   
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The vendor has also failed to keep pace with many of the most recent browser 
versions as upgrades occurred and offered limited support to allow for user access in text-
based browsers. A specific example here is the problem that has occurred with Internet 
Explorer 9, which has required users to move across platforms to improve functionality 
and allow for utilization of certain tools and features.  Students have proven to be better 
adaptors at making these transitions, but faculty have found this to be a significant 
disadvantage due to the time required to explore workarounds to such problems.     
 

The content migration process failed to function as was promised.  This resulted in 
considerable time and energy on the part of faculty and staff to transition content that had 
been developed in the WebCT into the new LMS.  In many cases, faculty and staff 
manually moved content, as it preserved more formatting and was simpler, albeit more 
timing consuming, to do. 

 
The vendor also provided evidence in their response that a number of tool options 

would be available throughout the LMS platform.  Over time, it has become apparent that 
resources like the “Communication” (not available in the chat function), “Cross-Course 
Discussion Board” (discussion form must be contained within a course), and “Temporary 
Work Space” (students can upload/store files in the locker, but cannot create or edit files 
in the environment (can be accomplished with HTML files but these are neither portable 
or assessable) tools have each been found to have limited to no availability functionality.       
 

A number of grading functions have not included many of the standard features 
expected by end users.  Problems emerged early during implementation with the grade 
export function, and the solution eventually discontinued by the system.  Large classes 
still need this feature but because of D2L’s coding customization limitation and time 
response issues the avenue was dropped.    D2L noted in their RFP and in subsequent 
conversations that grade exporting had been achieved with Datatel Colleague with other 
universities; however, they were not able to achieve it with the Regental system, even 
after a significant investment of capital and time.  Additionally, an assessment tab for 
groups restricted discussion topics from being graded and the grade item can be applied 
to one group only, and once applied it cannot be applied to any other groups.   

 
In terms of assessment tools, random question sets employed in the quiz and test 

environment cannot be randomized.  D2L supports random selection of questions out of a 
question pool (section), but has not provided support to allow for random ordering of 
questions in the quiz feature itself.  Users have also found it difficult to manage various 
assignments types when no potential exists to grade group based discussions.  Faculty 
also sought a solution that would allow them to set absolute test deadlines or allow for 
late assignments to be submitted with cutoff dates (flagging those assignments).   

 
One of the most critical functions rests with the understanding that the instructional 

designers and end users throughout the system would have access to a large number of 
“Out of the Box Reports” and query tools to evaluate course and student level data.  It 
was eventually determined that such features were not available in the LMS environment 
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without incurring significant additional cost on the part of the system.  Faculty reinforced 
the critical importance of these tools, which have been identified as an important feature 
in improving assessment tools, and meeting discipline specific accreditation 
requirements.   

Although a number of alternatives have been explored, a common solution has not 
emerged without the implementation of the data analytics --product, which would need to 
be added on to the system at considerable cost.  As this issue has been explored during 
the contract timeframe, the overall use for all faculty has not warranted the additional 
expense, yet a growing number of faculty have noted the lack of this critical feature as a 
legitimate justification for exploring other vendor options.  

 
As we move forward, it is important to clearly note what the LMS product does not 

provide in terms of item analysis and statistics for quizzes.  The system will need to fully 
understand whether the current or future product will have the capacity to provide 
instructors with information such as the percentage correct of whole group, percentage 
correct upper/lower, a discrimination index, a breakdown of multiple choice answers, 
along with what number of students selected the answer, etc., within each course.  

 
Delayed Response to Institutional/System Requests: 

The second thematic classification that emerged from the D2L proposal resides in a 
lack of timely response from the vendor to resolve issues that have been submitted by 
system personnel.  This ranges from simple updates for resource manuals when upgrades 
occur, to substantive modifications/customizations intended to improve the end-user 
experience with the LMS.   

 
Representatives have noted that no specific timeline for trouble ticket resolutions 

exist, causing significant uncertainty as to the status of existing requests.  For example, 
DSU reported a problem with the Dropbox tool on 6/3/2008, in that materials posted in 
the Dropbox were accessible by students even though the instructor had set the 
availability date in the future.  This was especially problematic for instructors who 
wanted to use the Dropbox to facilitate take-home exams:  students could access the 
exams well in advance of the instructor’s intended time period.  This issue was resolved 
on 4/3/2011, almost three years after it had been first reported. 

 
The system also has continued issues with the attendance reporting feature, which is 

used to determine if students have engaged into their courses—a necessary feature for 
financial aid reporting.  More than ten trouble tickets in four years have been submitted to 
D2L on this item alone, and it seems to break each time the D2L is upgraded, even 
though the system pays for maintenance of such features. 

 
Additionally, reasons as to why issues were caused in the first place, and what was 

being done to prevent future occurrences of the issue, were often not provided.  The 
desire would be to ensure that future contracts establish procedures for the vendor to 
provide routine trouble-ticket information that identifies timeframes in which clients may 
expect resolutions to issues.  Vendor representatives do frequently provide timely 
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information on server failures that will impact service; however, exigencies that produce 
such failures are seldom provided.  Having this information would assist administrators 
for tracking common occurrence and reducing uncertainty that occurs for the campus 
community.  These issues tended to be more frequent during the first few years of the 
contract, as overall traffic issues between Canada and South Dakota produced significant 
delays in service, though service delays and interruptions do still occur. 

 
Institutional administrators have also noted that valuable tools have limited usability 

without modifications which appear difficult to resolve.  The current gradebook function 
has a ten student limit in spreadsheet view.  This continues to be a critical issue that 
would aid in improving faculty utilization D2L.  As difficulty associated with employing 
the LMS platform increases, institutions miss an opportunity to utilize the important 
window for faculty buy-in to further integrate LMS services.  The ability to impersonate 
students was also identified as a potential FERPA violation due to our unique system 
approach.  The tool had to be abandoned at the system level due to no resolution on the 
part of the vendor.  
 

Difficulty Utilizing Available Tools 
Management committee representatives noted a variety of issues associated with 

utilization of tools that are currently available in D2L.  This goes beyond the overall 
functionality of the platform, as details related to these tools were included in the vendor 
response.   

 
Concerns have emerged, as a more comprehensive review has been possible, from 

faculty and student utilization over the past four years.  For instance, clarity has never 
been achieved for developing a mechanism that would allow users to view files across 
courses, and the selective release tool requires faculty to articulate a road map in testing 
to provide access to previous and future items.   

 
Faculty have also noted concerns with their ability to use the groups tool as was 

initially intended and have moved away from utilizing this feature due to a number of 
difficulties, including not being able to grade group discussions using one grade item. 
The feature has a number of benefits but the “clunky” and “click intensive” requirements, 
as well as the inability to effectively grade groups, make it unintuitive and difficult to 
employ. 

 
Archiving appears to be a viable feature, but many users and administrators continue 

to struggle with the necessary mechanisms for archiving some valuable student-faculty 
exchanges (i.e., chat and discussion sessions).  Users are also unable to delete unwanted 
user files that exist in the learning object repository (unable to update the already existing 
file names by asking for replacing and be able to delete the files the instructors do not 
want) and there is an ongoing concern about the inability to hide grade items as a group.  
Finally, users are provided with tools to transfer course content and materials between 
courses/terms, but integrity of these materials often suffers.       
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Additional Purchase and Integration: 
As the vendor has continued to upgrade the current LMS platform, they have included 

a number of valuable tools for expanding into the broader LMS market.  For example, the 
9.2 upgrade will allow limited access to mobile devices (iOS, Android, WebOS), but we 
would contend that this would not serve a critical role in an LMS selection process. This 
is due primarily to the fact that many of these functions (posting to discussions, sending 
course mail, ect.) that cannot be performed on these devices. However, many of the more 
routine modifications requested by the Regental system have not emerged over time—
improvements to Course Mail, better item analysis for the Quizzes tool, etc.   Additional 
features have been prohibitively expensive to pursue (ePortfolio, Analytics, etc.) 

 
We have continued to make note of the fact that without a standard API that would 

allow for better integration of third party solutions, growing the active utilization of D2L 
in the system will continue to be difficult.  Integration with social networking sites 
(wikis, blogs, Facebook, Twitter) is needed, as well as interoperability with cloud based 
services (Dropbox, Google Docs, Microsoft Office 365, and Kaltura), support for 
HTML5 features (video, audio, canvas, etc.), and webservices (MathML, MusicML, 
LaTex).   

 
Faculty have noted that a stronger integration with publishers (McGraw Hill, Hughton 

Mifflin, Pearson, etc.) is desired to take advantage of the instructional resources that exist 
for textbooks being used in their courses.  For instance, publishers have developed robust 
test banks for other LMS vendors, but because of limited integration capacity in D2L, 
faculty, have been required to copy and paste individual questions into the D2L 
environment, as opposed to importing them en masse. Similar issues have emerged when 
faculty have sought to integrate other instructional resources (flashcards, animation, 
simulations, etc.) 

 
Further expansion of integration partners is also warranted as users have noted a 

desire to have stronger integration with TurningPoint, SharePoint, uPortal, Elluminate, 
Turnitin, iTunesU, and e-text publishers (McGraw Hill and Pearson).  Such integrations 
are either difficult or too costly for the system to incur.  Finally, when D2L developed 
integrations have been purchased, they routinely fail when upgrades to the LMS platform 
occur (i.e., attendance reporting, course notifications, etc.).  At the time the initial RFP 
was established it was a challenge for many LMS vendors to establish a broad number of 
integration partners.  However, since that time, LMS vendors have greatly expanded in 
this area, but D2L has made limited strides in establishing these types seamless 
relationships with critical vendors.      
 

Features to Exclude/Include in Future RFP: 
As the Regental system has had an opportunity to utilize the D2L platform, a number 

of the features specified in the initial RFP would not warrant inclusion in the event that 
the system decides to take a similar approach at the end of the current LMS contract.  
These would include features such as calendar integration, self-hosting, integration of 
off-line content, hardware configurations, as well as the need to convert from the former 
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WebCT environment.  This final piece would need to include conversion from D2L were 
a different vendor to be selected.   

 
Additionally, a number of additional components/sections would need to be included 

to ensure that continued developments in LMS platforms become a function of the 
system approach.  These include features such as public courses, backup capacity, the 
expansion of product availability timelines, bug report tracking (expected downtimes due 
to system maintenance), student involvement tools, and instructor capacity to submit 
assignments.  If a SaaS product solution proposal is implemented, then clarity is needed 
regarding costs for bandwidth and storage, how network latency issues are diagnosed and 
resolved, or provide an explanation for how administrative access is granted to the 
servers (command line via SSH,,FTP/SFTP, etc.) 

 
Furthermore, the RFP should include a detailed description of our BORIS 

environment, additional add-ons that are not currently included in the vendor quote (i.e., 
enterprise reporting, e-portfolios, etc.), processes and procedures for installing patches, 
stipulations that must exist for repairing broken customizations, and a more flexible 
environment for performing course transfers (grades, discussion postings, assignment 
submissions, quiz submissions, etc.). Finally, specific statements should establish 
expected response times based upon trouble ticket submission, and consideration of the 
varying types of support levels provided. 
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D2L Management Committee Review of Sections 5 and 6 
 
5.1.3 -  Proposed Product Availability The product detailed in this proposal must be available according 

to the following time-frame: core features are available for delivery no later than 45 calendar days 
after a contract is signed; Datatel interface features, if necessary, are available for installation no 
later than 60 calendar days after the master contract is signed. - Is this a sufficient amount of 
time?  

 
5.1.7 -  Source Code Escrow - Do we need to add a stipulation specifically for “proprietary” code for this 

section, if we will consider open-source solutions? 
 
5.1.11 - Prime Respondent - The prime Respondent will be responsible for contract performance when 

subcontractors are used. However, when subcontractors are used, they must be approved by the 
SDBOR project manager and abide by all terms and conditions of the contract.  If subcontractors 
are to be used, the Respondent must clearly define their participation.  See Section 8.9.  - What 
about ISPs, data centers, content delivery services, etc.? 

 
6.4.2 - Mandatory 2: Client Hardware Platform - These will need to be updated to match modern 

standards and should include mobile devices (iOS, Android, WebOS). 
 
6.4.3 - Mandatory 3: Internet Browser - This needs to be updated to reference more current browsers, 

including those present on mobile devices (WebKit). 
 
6.4.5 - Mandatory 5: Core Functionality – Meets, although Datatel integration for moving grades to 

WebAdvisor is not as hoped. 
 
6.4.7 - Mandatory 7: Conversion Support (see also Section 6.9.15). - This needs to be revised.  
 
6.4.8 - Mandatory 8: Self Hosting - This will likely need to be omitted in the next review. 
 
6.5 - EduTools - This will need to be updated. 
 
6.6.1 - Learner Tools - Communication Tools - Does not meet.  This feature has never been found in 

Chat. 
 
6.6.2 - Learner Tools - Student Involvement Tools - Not available at that time per D2L, but Discussions 

Tool works the same. System should probably add blogs, social network integration, portfolios, 
etc. to this section as the vendor  needs to expand integration partners like - TurningPoint, 
SharePoint, uPortal, iTunesU, Live@EDU and publishers like Pearson’s MyLab etc. 

 
6.6.3 - Support Tools - Administration Tools – Meets, but not readily used by the system.  
 
6.6.4 - Support Tools - Curriculum Design Tools – Meets, but there have been some issues with SCORM 

documents in the past.  We were not able to determine if it was a D2L problem or a third party. 
 
6.8.1 - Accessibility Issues - We will have Disability Services review this for the future RFP. 
 
6.8.2.1 - Identify the types of materials, such as help manuals, contextual help for user screens, tutorials, 

and online resources that are available to assist both students and instructors/developers 
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(electronic manual format should be specified as HTML, PDF, etc.). Met, but they did not seem to 
keep them up-to-date with new versions. 

 
6.8.2.2 - Describe how the product provides for printing of content pages. – It has been difficult to 

determine how this is done especially based on the description that is provided in the RFP 
response by the vendor.  

 
6.8.2.4 - Identify how the product can be accessed via text-based browsers. – Vendor noted that they 

could not currently meet this so this was never implemented. 
 
6.8.2.5 - Identify how the product can be accessed using mobile devices. – Vendor noted they could not 

meet this requirement, but it is now available in our current version 9.4.0. 
 
6.8.2.6 - Describe how instructors are able to view and test course materials in the role of students. – The 

Impersonate Student Tool has not worked satisfactorily for faculty since we started using 
D2L.  However, the Vendor currently meets the requirement as faculty can change their 
role to Univ Student but it is more cumbersome.  Due to FERPA violation concerns the 
SDBOR restricted the Impersonate Student Tool so faculty could not impersonate a 
student. Issue has been addressed to D2L, but instructors still do not have the ability to 
impersonate a student and being restricted to an individual course.  Current permission 
provisions, if activated, would allow them access to all of the student’s courses. (Ticket# 
55786).  SDBOR’s interpretation is that impersonating a student violates FERPA as 
instructors can navigate outside of their own individual course while impersonating a 
student. 

 
6.8.2.8 - Describe whether the bookmark tool has private and public options. - Can students provide 

comments on their bookmarks? 
 
6.8.3 - Course Content Development and Organization Meet – Original editor was weak, but seems to be 

functioning better now. 
 
6.8.3.9 - Use of interactive elements such as forms and Flash animation - We should include media 

handling here, as vendor does not currently do a very good job of handling audio/videos. 
 
6.8.3.10 - Integrating off-line content such as CD and DVDs - This can probably be omitted for the future 

RFP. 
 
6.8.3.13 - Copying, moving, and re-ordering content (to the document level) within a course and across 

courses (e.g. content sharing) - System should add a part about maintaining content integrity in 
this section, as we have had content break when moving from one course to the next. (#70327; 
#72923; #75931;) 

 
6.8.3.16 - Address the ability to export and import content in SCORM, IMS or another format.  – Have 

not tested SCORM content. 
 
6.8.3.17 - Address the ability to integrate course cartridges from publishers and third party content 

providers. –  Currently meets but content is usually in a BlackBoard format which may have to be 
converted.   
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6.8.4.3 - File size limitations and controls.  – Email file size limitation is often a problem.  
 
6.8.4.5 - How student files are viewed by instructors across a course – Some clarification may be needed. 
 
6.8.4.6 – How student work and course content are archived in the product. - Generally clients do not 

require archiving to a separate location.  The fact remains that student data (including 
assignment submissions, discussion posting, and quiz scores) cannot be archived to a local 
storage.  An update is needed from the vendor on the progress of their “live” archiving tool. This 
should be expanded to specifically address a global archiving/purging policy as the tools the 
vendor has given to us does not provide for the archiving of STUDENT information, just 
COURSE info. 
 

 
6.8.4.7 – The availability of temporary work space to students for working on group projects. 

Clarification may be needed.  “Create and edit” – In group locker and group discussion folder, 
students can upload and store files, but cannot create and edit files in there. Personal Locker and 
Group Locker size is not big enough to utilize for online collaboration.  

 
6.8.4.10 – The product’s end user backup strategies, including the ability for individual instructors to: 

Broken Links Viewer – File reference is still not updated when a file is moved or file name is 
changed.  A related point is that there is not a “move” tool in the Manage Files area. 

 
6.8.5 – Communication Tools (supports tracking/filtering, correspondence by course, folder.  Filtering by 

course works for inbox, but not for sent mails. (Administrators can also choose to create 
departmental or organization-wide discussion boards) – Cross-course discussion board does not 
seem available yet, a discussion forum has to be contained within a course. Should also add 
whether instructors can submit an assignment on behalf of a student? 

 
o My Email - The RFP states that a full email system is available and faculty have noted 

they would like to be able to change email preference in the LMS and also allow students 
who prefer D2L course mail to email them directly from the learning environment.  
Faculty could then reply and have their email messages sent to user@d2l.sdbor.edu 
instead of having to reply through D2L's Course Mail.  Is IMAP or POP access 
available? D2L states that a "full email system" is available. The goal would be to have 
D2L Email course specific instead of a universal email.  Even D2L has a course filter, 
however the filter does not appear to work as users still need to select all to check course 
email.  

 
o Dropbox – Faculty would prefer the option to specify that late assignments are allowed, 

and then specify a cutoff date.  Currently students can be manually assigned to have 
special access, but a simple checkbox to allow late assignments for the whole class (like 
WebCT) would work well.  Late assignments could be flagged. This option does not 
appear to be available from the vendor.  

 
6.8.5.1 - E-mail - Available email space for users has been a problem. Vendor email was supposed to be 

course specific email (still desired). If the email is global - Increase from current 30 MB to 300 
MB for faculty and students. The system has made multiple formal request for the improvement of 
course mail, as early as 12/2007, when we first started using D2L, but nothing has been done to 

mailto:user@d2l.sdbor.edu�
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the tool. (#44069; #106976; presentation to John Baker; etc.) #44721, #44840, #47901, #48774, 
#53635, #54515, #55452, #57610, #62445, #62745, #62870, #67135, #69258, #71490, #73593, 
#79948, #83177, #89075, #89118, #91759, #104225, #106976, #107589, #117881, #121811, 
#126544, etc.) 

 
6.8.5.2 - Asynchronous threaded discussions (Full Archives) – Vendor cannot currently provide grading 

for group-based discussions, so this needs to be addressed (#113534). This option is not 
available to end users. 

 
6.8.5.3 – Archiving capabilities for threaded discussion, including the ability to import a single client to 

setup (forums and topics) – Meta data of forums and topics only, not including student postings.  
 
6.8.5.9 – File exchange capabilities and file types supported – Clarification may be needed.  
 
6.8.5.11 - Chat sessions and how they can be archived for later reference so that they may be more easily 

used as part of a course grading system. – Chat sessions work although they are difficult to 
archive.  

 
6.8.5.12 - Wiki tool availability; indicate any additional costs required for purchase and implementation, 

as well as proven integration with third-party wikis  -- Vendor notes that the specific Wiki tool is 
not available. Elluminate Live was not a partner at the time of the RFP but they since have been 
added. Is a standard API provided for integration of third party solutions? 

 
6.8.6 - Testing – Faculty note that students have had issues with Quizzes and the Google Chrome 

browser.  Students are unable to scroll down to get to the next questions or pages.  Using the Tab 
key works, but the scrolling does not. To our knowledge, this issue has not been addressed by 
D2L. 

 
6.8.6.3 - Make test results immediately available to students, if instructor wishes.   System should include 

verbiage about limiting the amount of information students can see, and providing a time period 
in which the student can view the results (start and end date), as vendor does not do either very 
well. #63748 

 
6.8.6.4 - Provisions for test security. – Faculty would like the option for a test deadline to be set as 

absolute. For example, if they set it up so the deadline for a test is 5:00 PM, the faculty member 
would like it to cut off users at 5:00 PM and grade what is complete.  As it is now, a student can 
start a 2 hour test at 4:59 and hold up the release of results for the rest of the class. The feature 
isn't stated as available, but would be easy to implement. System should also include verbiage of 
integration with the LockDown Browser. 

 
6.8.6.5 - Capabilities for detailed item analysis of test items - We need to expand upon this as D2L’s 

delivery of item analysis was very limited.  We need something more like the image below. 
(#67539).  If it is true that:  “all reports can be customized to the instructors liking and be 
exported for offline use,” why is it that when we have asked for such customized reporting, that 
we are directed to purchase the D2L analytics tool? 

 
6.8.6.6 - Test presentation features such as embedding equations, scientific notation, images, audio, video 

and HTML within quiz questions - Vendor only currently supports browser-handling of 
embedded media files (audio, video) and not Flash/HTML5, which has caused problems with our 
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courses.  This needs to be addressed. 
 
6.8.6.9 - The ability to randomize quiz questions, and also possible answers (A,B,C) in multiple choice 

questions  - One limitation of vendor is that the random sets of questions cannot themselves be 
randomized.  In this way the random questions are presented in the same order each time a 
student takes a quiz, which can aid their guessing of answers.  (#67841) Also, it would be nice if 
questions could be linked/group together and act as one virtual question. 

 
6.8.6.13 - Support for anonymous surveys and evaluations - One limitation of D2L is that it is impossible 

to track who completed an anonymous survey without linking that data to the survey response.  
(#65050) In WebCT, at the conclusion of the survey, you could get a list of who completed the 
survey, and who did not, but this list was not linked to the survey responses. 

 
6.8.6.14 – Graded and ungraded testing (Selective Release tool.  The use of the Selective Release tool 

allows for the planned and progressive introduction of new course material, activities and tasks) – 
A major constraint with the current release control is that an item is invisible to students if it has 
a release condition contingent upon the completion of a previous item.  In other words, students 
will have no idea of what to expect until they complete a prerequisite item, unless that instructor 
provides a road map that outlines the paths.  

 
6.8.7.6 - Integrate with Datatel grading functions, specifically the submission of final grades. The 

Respondent should indicate any additional costs for this in terms of licensing, development, etc.  
Furthermore, any possible integration with other SIS products (PeopleSoft, Banner) should be 
discussed. - Course creation, instructor creation, student creation, student population of courses, 
and drop/add work well with Datatel although they are a batch process and we must rely on the 
nightly updates.  The moving of final grades to Datatel was clumsy and eventually discontinued 
but a need continues to exist for having this feature available for larger courses. 

 
 
6.8.7 - Online Grade Book  - Custom comment codes can be generated in the grade book.  Reports can be 

automatically generated for an entire class or organization in just one click. Students are also 
given a read-only view of the Grade book for their own results. - Not sure what “custom” 
comment codes are, although comments can be added to grade items.  Also, not sure what 
“reports” are referenced, although statistics can be generated for grade items)  6.8.7.6 Final 
Grade transfer from D2L to Datatel; specifics involved with process not outlined in RFP; proved 
to be a complex and time intensive process and as a result, grading integration was abandoned. 
Presentation was made by NSU to John Baker, D2L CEO, during meeting held on March 26, 
2009, to describe the Final Grade export process from D2L to Datatel; no improvements were 
made to the process. (Issues encountered with grading integration noted in following tickets: 
#58960, 91352, 91522, 91667),  Should have the capacity to Ability to view more than 10 students 
at a time in spreadsheet view.  Item is specific to D2L gradebook; may want to add statement to 
RFP asking for the maximum number of students that can be viewed with all types of gradebook 
viewing options of students.(Inquiries on default viewing: #48874, 59935) 

 
6.8.7.2 - Import and export grades to and from spreadsheets - This has been made to be more complicated 

because D2L inserted “#” and requires special field naming conventions.   
 
6.8.7.4 - Allow columns to be “frozen” or “locked” - Columns cannot be locked. Columns can also 

collapse (only available with categories). 
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6.8.7.5 - Allow for easy modification of auto-graded items - Currently, instructors cannot hide grade 

items en masse.  One must do so individually, so when starting a new semester with existing 
grade items, it can be quite time consuming to hide all of the future grade items. Limited viewing 
of 10 students in spreadsheet view. 

 
6.8.7.9 - Enable student performance tracking and results notification/breakdown - Permissions not set up 

for SDBOR for students. 
 
6.8.7.10 - Provide easy and/or automatic importation of results to grade book – Status of this is currently 

unknown.    
 
6.8.8.1 - Link directly to other course areas and student portals (campus portals and other SDBOR 

portals)   - Available only through a quicklink.  
 
6.8.8.4 - Display events from all of a student’s courses Integration utilizing iCalendar attachments is on 

our product road-map for 2008. - What is the status? Third party calendar integration has not 
been used for SDBOR. Although we currently don’t have calendar integration, is this may be 
something that the system should emphasize and this is now possible with the 9.4 upgrade as the 
upgrade of Calendar should now allow users to integrate all courses and integrate with Outlook.  

 
6.8.9 - Student-Centered Features  

• My Journal – Users can make personal journal entries and may share them with an 
instructor - Journals cannot be shared.  

• My Links – Learners can add personal links as a widget on the home page. - Permission 
not set up for SDBOR.  

 
6.8.9.1 - Areas for displaying student and group project work – Available within an individual course 

only.  
 
6.8.9.3 - Support for student e-portfolios  - Product external to but integrated with learning environment, 

with separate cost/may want to formulate RFP so that external components with separate costs 
are readily identified. 

 
6.8.9.4 - The ability to customize primary student account page.  Intelligent interfaces that learn how the 

individual likes to use the tools, i.e. discussions, allows you to set preferences for the way the 
system operates - Not sure what “learning” refers to, as this actually references the manual 
setting of preferences.  Additionally, operating system, browser, video player, and bandwidth 
settings are no longer available in preferences.  

 
6.8.9.3 - Support for student e-portfolios - System should ask the vendor to include additional cost of such 

a tool—or any tool for that matter. 
 
6.8.9.5 - The ability to integrate private notes into course material – This may no longer be an item for 

consideration.  
 
6.8.9.6 - The ability for students, instructors, or system administrator to create working groups of students 

within a course and across course - Creating groups across courses was not addressed in 
response; can only be done within a course.  
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6.8.9.7 - An area for a student file repository - Response references group capabilities, but response is 

also applicable to individual student capabilities as referenced by the question.   
 
6.8.9.8 - The ability for a student to communicate synchronously with another student or the instructor 

(i.e. instant messaging) – Does not appear that enough information is provided in this section for 
those who use portals.  

 
6.8.10.1 - Announcements : Additionally, instructors have the option of providing students with an 

“Updates and News” section on their personal home pages  - Don’t believe this is available.   
 
6.8.10.2 - Automatic notification of students to important information such as add or drop confirmation, 

change of class meeting time and place and uncompleted work - Not automatic notifications but 
can be manually added by instructor to their own course homepage.(some uncompleted items are 
available such as unread discussion messages and new email ) 

 
6.8.10.6 - Adding and deleting students from a class or change passwords easily - Use of BORIS to 

facilitate for SDBOR, may want to have password procedures detailed in RFP.   
 
6.8.10.8 - The ability for instructors to make modifications easily across multiple sections – Accomplished 

only through copy components, unless sections are mapped together.  
 
6.8.11 – Password Protection - The vendor has been successful in providing this feature with some 

intervention from BOR programmers. 
 
6.8.11.2 - Default email - This tool is clunky, unreliable and almost unusable.  Vendor has told us that 

they have no plans to improve the functionality of this tool.  Vendor has not met their proposed 
solution on this tool. 

 
6.8.11.4 - Forgotten password/changing passwords - Meets for non-credit enrolled students.  This 

item does not apply to us for for-credit enrolled students since we have integrated BORIS 
with the log in/password retrieval process. 

 
 
6.8.11.6 - The preservation of identities when two or more instructors are in the course - The learning 

curve for creating the grade book and linking items to be automatically graded is great, 
the tool functions pretty much as indicated. 

 
6.8.11.7 - Limiting student access 

• Scalability - Many concurrent users seems to bog down the system. 
• Standards and Accessibility - There are many learning tools that do not integrate with D2L, 

apparently because of their proprietary code.  Apparently this can be resolved fairly easily 
with open APIs. 

• Reporting and Data Warehouse - There are some reports available, but the reports wanted by 
many in the group are called “customizations’ by D2L and are costly. 

• Integration - Because of lack of open APIs D2L makes this section appear lots better than the 
reality. 

• Authentication Systems - With lots of work on the part of BOR programmers, this works as 
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presented. 
 

6.8.12.1 - Course creation and management, including copying existing courses for a new semester - The 
calendar is universal.  It would be better if it was course-specific. The import/export function for 
courses is probably the BEST feature of D2L. 

 
6.8.12.3 - Archiving - Since we haven’t done a system-wide archive it is difficult to determine if this tool 

works as presented.  
 
6.8.12.4 - Producing and tracking system statistics - This function is basically as presented. There are 

reports that some of the other universities would like, but they would be ‘enhancements’ and 
customizations that cost more money. 

 
6.8.12.7 - Resource monitoring and management - Over the past 3 years, there have been a lot of issues 

with internet traffic from Canada to South Dakota. 
 
6.9.1.1 - Clearly note what part the software provides - I believe we had a load balancing issue in the first 

year. 
 
6.9.1.4 - Provide technical details on how the system provides for high availability.   SDBOR is 

hosted.(Site down due to hardware failure at D2L hosting facility: #50112; performance issues 
encountered, D2L added 2 servers to cluster to improve performance: #72248;server application 
unavailable errors due to local apps server reboot: #89183; internal 500/out of memory error 
required adjustment of database setting: #89886; email messages not received resulted in change 
of email communication server: #91511; site down, required restarting of database cluster: 
#114565; RMS server was put into maintenance mode and certain updates from the D2L Service 
manage stopped being conveyed, resulted in code appearing in D2L: #116086; service was 
started on the server, but the caching sub-service did not start correctly, resulted in coding 
intermittently appearing instead of text: #125246) 

 
6.9.1.6 - Describe how the system, in a centralized setting, will support multiple institutions delivering 

courses from the same system (hardware configuration and software). SDBOR still experienced a 
slow down when usage is heavy. 

 
6.9.1.7 - Describe how the system, in a distributed setting, will support any sharing of courses, content, 

etc. between multiple institutions.  - This mostly works as described….Each BOR site has a 
specific look 

 
6.9.2.6 - Detail lost functionality, if any, for any browser listed in Section 6.4.3 not supported by the 

product. - D2L has NOT kept pace with the most recent versions of Browsers. - This is 
problematic for those campuses who annually move to the most recent version….Case in point, 
SDSM&T will be including IE9 in the Fall2011 student image on all tablets.   “D2L did not 
address this issue until version 9.4.0 which we upgraded to on November 26, 2011.  Our primary 
purpose in upgrading during an active semester (which we prefer not to do) was to finally 
alleviate the various problems users using IE9 were encountering.” 

 
6.8.10.1 - Announcements - should ask about notifications in this context as well.  - Currently, vendor 

does not provide notifications when new news announcements have been posted (#67014).   
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6.8.11.4 - Forgotten password/changing passwords – A description of BORIS should be included here.   
 
6.8.12.5 - Producing usage statistics reports that includes minimally the number of courses taught, 

number of students in each course, number of instructors per semester, and file size of each 
course. -  D2L does not provide any of these potentially useful reports at the moment, save for 
going through the Help Desk. System should include other statistics, such as: 

• course utilization (what courses are actually being used) 
• user activity by task 
• the ability to track an individuals activity in a course in greater detail (accidental 

deletions, verifying user accounts of activity in a course, etc.) 
 
6.9.1.7 - Describe how the system, in a distributed setting, will support any sharing of courses, content, 

etc. between multiple institutions.  - This is probably no longer necessary. 
 
6.9.2 - Operating Environment - Do these all need to be prefaced with something like, “ if proposing a 

self-host solution,” or just be removed if we are not considering hosting ourselves?  
 
6.9.5.7 - Can the search engine be used to search popular document formats such as Word documents, 

PDFs, etc.? -  Yes, but we are more concerned with the ability of students being able to search 
within a COURSE not the LOR. 

 
6.9.6 - Integration with other enterprise systems – System should also mention MLP, Elluminate, Turnitin, 

and others.   
 
6.9.6.1 - Library Systems. Ex Libris Aleph (used by the South Dakota Library Network).? - Is a separate 

login required or can this be integrated with the sign-on services of the product?  Is this still the 
case? 

 
6.9.7.1 - Describe the technologies used to extend the functionality of the products. This includes using 

scripting, APIs, SDKs and similar techniques. – The system should get more clarity on this and 
ask for additional costs, limitations of the APIs, whether or not they are made public, etc., as 
these have not generally been made available to us or vendors, which seriously impacts the scope 
and stability of integrations in D2L (case in point [#120270/#LVY-508659] where D2L made a 
change in the system that broke the LDB). 

 
6.9.7.2 - Describe how the Respondent ensures that applications written to integrate with the system using 

the approved integration approaches remain compatible with new releases of the system.  - There 
have been numerous incidents where D2L-developed integrations were broken by their upgrades 
even though we were paying for maintenance and they were developed by the vendor. (#118815—
still broken; #51489; #99575; #95682; #91532; #91352; #81180; #77495;  #53722; #51498; 
#51354; #50968; #93108, #77388; #105623, etc.) 

 
6.9.8.14 - How does the product provide public courses to unauthenticated users?  - How can 

authenticated users access such courses?  This would be very handy for demo/showcase courses. 
 
6.9.10 - Maintenance – Additional verbiage or perhaps a separate subsection should be included to 

address what is done by the vendor to assure that customizations continue to work after 
upgrades, as this has been a consistent problem for the vendor, even though we pay for 
maintenance of the customizations.  
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6.9.10.4 - Describe the process for installing patches. -  It is important to add some verbiage here about 

how we will be notified of such maintenance (normal and emergency) prior to it happening.  
Quite frequently, D2L has installed updates and notified us after the fact.  (#83960)  

 
6.9.10.8 - How are bugs reported and tracked?  - It would be nice if this feature—even if it was read 

only—to all administrators, not just the designated help-desk staff.  Often times, we waste time 
asking our IT staff to look for bugs/outstanding requests, which causes delays in the resolving the 
problems and duplication of issues across the BOR institutions. It would also be helpful, from the 
perspective of the D2L Management Committee to be able refer to this list in our meetings.  

 
6.9.11 - Standards  WebDAV - WebDAV has been inconsistent, at best.  (#67910, #42158, #51069, 

#51759, #62612, #64324, #82128, #87064, #91739, #99674, #106357, #109525, 
#116124) 

 
6.9.11.2 - Describe the support for  - RSS, Web Services (e.g., UDDI, WS*L, SOAP), WebDAV, MARC 

(http://www.loc.gov/marc/), Emerging repository standards (e.g., ODRL (http://odrl.net/), XrML, 
(http://www.xrml.org/)) - Are there any new/emerging content standards we need to include 
here?  For example, MathML, MusicML, LaTex.  Also for the list of supported web services it is 
not clear how customers are able to obtain access.  

 
6.9.12.1 - For each major function of the system, define what acceptable performance is, how it is 

measured, and how the system software and hardware can be scaled to maintain acceptable 
performance.  - I think this section needs to be changed to address the issues with a SAAS model, 
like we have with D2L—latency, uptime, page load times, etc.) 

 
6.9.12.2 - Recommend hardware configurations, including a specific list of equipment that will provide 

acceptable performance for the needs of the SDBOR system.  -  This section is not relevant to the 
current evaluation. 

 
6.9.13.1 - Describe the user and technical documentation that is available for the system.  Include 

information on documentation that provides: - The system should add a section here as to 
documentation regarding updates/patches—e.g. a detailed changelog.  Our experience has been 
that often times, D2L creates permissions and changes their default settings to be counter to 
what they were in the previous system—in other words, they add granularity to control the finer 
points of a permission, but turn them off, requiring us to hunt them down for every upgrade. 
Context sensitive help is only present within a few places in D2L and certainly not as pervasive 
as the help in WebCT, where a user could always click the Help link and get context-sensitive 
help without looking for the context.  Clarity is needed in this section to clearly define this 
expectation.  

 
6.9.15 - Conversion - This is not relevant at this stage of the evaluation, but will need to change to 

replace WebCT with D2L, where applicable, should the sysem move forward with the RFP. 
 
6.9.15.8 – Please discuss what student information, if any, is transferred into the new course on the 

proposed solution during the conversion process.- For the RFP, the system should include more 
specific information here (grades, discussion postings, assignment submissions, quiz submissions, 
etc.) 

 

http://www.loc.gov/marc/�
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6.9.15.11 – Describe any limitations of this conversion that exist or any deviations that may occur from 
the conversion expectations outline above. -  This was never realized as the system had many 
problems importing content.  We also had a problem with importing quizzes, with the correct 
answers not being marked, as recently as 1/18/2011.  (#84759; #42379; #42829; #43643; 
#43598; #61942; #53557; #64270; #69725).  

 
6.9.17.1 – Describe reporting the system provides to analyze system usage from a student, instructor, 

and/or instructional or system-wide perspective.  
• Quizzes, surveys, grades and much more.  – The system have been unable to access 

this data in order to run our own reports.  For example, we cannot generate item 
analysis on a per quiz per course basis. (#67359) 

• With a form-based interface, custom reports can be generated to access the data at 
any level of granularity or reports can be selected from a large number of standard 
reports.  - This simply has not been the case.  For example, we are unable to: 
generate course-specific reports, track users through the system (student claiming to 
have completed an assessment), etc.  We have to defer to D2L for such reports. 

• Desire2Learn currently has one of the most sophisticated reporting engines in the 
industry. There are currently approximately 70+ out-of-the-box reports, and the 
functionality is also going to be further enhanced with a library of 200+ new reports 
based upon client feedback. - I do not recall this ever happening.  At least it is not 
apparent from the reports to which we have access.  How do we access these? 

 
6.9.18 Query Tools - Yes, a form-based interface allows custom reports to be generated to access the data 

at any level of granularity, or reports can be selected from a large number of standard reports.  
Programming or HTML knowledge is not necessary. - Again, this has not been the case. 

 


	SUBJECT: D2L Review and Contract Negotiations

