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Designing Effective Online Courses_Proven Organizational Structures and Models


Hello, everyone, and welcome to today's ELI webinar, "Defining Effective Online Courses: Proven Organizational Structures and Models." I'm Veronica Diaz, Associate Director of the EDUCAUSE Learning initiative; and I'll be your host for today.
The ELI is pleased to welcome today's speakers: Deborah Adair, Lisa Clark, Elizabeth McMahon and Jean Mandernach. I will be introducing them in just a moment, but I wanted to give you a quick overview of our session's learning environment here today.
Our virtual room is subdivided into several windows. Our presenter slides are now showing in the main window. The tall window on the left there, where many of you are typing, is the Chat; and that's for everybody to use. So if you have any comments or questions or even any resources that you'd like to share, go ahead and post them there. We'll be keeping a close eye on that throughout the presentation.
If you're tweeting today, please use the tag: ELIWeb, that's E-L-I-W-e-b. If you have any audio issues, you can click on the link in the lower left-hand corner there. At any time, you can direct a private message to Technical Help if you have any additional issues.
ELI webinars are supported by Panopto. Panopto is the leader in higher education video platforms. Since 2007, the company has been a pioneer in campus video management, lecture capture, and flipped classroom software. Today, more than five million students and instructors rely on Panopto to improve student outcomes and personalize the student learning experience.
Now let's turn to today's presentation. By now, we have heard ample research that can inform effective online course designs. Today we're going to hear from Quality Matters master reviewers and online course design experts, who are going to share what they've learned from hundreds of online course reviews about what promotes student engagement, learning, and ultimately success. We're also going to review organizational structures and processes that support effective course design and help organizations demonstrate quality assurance to accrediting bodies.
To conduct this discussion today, we've assembled a panel of experts in each of these topic areas; and so let me introduce these now.
The first is Deborah Adair, who is the Executive Director of Quality Matters. We also have Lisa Clark, who is the Dean of Online Programs, Associate Professor and Quality Matters Coordinator at the University of Northwestern Ohio. Jean Mandernach is here today; she is the Executive Director for the Center for Innovation and Research & Teaching at Grand Canyon University. Finally, we have Elizabeth McMahon, who is faculty at Northland Community College and Technical College at East Grand Forks.
Deborah, Lisa, Jean, and Elizabeth, we want to welcome you to today's ELI webinar. We are delighted to have each of you with us. With that, I'll turn it over to Deb.
Thank you, Veronica.
Good afternoon, everyone. I am happy to hop in; and while many of you may have heard of Quality Matters, I wanted to give a little primer about our review process. 

But I think we first have a poll question for you to answer, and you can see it on your screen there. There we go; here comes the poll now. I've lost visual on my question; here it comes: Does your institution have a peer review process in place? There we go.
[Pause for responses] 
Let's give it a few more minutes. It looks like close to 50% of you have some professional process, such as quality measures. 

[Pause for responses]
Okay, I think this looks good. I think we're maintaining that percentage; about 50% of you have a professional process. About 25%-26% have an internally developed process, with the remainder having no identified process. Okay, I think we're safe to move on.
I'm going to take just a minute and do a very brief overview of the Quality Matters review process that a few of the speakers will be speaking to as we go through this afternoon. Quality Matters does do quality assurance at the program level as well as the course level. This particular graphic is an example, is a graphic, of the peer review process done in our quality assurance review for online courses. 

We review courses that are to be developed by an individual faculty developer, or it could be a team review. The review uses the Quality Matters rubric for higher education, and that rubric is updated about every three to four years. It consists of 43 specific standards that are supported by detailed annotations. These are the standards that the team of three peer reviewers uses in the review process. The peer reviewers aren't Quality Matters employees, but they are teaching faculty who have gone through the Quality Matters Professional Development sequence to become certified peer reviewers. 

In that period of time, the peer reviewers are looking independently at the online courses and completing their review.  It's an open review, with questions asked back to the instructor of record as necessary; and the peer review team will connect with each other as necessary. At the end of that period of time, the Quality Matters tools will aggregate all of the feedback, divide it by the three reviewers, and compute the score on the review. If the course has met the Quality Matters standards at the 85% level and all three point essential standards, the QM certification for that course is awarded. If it has not, the instructor is given time and the ability to go back and make those changes and resubmit. So it is a quality improvement process as well as a quality assurance process.
The other point to support this is to consider the scale of the community. Quality Matters as an organization is a very small nonprofit. There are 31 staff members that work for Quality Matters; but we support 1,084 institutional members, of which about 1,000 are higher ed institutions. These are all institutions and organizations in K-12, continuing and professional education and higher education; but the majority of our membership is higher education. About 8,000 individuals, primarily faculty, hold certified roles with Quality Matters, largely reviewers and master reviewers in the peer review process. We have had over 100,000 faculty who have gone through Quality Matters Professional Development training and have certified more than 6,000 online courses. 

With the data that we collect in the exit surveys, we know that the official review process that's applied by three certified reviewers has impacted over two million learners. That's the reach; that's the scale of the review process. So this is sort of the context in which our Quality Matters reviewers are presented here today. We'll be talking about what they've seen and what they've experienced in terms of quality online courses.
I'm going to pass this over to Lisa Clark to get us started.
Thank you, Deb.
I'm going to continue by noting some of the benefits of the peer review process that Deb just introduced. At first glance, some of the Quality Matters rubric components may seem basic; however, they are very important when it comes to a quality course design and can sometimes be overlooked by the faculty designers. A faculty designer often struggles to step outside of his or her own course to review it objectively; but a team of peer faculty reviewers are able to provide a fresh, objective perspective.
Additionally, reviewers are able to determine if the alignment in a course is apparent by reviewing the course and module-level objectives or competencies, as well as a course assessment, materials, activities, and instructional technology. 

Courses can accumulate fluff over time or have gaps in alignment that become hard for the person who designed the course to recognize. Of course the helpful recommendations that are provided by the review team during a Quality Matters review are something that faculty designers report appreciating most about the peer review process.
When thinking about course design, it's important because learners taking courses in the online environment are often faced with a variety of challenges as they start a new term. Sometimes all of the courses in their schedule are similarly designed. Sometimes each course has its own design based on the instructor for the course. I'm sure all of you that are here today can relate to either of those scenarios or somewhere in the middle. 

Regardless of whether or not uniform design templates are being used, a well-designed online course will enhance a learner's ability to figure out the navigational and logistical components of a course more efficiently. Likewise, this saves instructors' time since they often have fewer questions to answer related to course design. We all want learners to spend most of their time learning the content in the courses and not trying to figure out where the content is. With this being said, I'm going to pass the discussion over to Beth.
As courses are designed or redesigned for online delivery, unfortunately sometimes the focus isn't always on providing good instructions for the students. The concept of providing good directions for students as they navigate through the online course is something that kind of goes missing sometimes from the planning, as the focus instead is placed on providing quality content and working on engagement instead of writing good instructions.
Understanding how to get started, how to use the materials in the course, or how the course is organized can be items that are not readily apparent to an online learner, especially if they're new to taking online courses. Providing these explicit instructions to students is important to student success.
A study that was done in 2015 by Ralston-Berg and her colleagues asked specifically about students' perceptions of course quality and found that 72% of the students rated having clear instructions about how to get started as essential to their success. In this study, other items that rated highly included, not surprisingly, the need for consistent and efficient navigation; an explanation of prerequisite knowledge and the skills that the learner should have should be stated up front in the course, of course; and that the grading policy and the evaluation criteria should be clearly spelled out. All of these things are clearly designated in the Quality Matters rubric as being essential, but sometimes they're missed when faculty create their courses.
The two quotes on the right are representative of what faculty who integrate these elements into their courses regularly tell us through surveys. They tell us that students now tend to understand more fully what was required to do as part of the class. The effective designing a course to meet QM standards has reduced the "What do I do" question to almost zero or someone saying, "I'm getting fewer questions in regard to expectations about where to find stuff in the navigational confusion."
I didn't put this quote in here, but one of my favorites that I hear often from faculty is they say this better design frees up their time, so they can focus on teaching the content versus answering procedural-type questions.
So we need to consider how do we support faculty to design courses that do all of these things. As we move into this next section, we have another poll for you: Does your institution offer course design or best teaching practices for online delivery types of professional development?
If you could, go ahead and complete that poll; and then I'm going to turn it over to Jean for some additional information.
We'll just give you a couple moments here to fill out the poll.
[Pause for responses] 
As everyone's votes are coming in, it looks like the majority of institutions are offering both course design and best teaching practices, although there are schools that are offering none of that and some that are offering one or the other one but not both. We'll give it another moment here while everyone casts their vote.
[Pause for responses]
It looks like we're sitting at most institutions are offering both types of information, so you can go ahead and close that poll out.
One of the challenges – and this was noted early in the discussion, as we were waiting for the session to get started – is that even when institutions offer these kinds of services and offer either course design or best teaching practices, that doesn't necessarily mean that people have to use them. Just because a service is offered doesn't necessarily tell us anything about the organizational structure that mandates that use, that supports that use, or even that encourages that use. So just because we can offer them doesn't mean that they're going to have an impact. So we're going to talk a little bit about that today.
One of the challenges as you start talking about course design is that there are a lot of different people, depending on your institution, that could be involved with this. So over in the Chat, I'd just like you to take a moment and tell us who you are at your institution. Are you a faculty member developing your own course, or are you working somewhere in instructional design or online learning helping faculty develop their course? Just go ahead and take a moment in the Chat and let us know if you're a faculty developing your own course or an instructional designer.
They're coming in relatively quickly here; but it looks like we have a pretty good mix, with most people being instructional designers but a lot of people that are actually faculty members as well. As we move through the presentation, the remainder of what we're going to talk about, we're going to kind of hit on both views. What do you need to know if you're a faculty working to develop your own; and, if you're an instructional designer working with the faculty members, what information do you need to have to give those faculty members to make sure that they can design a really good online course?
One of the greatest challenges – and I'm sure I don't have to tell you as instructional designers – is that faculty don't always use the services, and they don't always understand what best principles are. So getting started and knowing where they should go with that really is the first step. 

For instructional designers here, this is probably a review. At a very basic level, the first thing we have to know when we start to design an effective online course is we have to start with the end in mind. This is the backwards design principle. Unfortunately, most of the time when faculty members begin to create their own courses, they start with the idea of: What do I do in my face-to-face class? Then, they take and they try to translate: What do I do in my face-to-face class, and how would that look in an online classroom?
The problem with this kind of an approach is that we start to tend to make modules based on classroom sessions. So while we might somehow intuitively know what we're doing in the face-to-face classroom, that doesn't mean it translates well into an online course design.
So the very first step is you have to know what you want students to know or do at the completion of your online course or at the completion of an online module. Once you can clearly identify, "This is where I want students to be; this is the end desired result," then you can start to move backwards and say, okay, if students achieved this goal, how would I know it? What assessments am I going to put in place to let me know if students are achieving the goal?
In the online classroom, this is particularly important because we are void of all the non-verbal and informal indicators that we often use in a face-to-face classroom. So in a face-to-face classroom, we might have a lecture and a discussion and we talk to our students and we get a sense of whether they understand and know what we mean. In the online classroom, we don't have that sense; we don't have all those indicators. So as such, we need to think about what will the students do to give me evidence that that has happened? 

Then, once we determine that assessment, then we can move ourselves backwards and say, okay, and now what do I need to do to make that happen? What kind of learning experiences, what kinds of information, what kind of instruction do I need to bring that end?
There was a good point that was pointed out over here by Katie; and she said, "It does depend if you're teaching synchronously online or not." That's an excellent point because if you're teaching synchronously online, then you might be able to come back and say, "I am going to be able to use some of these non-verbals as part of my assessment evidence," and so you can plan your learning experiences and instruction accordingly.
The key to backwards design is alignment. So often if we start by imitating our face-to-face classroom, we fail to fully align our course components. For your online course to be effective, you have to be sure that your assessments align with your outcomes that align with your instruction.
A really nice activity to make sure this is happening is to just create a course blueprint, where you work yourself all the way through, mapping out what would this actually look like -- so mapping this on paper before we ever get started with designing the online course. If we were going to do this, the easiest place to start is the course description. In most cases, this is outside of our control; this is something that's set by the department or set by the registrar, but we need to look at that course description as a general outline.
Then from there, move backwards to say, okay, well what are the goals of this course; and do they align with that course description?
Again, in some cases, this is going to be already determined for you by the department; in other cases, you're going to have to think about: What are my overarching course goals?
Then, from there, you can now move back to the areas that most likely under the faculty control. If there are these big course goals, what are the intermediate steps and what are the learning objectives that are going to help a student achieve these goals? 

From there then, we can move down to the assessments, what will the students do with it? Then, how will I give the students guidance? What are the key dimensions in the outcome?
So getting out a piece of paper – and I encourage you go actually map this out on a big old poster board and have them say, here's my description; here are the course goals that align with this. For any given course goal, which learning objective?
Now, keep in mind my diagram here is very, very simple. In many cases, a real one would have learning objectives that map to multiple course goals; I just kept my diagram readable. But mapping it all out and saying which learning objectives meet which goals, and then now you start thinking about which assignments do I have, which are learning outcomes? You make sure that you have some sort of an outcome that will measure whether you've met all those learning objectives. Again, any given assignment might map back to multiple learning objectives. Then last, developing the rubrics to help give guidance on what that means. Once you've completed your curriculum map, now you're ready for the very first time to start designing your online course.
So that's where I'll turn it over. Now you're ready to design your online course, what's next?
Thanks, Jean.
In my discussion, when I am visiting different institutions and facilitating face-to-face workshops for Quality Matters, we are working with participants at these institutions to use the Quality Matters rubric to assist with the design process. So you're going to hear a lot of similarities with key terms, such as alignment and course objectives, in all of our discussions.
When I'm doing these workshops, it doesn't take too long before some of the participants start to show signs of information overload, especially if the workshop is their first formal training in course design. At that point, I start suggesting that the participants determine where they are at in their design process and, if the entire Quality Matters rubric and the concepts are new to them, that they consider focusing on the alignment standards first.
I started using the analogy of bake the case; then ice it. I try to explain that it is very difficult to start with certain standards and do them all well. So I say think of some of the standards as being the icing on the cake once you have the structure in place. Sometimes participants truly need to start by developing measurable course-level objectives or competencies, then their module level, and so on. That's okay because there isn't only one right way to apply the Quality Matters rubric.
Then from the peer reviewer perspective, in recent years I've chaired approximately one Quality Matters course review per month; and I've been doing course reviews since 2010 for Quality Matters. These puzzle images represent the three most typical course design situations that I've observed.
The first image is the course that doesn't reflect application of the QM rubric or any qualities of recognized instructional design. The second image represents the courses that do have a decent alignment structure, even if not complete, and have a variety of other rubric standards left to apply. The third image reflects a course that would typically meet Quality Matters standards during the initial review, although the team would provide helpful recommendations to make a few standards stronger or to lead to some of the other standards being met. The third scenario is common for institutions that have many courses already certified by Quality Matters and are using a similar design template for all future courses that they submit to QM for the peer review process.
Next, Beth is going to share some results of an impact study that she worked on.
In Minnesota public higher education, we've been using the QM rubric and official course review process for several years. Different institutions use it in different ways. An impact study was done in our system last year that was meant to determine what faculty perceive as the main impact of involvement. This was a statewide study that we did regionally. It included 330 courses that were certified using the official QM course review process over a period of three years. The courses that were in the study represented the work of 195 faculty from 27 public higher institution entities, both two-year and four-year institutions.
The questions that the study sought to answer were: What were the faculty-reported impacts of involvement with the QM review process on course design, teaching strategies, student learning and course completion? It asked what methods were used to improve teaching practice and what types of changes were made in their face-to-face online and blended course as a result of what they learned. I'm just going to share a few of the results with you today.
So 92 individuals responded to this survey, and it included a mix of individuals from two-year and four-year public institutions in Minnesota. The respondents were primarily experienced faculty. 89% of them said that they had more than six years' experience teaching face-to-face; 69% of them had more than six years teaching online. There were some talking about 15-plus, 20-plus; these were very experienced faculty. Most of them were full-time faculty, with only a very small percentage being part-time or adjunct. That's typical in our system that the majority of our faculty are full-time.
The experience these individuals bring to course design, either as an experienced faculty person or those individuals who indicated they were certified reviewers and master reviewers, is significant because it is often assumed that these experienced faculty would know how to develop an effective online learning experience. But based on what we've heard earlier in our discussion today, faculty don't always go to professional development even if it's available for them.
I know there is little teeny, tiny writing on here; so I'll just call out a few of the specifics. The individuals were asked, one of the questions: What were some of the key changes you made to your course for it to meet QM standards, including any changes that were made before or during the review or during an amendment phase?
Here's what they had to say: 86% of them said they had to make changes to the alignment of their course – recalling that alignment is about the learning objectives, the assessments, the materials, the interactions, that sort of thing in the course. 68% of them said they had to add information to the course about how to get started. 62% said they had to add explanations about how to use the course materials and do the activities in the course. 55% of them had to add information about how to get technology help. 

I won't read all of this point by point; but as Lisa mentioned earlier, sometimes having that outside perspective, to get someone to say, "Hey, you're kind of missing this in your course," or, "This isn't clear," can be a really helpful addition to a course.
These participants also were asked to answer the question of: After you redesigned your course or made changes in some way to prepare for the course review, did it impact student learning?
56% of them said, "I don't know" or, "It's too soon to tell." But for those that felt it did make a difference, they really felt that alignment was a significant factor to impact student learning, adding that "start here" information so that the student would know how to begin the course, and then that "how to use information" in the course to do the activities was important.
Similarly they were asked a question about impact on course completion and student persistence. Here also about 60% of them said they don't know or it's too soon to tell, but these were the five things they said they believed would impact students' persistence in completion: again, the "start here," the "how to use materials," the alignment, and then here we also see it mentions adding student interactions, creating activities for that; and fixing the course organization can make a difference.
Now, I know this webinar today is more focused on online design; but as several were commenting earlier in the Chat, they've seen that it makes a difference on their face-to-face teaching as well. So there was a question on this survey about that. The survey asked a question about transfer of knowledge to face-to-face; specifically, they were asked, "What impact did you experience in your face-to-face courses as a result of learning about Quality Matters standards?"
In this graph – and I know it's a little bit small – the blue bar represents all of the responses. The red is the two-year faculty responses, and the green is four-year. You can see there is a little bit of difference between them, not a lot. 

On the left-hand side, 72% -- that's overall – said it caused them to reflect on their teaching goals and objectives. 
71% of them indicated that they redesigned a learning activity or an assessment in their course as a result of participating. 
51% said they added or eliminated course elements. 
51% said they became aware of how they communicate in their face-to-face classes.

47% said they added between-class activities, like more videos and quizzes and discussions.
I'm not going to read all of these point by point; there's another whole slide of it. But I think at the end, the last one on the right is kind of very interesting to me. Less than 8% of them said, "I didn't experience any of these impacts." So everybody said these are some type of impact; almost everybody indicated that there was an impact. So bringing in these outside perspectives can really make a difference in these reviewers providing feedback to make changes, not only online but face-to-face as well.
The survey that we did – and I see some things in the Chat – it's not published at this point; but if people have questions about the survey, they can certainly contact me. 

What was the question for the bar chart?
It was: What is the impact on your face-to-face teaching?
I also have those results split out by experience level of the faculty members, so not just by two-year/four-year but also if you were less than 5 years, or 6 to 10 years, or whatever your experience levels were. That was a little bit interesting to look at as well. 

So this was kind of the summary overall; and, from here, I'm going to turn it over to Jean.
Thank you.
As we've talked about over there in the Chat, a lot of different design models are being used at the various institutions that are represented today. I think it's important that we talk about what the design model is at your institution because anything you're going to do to try to enact change is going to depend on your institutional context. We can give you all kinds of really good ideas and suggestions; but depending on what kind of an institutional context you're working in, you may or may not be able to implement these ideas in an efficient manner.
So it's really important to think about: How does your design model impact what you can and can't do in terms of online course development? 

When we talk about course development models, there are a few broad categories. On one end of the continuum, it's an individual model; and this is in which faculty gets to do their own thing – faculty design how it's going to look, faculty design how it's going to be organized. Faculty are king in the individual model.
On the other end of the continuum is a standardized model in which course development and course teaching are completely separate entities. So in a standardized model, what we typically see is some sort of a collective course design model in which a team of faculty and developers and instructional designers and instructional technologists come together to develop the course, with faculty members providing input on the content issue. So in a standardized course design, we often see them referred to as subject matter experts rather than faculty, as faculty teach the course and subject matter experts assist in course design.
Now, between that individual level in which the faculty are king and the standardized level in which we completely separate out the two, teaching from design, we see a lot of different variations. In a structured model, you'll often have some sort of a template or a standardized format in which an online course is delivered; but faculty have full flexibility in how they're going to fill in that format.
In the collaborative model, it's also having faculty kind of driving the process; but they often work in collaboration with instructional designers or instructional technologists. Notice within this structure, there are a lot of different variations. So it's not as though every single institution is going to fit nicely and cleanly in one of these course design models.
So I want you to think about: At your institution, what online course design model is currently being used?
I've put on the screen here a continuum. On the far end is the individual model; on the other end is the standardized model; and there are variations between those. So go ahead in the Chat and indicate where your institution lies on this model. 

[Pause for responses] 
I'm just going to take a moment here as I watch the numbers scroll by. I find it interesting; some of you are able to clearly say, "We're a 1," or, "We're a 5." Others are like, "We're somewhere between a 1 and a 3," or, "We're somewhere in this kind of 3 to 5 position." I think even that variability makes you reflect on what are the challenges, what are the barriers, and what does our design model mean for how we go about creating really high-quality course design?
Karla had a question and said: "Can't we have individual with faculty using best practices?"
Absolutely, and in my mind, that would probably be somewhere between a 1 and a 2, or maybe between a 2 and a 3 – the idea that we give them lots of information about best practices, but that they still have flexibility in how they're going to apply and use that information.
So there's a lot of variability, and I like that Karla implied, "7 would be an inferno." There are strengths and drawbacks to every single one of these kinds of approaches to course design.
Taylor even said, "Do you think standardized is the best way?"
Not necessarily, it depends on your institutional context. So let's talk about what are those strengths and drawbacks that lead us towards not answering the question "What is the best way" because I don't believe there's an answer for that question; but rather, lead us towards answering, "Which is the best approach for our institutional context," because depending on your institutional context, what's best for you is going to be very, very different than what's best for other people.
The biggest chew, kind of scale factors here, are faculty autonomy compared to consistency and scalability. So if you happen to be at a relatively small liberal arts college in which your courses are only offered by one or two people, perhaps you don't need to worry about consistency and scalability because at your institution, there's not going to be a huge number of people teaching those courses. In that case, you're probably going to want to allocate your resources more towards an individual faculty model or even a structured model or, reflecting back on what Karla had mentioned, maybe we're going to invest our resources into teaching faculty about best practices, but then we're going to use an individual model in letting them apply those best practices.
On the other hand, if your institution is very large and offers a lot of online courses, perhaps your courses are taught in the hundreds of sections at a time using lots and lots of adjunct faculty, it no longer makes sense to allocate your resources to letting every single faculty member develop their own course.
So you have to think about at your institution, how many courses are offered? How much are you worked about growth and development? How much are the faculty worried about their own autonomy and what they're going to do with that?
So when you start to think about where your model is, I think you have to think about how does this impact where we're going to allocate our resources?
So unfortunately, back to Taylor's question, "What is the best," it depends. If you don't offer a lot of courses but those courses are really driven by the faculty, you're really going to allocate your resources at the faculty level. On the other hand, if you're offering 10, 20, 30, 200 simultaneous sections of the same course, it probably makes more sense at your institution to allocate the resources at the course level, not the section level. So that would move you more towards some sort of a standardized design.
It also depends on what kind of faculty governance model you have. At some institutions, there's a very strong faculty senate or a Union bargaining group; and they will provide some guidance in terms of what we can and cannot dictate with our faculty. If you're at an institution that has a very strong faculty governance, they're probably going to have something to say about academic freedom and intellectual property. In those cases, that's going to move you down towards the individual level where more of that governance is going to happen on the department level.
On the other hand, if you have a centralized online learning department, it may be the one that provides more of the rules and regulations for who is developing courses and what's going to go into those individual courses.
So if you look at these different kinds of factors, I think that you have to take each question and ask yourself: 

Where does my institution lie? 
Do we need to be allocating our resources to individual faculty? 
Are the departments in charge, or is an online learning program in charge? 
Does course development happen kind of naturally, evolving from what the faculty members want; or is there a system, is there a process? 
Do you have guidelines and timelines?
You want to think about where your institution is.
Terry asks a good question. She said – she or he, I apologize: "Are you addressing the need to provide accessibility in the courses for students with all kinds of challenges?
I think that's another really good question that you'd need to put on the continuum here because if you have a large number of sections being offered, the issues of accessibility and making sure you are ADA compliant become increasingly important because it's much more difficult to monitor what's happening in those courses. So if you're needing to look at a large number of sections, chances are you're going to want to move more towards a standardized approach because you need to make sure the courses are ADA compliant.
On the other hand, if there are not as many sections being offered and you're not as concerned about scalability, that doesn't make ADA requirements any less important; but it does mean we could handle them more on a course-by-course basis, so as each faculty member is developing their course.
So then the question becomes: Do we allocate our resources to teaching individual faculty about ADA, or do we allocate our resources into some other component that supports faculty in helping ensure that courses are ADA compliant?
All courses, whether you're developing on an individualized or standardized model, have to be ADA compliant. So the question becomes: 

How large are you?

How much do you plan on growing?

How do those questions impact where you go about ensuring that things are ADA compliant?
I think we can even take that back to Karla's earlier question: Can't we just teach faculty about this?
Absolutely, so if you are more in that structured or individualized model, perhaps we can use ADA training to help individual faculty members ensure that their courses are compliant. On the other hand, if you have a lot of courses, you're probably going to want to move into a collaborative standardized model, simply because it becomes too overwhelming to train individual faculty members if you're talking about thousands of adjunct faculty members that would be developing those courses.
Somebody said, "What is ADA?"
The American Disabilities Act – making sure that all course content is accessible to all students.
Karla also asks, "Doesn't UD, or universal design, take care of ADA?"
Sometimes, I think at some institutions they've approached that topic simultaneously; and they've brought that together. At other institutions, they really have still approached these as different issues. So you can go into a course that has not necessarily met all of the universal design standards and still make sure that the pieces in it are ADA compliant. At other institutions, they've attached those simultaneous kinds of questions – so, yeah, good question here.
So as you're thinking about this at your own institution, you need to have the discussions: How are we going to balance the faculty and the departmental autonomy?
I forget who mentioned it earlier; but they said, oh, the idea of standardized is unbearable or overwhelming. Well, it becomes much more bearable if you start thinking about how do we manage that with the costs associated with large numbers of sections, or with large numbers of adjunct faculty who may be less invested in the idea of course development, course upkeep, and course revisions.
So as you're approaching these topics, you have to think about do we want to keep course development interwoven with teaching, in which the faculty member is intimately involved in both; or should we be separating out course development from teaching because of the institutional structure, and how will we balance that need for autonomy versus the consistency and scalability issues?
As you're thinking about this then, automatically one of the topics that comes up is campus buy-in because many faculty are resistant to the idea that somebody else is going to develop their course. So it becomes an issue of personal value. What do faculty gain by having assistance, by using the instructional designers, by using the processes at the institution?
I think this is where a lot of the Quality Matters kinds of things come in. While a faculty member may struggle to be fully fluent in Quality Matters, an instructional designer can be. So we have to show faculty where they're going to save their time and how they can invest their time most efficiently to get the best course possible with the least amount of – I don't what to say investment on their part – but over investment, where they can be efficient about where they choose to spend their time as opposed to having to learn things that they don't need to learn because the resources are already there for them.
So it's all about kind of shifting the perspective. How do we think about teaching independent of how we think about course development? Even at institutions where faculty do both, if we can separate out their perspective and think about what are the components that go into effective course design versus the components that go into effective teaching, then we can start to have conversations about who would best inform that course design without taking away any of that faculty autonomy and without removing their voice in the course development process.
So the key factors then to think about really are funding: 

How much do you have? 
How are those funds controlled? 
How does your faculty governance impact who is developing courses, and who has the rights to review and improve courses? 
How does your structure and the policies at your institutions influence all of those decisions?
So with that said, I want you to think about at your own institution what kinds of barriers would exist in moving you towards a more standardized model; and you can select all that apply here.
[Pause for responses]
Yeah, faculty resistance is a huge one; and it's not one we can discount. They are our subject matter experts, and we need faculty buy-in. So getting them to understand the distinction, even if they're involved in both course development and teaching, having them understand that role.
Well, as you vote here then, I'm just going to introduce our next section. We're going to talk very briefly about our own institution's position in this continuum and how it kind of impacts what we're doing and how we are using that at our institutions. 

So you can go ahead and close that poll now.
I am at Grand Canyon University, and Grand Canyon University falls to the far right of this continuum. We are standardized at 7-plus. At Grand Canyon University, our institutional context makes it such that we have a very strong centralized administration for our online learning programs. The online learning programs do all the oversight and operational administration of our online courses, with the departments serving as content experts and providing guidance in how that administration fits for the disciplines. But we've fully separated out development from teaching.
With that said, we are a very large program. We have over 5,000 active adjunct faculty and offer hundreds of simultaneous sections. So for us, being standardized gives us the flexibility to really be sure that the courses we're offering, no matter who is teaching them, have a solid design base. I'll turn it over for a comparison, then, of how that looks in comparison at – I forget who talks next, I apologize.
It's Lisa at UNOH, University of Northwestern Ohio.
Thanks.
So for us, largely in preparation for an upcoming reaffirmation of accreditation visit by the Higher Learning Commission, as well as in response to increasing regulation by the Federal Department of Ed, the decision to centralize the management of our programs offered in the online delivery format was made back in 2015. This restructuring moved some existing staff to the newly-developed virtual college support department, and a few new positions were developed at that time. 

Previous to that change, full-time on-campus faculty taught online courses as part of their full-time teaching load, while using adjunct faculty to just fill in some remaining needs. With the change came the opportunity for full-time and part-time faculty to opt out of teaching online, and so that kind of gives one example of how we were able to respond to the faculty resistance that so many of mentioned if you were to try to become more centralized. We wanted to ensure that moving forward, we had faculty teaching online who were truly passionate about teaching in this environment and not doing so because they felt that they needed to and had to.
Additionally, the completion of a number of professional development workshops were added to the requirements for teaching online. Previous to this restructure, there weren't many opportunities for formal professional development for online teaching; and faculty were not required to complete it.
Also, as part of the five-year strategic plan that I developed in 2015, we have a rather large course redesign project underway. The result of this will be the development of master courses for our online programs. But as you can see from the slide, we do have two to four faculty members in each course; so they are absolutely the subject matter experts working with an instructional designer. 

At this point, I will pass it over to Beth so she can explain Minnesota's situation.
Each of the two prior models from Lisa and Jean described an institutional approach. The information I'm going to share quickly has to do with a very more individualized model that we see with institutions in our system. 

In Minnesota, institutions use various tools for quality assurance; and QM is a big part of that. Our subscription to Quality Matters includes the colleges and universities of Minnesota State. There are 35 institutions, the University of Minnesota with the five campuses, and the Department of Education as well. So it's kind of a mix of institutions with different approaches.
Much of the work related to the Quality Matters implementation is coordinated through a project that's called the Minnesota Online Quality Initiative project, or we call it MOQI for short. This is a project sponsored by the colleges and universities of Minnesota State. We work to try and promote collaboration and quality of course design among the different institutions. Our institutions that are part of our system are highly autonomous. In terms of course design, there are no required templates. There's no required training for individuals who teach online. Each institution really kind of does their own thing, so we're way on that No. 1 side; but we're also collaborative in a sense. The other thing I'll mention is all of our faculty are part of one of two faculty unions in our system. 

One of the things that we've tried to do, because there is no standardization and because most of the two-year institutions don't provide instructional design support at this time. is to promote the peer reviewer, the notion of peer review as a means of providing professional development. So we try and leverage the review process as a way to foster collaboration among the faculty and improve course because it introduces faculty to what others across the state and the United States are doing and provides an avenue through that review to get advice and get help and assistance to improve courses.
I kind of tend to think of our model as a collaborative, do-it-yourselfer kind of model because we're trying to get folks working together; but they really are working on their own to improve their courses. So like this reviewer quote here saying, "I learned something. I found some things to make my own course better. I can see it better from the student perspective."
This comes from a survey we do annually in our system, but QM data also that they gather around their review indicates that a significant number of reviewers report making changes in their own courses as a result of the reviewer involvement.
So we see peer review as a very important type of authentic professional development for faculty. Not only do they learn from each other, they get to see what other people are doing and reflect on the rubric and how it applies to that course they're reviewing in the course of their own. It also helps to improve the course and the courses of others.
So I just want you to just very quickly take a look at how this works in practice. This is a picture of the state of Minnesota. Each of the little blue dots indicates one of our 54 campuses. The star on the map up on the left here is representative of one faculty member at a smallish community college, and we'll name her "Star." 

So Star submits a course for an official course review. A team of three certified reviewers are assigned to review the course. Those people come from institutions inside Minnesota, one is outside of Minnesota. It's not just a mistake in the drawing; it was somebody that wasn't a Minnesotan. Those individuals are assigned to review the team. They use the QM standards to do that. They provide feedback to improve the course, likely learn from each other, make improvements to their own courses. And Star, the faculty, learns something as well from the process and makes her course better, and probably makes some of her other courses better as well.
Star decides to participate in another review for two more of her courses. So six more individuals are put to work as reviewers, and each team then learns from the course improvements made based on the previous reviews. Each team provides advice to further improve the courses they're looking at, and each reviewer likely makes changes to their own course as well.
This can continue – another course, another review, another set of reviewers. By the time we hit six courses from this one faculty member, 18 different peer reviewers from two-year and four-year institutions from within Minnesota and some from across the United States have all provided advice towards course improvement at that little smallish community college up there that doesn't have the resources to provide instructional design support for the faculty.
Each of those reviewers brings with them varying levels of design expertise and knowledge based on their backgrounds, but they all apply that knowledge through the lens of the QM standards to help make course improvement. 

Then, to come full circle, Star also goes on to become a peer reviewer and, ultimately, a master reviewer to share some of what she's learned with others as they make their courses better. So our process has to be very individualized, but it's kind of collaborative. So it's that collaborative, do-it-yourselfer model that we use to demonstrate quality assurance.
We have one last poll for you. Which of those models best represents your institution or the direction it tends to take: that very structured model, the collaborative do-it-yourselfer model that I just described, or in the middle as Lisa described for you?
[Pause for responses]
It looks like a lot of you are in the same situation in a sense, very individualized. So I think finding ways to support faculty and taking steps towards learning about course design and improving their courses can be really a good first step because it opens their eyes to the impact that it might have to engage in some of those processes.
So I'm looking at the question here: "What's the statewide budget for the reviews?"
Our reviewers are compensated similarly to a QM-managed review. Our reviewers are given $150, and our match reviewers are given $250. The statewide budget – there is money provided in our system to pay a portion of the cost for the reviews, and institutions are also asked to put in and pay for part of the review. So it's kind of a shared expense model, where the system provides part of the funding and the institutions also provide part.
I think we're right up on time. Veronica, did you or Deb have anything closing to add?
Deb, did you have any closing comments before we wrap up the webinar today?
I've sent a couple of notes in the Chat. We do have a recently-completed survey that will be published in the next couple of weeks that actually looks at a little bit of the data that was presented, especially the model that Jean was going through. So for a little more survey data about that, you can look for the Quality Survey.
Great, thanks, Jean.
Several of you have been asking about if resources are going to be posted for this. The slides, along with the recording, can be found on the URL that I just posted in the room. 

Then I've been posting a couple times a link to an upcoming event on innovations and instructional design. That is also an online event on April 19 and 20, and there's the URL for that – so just a little bit of continuing information on this topic.
On behalf of the teaching and learning community, I want to thank all of you for such active, engaged participants. We had over 300 of you join today. We're just delighted to have so much interest in this subject. 

Before you sign off today, please click on the session URL for the evaluation, which you will find right here in front of you on the slide. Your feedback is really important to us, and we really would love to hear what you thought and what we could have done better during this webinar for the future.
Again, the recording along with the presentation slides will be posted on the website that I clicked there in the Chat just a couple seconds ago; there it is. 

Thank you again, everyone, for joining. We hope that you'll join us for our next ELI webinar, which is going to be In the Classroom and Beyond: Unexpected Applications for Video on Campus. That will be on April 3rd.
On behalf of Malcolm Brown, I want to say thank you again. We hope to see you at an ELI online event shortly.
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