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SUBJECT: Quality Assurance Review 
 
 During the February 2105 AAC meeting the council discussed the intent to facilitate a 
quality assurance review during the Fall 2015 term.  The goal of the project is to identify a series 
of common general education courses that are: 1) delivered both face-to-face and online: 2) 
delivered at multiple locations including on-campus and at university center locations; 3) and 
represent the top courses representing enrollments in the High School Dual Credit program.  
Using this approach, a list of courses would be identified for all institutions and, using a common 
metric, the courses would be evaluated by peers from within the Regental system during the 
2015-16 academic year.  Based on data available from the most recent Distance Education 
Report and the courses being taught through dual credit (see Table 1) represent the types of 
courses that would flagged during this initial review.    
  

Table 1 
Frequency of Enrollments by High School Dual Credit Course – Spring 2015 

Course BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD Total 
1. Fundamentals of Speech 8 25 30 0 87 139 289 
2. General Psychology 39  6 6 60 116 227 
3. College Algebra 35 35 18 3 30 53 174 
4. Composition I 28 9 18 4 24 61 144 
5. Introduction to Sociology 19 0 28 0 37 35 119 

 
 
 Following the AAC discussion, representatives were asked to identify two campus 
personnel who would serve on a system subcommittee to assist in coordinating the work. 
Currently the campus representatives include:  
 

BHSU – Ryan Clark & Christopher Dawes 
DSU – Gabe Mydland & Shao Mingming 
NSU – Gregory Francom & Debra Wenzel 
SDSM&T – Sally Palmer & Kate Alley 

http://www.sdbor.edu/theboard/agenda/2014/October/13_BOR1014.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/theboard/agenda/2014/October/13_BOR1014.pdf
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SDSU – Mary Jo Nesmith & Shouhong Zhang 
USD – Karen Card & Eric Mosterd 

 
 The first task for the committee has been to review the current QA rubric to assess 
whether it is still aligns with best practices.  The common system rubric has not been updated in 
quite some time, and some campuses have made a number of revisions (see Attachment I for the 
February 2015 AAC agenda item) and AAC has demonstrated interest in building a more unified 
QA rubric that, ideally, will serve as the basis for all QA reviews—both at the institution and 
system levels. 
 

During the initial committee meeting, it became apparent that some campuses (BHSU 
and SDSU) were of the understanding that it was voluntary to use the SDBOR rubric.  BHSU 
and SDSU representatives indicate they had made inquiries with Dr. Gingerich who supported 
the development of their own rubric.  When the Revised Quality Assurance Review process was 
brought forward to AAC for approval in 2009, the understanding at the time was that institutions 
were free to develop customized review and training processes that center on the system rubric, 
but not make changes to the rubric without AAC approval.  This seems to be affirmed by a few 
documents on AAC’s website. 
  
  Per the guidelines, it clearly indicates in Step 4 on page 5 that institutions are to use the 
system rubric for institutional reviews.  Similarly, page 2 under ““Institutional Course Review 
Process,” it seems to indicate the same in the System GA Process Revisions when this was 
reviewed previously by AAC in 2006. This issue was affirmed by Dr. Gingerich who indicated 
that the approval at the time was to back away from the combined system review process that 
was in place, but that the use of the common rubric was expected without further review and 
approval by AAC.  Moving forward, the with this project for those who have developed their 
own rubrics is not to require institutions to immediately adopt the revised rubric for 2015FA 
courses.  This only applies to the 2015FA system-level reviews of dual-credit courses.  We will 
use the revised rubric for those reviews only, but institutions will be asked to adopt the revised 
rubric, per the guidelines cited above. It will take time for this adoption, and to adapt institutional 
processes to the revised rubric, so the transition timeline will accommodate this moving forward 
(e.g. adoption by 2016FA, etc.), and details can be solidified once a revised rubric has been 
reviewed and approved by AAC. 
 
 AAC representatives should be prepared to discuss issues on their campus with moving 
forward with this approach, with the intent that a draft of the revised rubric will be forthcoming 
just prior to the July 22nd AAC meeting.  A final version of the rubric can be found in 
Attachment I and will be finalized for approval during the September 2015 meeting.   
 
Quality Assurance Review Background 
 

For a number of years the Regental system facilitated a Quality Assurance Review 
process as a feature of the Electronic University Consortium (EUC).  Since the expansion of 

https://www.sdbor.edu/services/academics/aac/documents/02-09AAC_5.D_QA_policy-process.pdf
https://www.sdbor.edu/services/academics/AAC/documents/04-06AAC_11.B_system_qa_process_revisions.pdf
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online courses in the Regental system, the quality assurance review had been identified as a 
logical approach for ensuring the quality of the instructional resources being employed to deliver 
the course.  Each year courses were identified for review, a common metric/tool was used to 
evaluate the courses, and peers from other Regental institutions were used to facilitate the 
reviews.  The overall academic quality of the course had not been a primary focus of these 
reviews.  For this and a variety of other reasons this practice was eliminated three years ago and 
institutions have continued to facilitate their own quality assurance reviews using metrics or 
rubrics that have been modified from the original system protocols (see Attachment I for samples 
from a variety of the campuses).   
 
 Over the past year, a number of questions have emerged about the distinctions that may 
exist between similar courses that are delivered online vs. face-to-face.  When presented the 
2013 Distance Education Report at the October 2013 Board of Regents meeting, Regent Baloun 
inquired about the success of students in our online courses.  Dr. Palmer developed an ad-hoc 
report for review by the BOR to review at the following Committee A meeting, and at the 
request of Regent Schaeffer the report came forward to the Board during the next meeting as a 
full board item.  While trends in the data depicted in the report did signal differences in the 
overall performance of students in these two class types, the trend pattern certainly is improving 
to a point where student success in both face-to-face and online courses are more equivalent.  
However, it is important to note that a comparison of student success does not provide evidence 
of the academic quality of the courses in question.  This sentiment has continued to resonate over 
the past few months as the General Education review has begun, and the system has expanded 
online course delivery as a feature of the new High School Dual Credit program.  During campus 
visits, discussion with discipline councils, and deliberations with the General Education Steering 
Committee, the issue of academic quality and rigor in online courses continues to reverberate.  
While quality assurance reviews are an ongoing feature for the delivery of online courses, no 
such counterpart exists for face-to-face courses.  As a result, anecdotal evidence continues to be 
used as the primary data for validating faculty/staff perceptions of this modality.   
 
 

http://www.sdbor.edu/theboard/agenda/2013/October/13.pdf
http://sdbor.edu/theboard/agenda/2013/May/18.pdf
http://sdbor.edu/theboard/agenda/2013/May/18.pdf
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I. Course Overview & Introduction  
1. Navigational instructions make the organization of the course easy to understand. 

(Essential Standard -- 3 points)  

2. A statement introduces the student to the course and to the structure of the student 
learning, as well as how the student will be successful in the course. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points)  

3. The instructor facilitates and participates in an interactive introduction activity with 
students during the first week of the course. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points) 

4. Netiquette expectations with regard to discussions and course communication are clearly 
stated. 
(Very Important Standard -- 2 points)  

5. Minimum technology requirements, minimum student skills, and, if applicable, 
prerequisite knowledge in the discipline, are clearly stated. 
(Important Standard -- 1 point)  

II. Learning Objectives  
1. The course learning objectives describe outcomes that are measurable. 

(Essential Standard -- 3 points)  

2. The learning objectives address content mastery, critical thinking skills, and core learning 
skills. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points)  

3. The learning objectives of the course are clearly stated and understandable to the student, 
and clear instructions are provided to students on how to meet them. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points)  

4. The learning objectives of the course are articulated and specified on the module/unit 
level. 
(Very Important Standard -- 2 points) 

III. Assessment & Measurement  
1. The types of assessments selected measure the stated learning objectives and are 

consistent with course activities and resources. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points)  

2. The grading policy is transparent and easy to understand. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points)  

3. Assessments and measurement strategies provide timely and detailed feedback to the 
student. 

https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/overview/1
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/overview/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/overview/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/overview/3
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/overview/3
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/overview/4
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/overview/4
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/overview/5
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/overview/5
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/objectives/1
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/objectives/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/objectives/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/objectives/3
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/objectives/3
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/objectives/4
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/objectives/4
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/assessment/1
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/assessment/1
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/assessment/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/assessment/3
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/assessment/3
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(Essential Standard -- 3 points)  

4. The types of assessments selected and the methods used for submitting assessments are 
appropriate for the distance-learning environment. 
(Very Important Standard -- 2 points)  

5. If appropriate, self-check practice types of assignments are provided for quick student 
feedback. 
(Very Important Standard -- 2 points) 

IV. Resources & Materials  
1. The instructional materials support the stated learning objectives. and have sufficient 

breadth, depth, and currency, for the student to learn the subject. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points) 

2. Instructional materials are provided in multiple modalities to facilitate different learning 
styles and are incorporated into the design of the course. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points) 

3. Instructional materials are presented in a format appropriate to the online environment, 
are easily accessible to and usable by the student, and are consistent in organization. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points) 

4. All resources and materials used in the online course are appropriately cited and sourced. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points) 

5. The purpose of the course elements (content, instructional methods, technologies, and 
course materials) is evident. 
(Very Important Standard -- 2 points) 

V. Learner Interaction  
1. The learning activities promote the achievement of stated objectives and learning 

outcomes. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points) 

2. Learning activities foster instructor-student, content-student, and if appropriate, student-
student interaction. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points) 

3. The expectations of the instructor are clearly defined, including how, when, and where 
the instructor will interact with students. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points) 

4. The importance and real-world significance of the subject matter is clearly demonstrated 
and, if possible, connected to students' backgrounds.s of 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points) 

https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/assessment/4
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/assessment/4
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/assessment/5
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/assessment/5
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/resources/1
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/resources/1
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/resources/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/resources/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/resources/3
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/resources/3
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/resources/4
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/resources/5
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/resources/5
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/interaction/1
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/interaction/1
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/interaction/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/interaction/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/interaction/3
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/interaction/3
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/interaction/4
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/interaction/4
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5. The requirements for course interaction are clearly articulated. 
(Very Important Standard -- 2 points) 

VI. Course Technology  
1. The tools and media support the learning objectives of the course and are integrated with 

texts and lesson assignments. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points) 

2. The tools and media enhance student interactivity and guide the student to become a 
more active learner. 
(Very Important Standard -- 2 points) 

3. If utilized, third-party tools/content are easily accessible to students, and clear 
instructions are provided to articulate how to access/utilize them. 
(Very Important Standard -- 2 points) 

4. The tools and media are compatible with existing standards of delivery modes. 
(Important Standard -- 1 point) 

VII. Learner Support  
1. Course instructions articulate or link to clear descriptions of academic, student, and 

technical support services offered. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points) 

2. Course instructions articulate or link to an explanation of how the institution's academic 
support system can assist the student in effectively using the resources provided. 
(Very Important Standard -- 2 points) 

3. Course instructions articulate or link to tutorials and resources that answer basic 
questions related to research, writing, technology, etc. 
(Important Standard -- 1 point) 

VIII. Accessibility  
1. The course acknowledges the importance of ADA requirements. 

(Essential Standard -- 3 points) 

2. Any third-party tools and/or content utilized by the course are compliant with 
accessibility standards, or equally effective accessible alternatives are provided. 
(Essential Standard -- 3 points) 

 
  
 

https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/interaction/5
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/technology/1
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/technology/1
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/technology/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/technology/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/technology/3
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/technology/3
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/technology/4
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/support/1
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/support/1
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/support/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/support/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/support/3
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/support/3
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/accessibility/1
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/accessibility/2
https://sites.google.com/site/sdborqa2015/standards/accessibility/2
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