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Executive Summary 

Total amount spent on implementation 2014-2017: $225,050 

 Reviews: $140,400 

 Training: $70,650 

 Subscription Fees: $14,000 

Courses Meeting Standards: 481 

Total GPA for all online courses increased 1.25% 

Average A-grades awarded rose 4%. B- and C-grades went down a combined 4%. No significant 

change in D-grades or F-grades. The number of Withdraws from graduate courses went down. 

Student engagement from non-QM to QM courses increased 20%. 

The mandate established an online teaching community at Southeast. There is now a culture of 

sharing and experimentation across colleges and departments. Faculty now have a structural 

framework for constructing online courses that support student success.  

The peer review process has increased confidence in online teaching.  

Online teaching techniques have spilled into face-to-face teaching formats, paving the way for 

stronger blended pedagogy.  

Currently no procedure exists to ensure the versions of courses offered are the versions that met 

QM standards. 

Recommendations: 

Continue Quality Matters subscription through October 2019. As soon as possible, collect all 

appropriate stakeholders to decide if QM can be continued and explore alternatives. In the event 

an alternative is chosen, create a transition plan to implement in the 2019-2020 academic year. 
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Introduction  
At Southeast, Quality Matters (QM) began as a possible solution to the high course drop rates 

during Winter Intersession (or Wintersession). Wintersession occurs during the four weeks 

between the end of the Fall semester and beginning of the Spring semester, compressing 16 

weeks of course content into the holiday break. Withdraw and drop rates have been historically 

high for Wintersession courses. Part of the increased drops can be blamed on student error—

thinking they have choosen Spring semester courses, students occasionally register for 

Wintersession courses by mistake. Part of the increased drop rate stems from the demands of a 

four-week online course during the holiday season. To better support students, create a structural 

consistency among Wintersession courses, and reduce the number of students withdrawing due 

to frustration with unclear course structure, Quality Matters was brought to the Southeast campus 

through a Funding For Results grant applied for and awarded in 2013.  

Initial implementation and training went well enough that in 2014, then-President Ken Dobbins 

and the Southeast Board of Regents mandated all online courses offered at Southeast meet the 

Quality Matters rubric. 

Dean of Online Learning Allen Gathman at the time and the instructional design team at the 

Center for Scholarship in Teaching and Learning (CSTL) set about executing the mandate. The 

implementation was spread across several years for logistical reasons. The first semester with all 

courses meeting QM standards was set for Wintersession 2016, and full implementation would 

be attained by the fall semester of 2017. This timeline was met, and this report presents collected 

data on how full implementation affected online teaching and learning at Southeast.  

What is Quality Matters?  
Quality Matters is a peer review process for blended and fully online courses. The QM review 

process serves as a quality assurance measure the design of online instruction. Faculty peer 

reviewers apply an extensive rubric built upon the best practices for teaching in online and 

blended learning environments, determining how a course supports student success and 

providing recommendations on how to improve that support without sacrificing rigor.  

As described by QM, the review process is continuous, centered, collegial, and collaborative. 

Once initiated, any course can eventually meet QM standards. The review assumes all courses 

will continuously evolve and change with content and feedback. The rubric is centered on 

research, built upon established best practices, and integrates the most recent instructional design 

theory. The review process is collegial in that the review itself is faculty-driven. Reviewers are 

online instructors themselves, as they must teach a fully online course every 18 months to retain 

reviewer certification. Online courses created by online instructors are reviewed by online 

instructors. The review process itself diagnoses effects on students, giving an outside user’s 

perspective. The rubric does not evaluate or judge. The review process is collaborative in that 

reviewers identify issues and support that identification with evidence, not opinion or preference. 
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Reviews in no way prescribe what to add in order to meet a standard. Flexibility and personality 

matter more than a checklist of required components.  

The metaphor used by QM is the online learning environment as a house party. When preparing 

for a large party, certain requirements need to be met. Coolers need ice. Parking needs to be 

arranged. The QM rubric performs that role; it focuses on the components and structure of an 

online course so that it ensures students can access any and all resources they may require. QM is 

not concerned with the party itself. Reviewers pay little attention to course content and teaching 

methodology. Once the party begins, it falls to the hostess or host to manage what happens.   

Review Structure  
In this implementation, Southeast does not use the formal, national-scale QM review process, 

instead utilizing an internal variation of its own. Due to the size and scale of the mandate, using 

the national review system would have been far too costly.  

In nationally sanctioned, official QM reviews, three certified reviewers selected from a global 

pool perform the review and provide feedback. The course is assigned to a Master Reviewer by a 

QM Coordinator. The Master Reviewer selects two more reviewers, one of which is a subject 

matter expert in the discipline of the reviewed course and the other chosen from a national pool. 

The course is reviewed, each standard marked as Met or Not Met based on majority. If 85% of 

all standards meet and all essential standards meet, the course receives QM certification. These 

reviews cost $1,500 each and receive official QM recognition. 

Southeast QM reviews were kept in-house using only Southeast peer reviewers and reduced the 

review team size from three reviewers to one. Reviewers were paid $300 for the review. In 

official reviews, each reviewer receives a $150 stipend, so even doubling the review 

compensation after reducing the review team and processing courses internally cost Southeast a 

fifth of what official QM reviews would cost.   

The primary benefit of the official QM three-person review is the peer review team. Whether a 

course met a particular standard or not is determined by majority; if two reviewers feel a 

standard is met and one does not, that standard is considered met, although feedback from the 

dissenting reviewer is still provided. For the Southeast internal reviews, in instances where the 

course reviewer and course creator disagrees on whether a standard met, the two instructional 

designers become reviewers two and three to create the majority and resolve disputes.    

To avoid any possible conflicts of interest, Southeast reviewers do not review courses within 

their own department, and if possible reviewers do not review courses in their college. The 

identities of reviewer and course creator are known, and the process of revising a course to meet 

standards and approving those revisions can and often does occur outside of the formal review 

documentation process, usually via email though occasionally through an impromptu meeting.  
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All Southeast reviewers are trained through QM and hold official QM Peer Reviewer 

credentials. They occasionally participate in national reviews, and two Southeast faculty hold 

Master Reviewer status, qualifying them to direct national review teams for QM.  

Implementation Timeline  
Southeast offers hundreds of online courses. To peer review all online courses at once would be 

prohibitive from a cost as well as from a labor perspective. To break up the workload required of 

reviewers, maintain long-term QM compliance, and avoid revolt within faculty ranks, a course 

submission timeline was created.  

Semesters requiring all online courses meet QM standards were staggered throughout semesters 

to allow ample time for preparation, review, and revision. All 2016 Wintersession courses had to 

meet QM standards by October 2015, 2016 Summer courses by February 2016, 2017 Spring 

courses by October 2016, and Fall 2017 courses by March 2017. Courses were due for review six 

months prior to the deadline for the semester they were intended to be offered. This lead time 

provided necessary space for course reviews and revisions, as the number of review requests 

could run quite large. It would also became the only means to ensure only courses that met QM 

standards would be entered into the University schedule prior to registration. 

The process of preparing a course for review ranged from days to months depending on the 

course author’s online teaching experience and awareness of essential online course components. 

The length of internal reviews could also range widely, hinging on reviewer experience and 

depth of feedback necessary for revision. Providing ample warning of review caused a steady 

pace of submissions leading up to a deadline, keeping course authors calm and confident and 

peer reviewers busy with a steady stream of review work.  

A QM peer review certifies the quality of a course for up to five years. As per Quality Matters 

rules, a course must be re-reviewed after five years. The QM rubric is occasionally updated, 

learning objectives change, curricula adjust, teaching methods evolve. The wear and tear of five 

years’ worth of corrections and adjustments can ravage a course. For this reason, QM requires a 

new review. The staggered review submission structure at Southeast provided a smooth initial 

implementation of the QM mandate. Once implementation completed, the spacing of review 

deadlines prepares for the fifth year re-review of courses so as to avoid a glut of course revisions 

in the future.   

Investment  
A sizeable portion of Quality Matters implementation costs stem from initial training. Two key 

groups needed training for this implementation: faculty teaching online and peer reviewers. Peer 

reviewers were recruited from the pool of faculty teaching online courses. Paying $300 per 

course enticed several faculty members to agree to the training process. All reviewer training 

was conducted through the national QM organization. The program consisted of two two-week, 

fully online courses, each costing $200, which the CSTL paid. Each course involves an estimated 
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20 hours to complete. Upon completion of both courses, Southeast faculty achieved a 

certification from Quality Matters, making them eligible for official reviews.   

By implementing an in-house review process, the training of faculty preparing a course for 

review could not go through Quality Matters, so an internal program was devised. Early in the 

implementation process, in the summer of 2014 (before the mandate), the CSTL used a Funding 

For Results grant to purchase copyright of high-enrollment courses and pay faculty to prepare 

those courses for QM review. The course preparation, designed by Mary Harriet Talbut, 

consisted of a series of face-to-face workshops, functioning as a cohort. When the QM mandate 

went into effect in the fall of 2014, the cohorts were expanded to any Southeast faculty teaching 

online, and alternatives to the face-to-face format were made available. Faculty would sign up 

for a cohort that met at a time most convenient for their schedule (or they would call in using 

Skype), and a total of four cohorts were offered per semester in spring 2015, summer, 2015, fall 

2015, and spring 2016. By fall 2016, relatively few faculty still needed training, only requiring a 

single cohort per semester. Cohort enrollments were capped at 14 to keep sizes manageable, as 

cohorts were run by the CSTL’s instructional designers.   

Cohort content consists of five one-hour sessions. While built around the QM rubric, each 

session focuses on a different pedagogical aspect of online teaching: QM and online teaching, 

faculty presence, assessment, online discussions, and alignment of assessments and learning 

objectives. Upon attending all five sessions, constructing a version of an online course, 

submitting it for review, and revising it to meet standards, faculty receive $250. Though the 

motive of the cohort was to prepare courses for review, the content focused on online teaching 

best practices. For many faculty, the cohort was the first formal online pedagogy training they 

would have received.   

Faculty unable to participate in a cohort due to schedule conflicts or geographic limitations could 

take the first part of the QM reviewer training, Applying the QM Rubric (APPQMR). Though it 

focuses completely on the content of the QM rubric, it trains participants sufficiently on the 

expectations of the review process. The course costs $200, and by choosing this option, faculty 

would not be eligible for the $250 stipend once their course met standards. The cohorts create 

opportunities for faculty teaching online to network and exchange techniques, whereas the 

APPQMR leaves participants isolated from the Southeast teaching community. Without that 

shared expertise, the APPQMR is considered less valuable, and the stipend of the cohort would 

hopefully entice more faculty to enroll in those instead.   
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  Reviews  Cohorts QM Training Total Paid 

Fall 14 17 11 54  $       18,650.00  

Spring 15 37 19 14  $       18,650.00  

Summer 15 29 15 8  $       14,050.00  

Fall 15 126 52 6  $       52,000.00  

Spring 16 63 54 12  $       34,800.00  

Summer 16 74 26 3  $       29,300.00  

Fall 16 63 9 5  $       22,150.00  

Spring 17 47 5 3  $       15,950.00  

Summer 17 5 5 0  $          2,750.00  

Fall 17 19 1 2  $          6,350.00  

   $  140,400.00   $  49,250.00   $      21,400.00   $     211,050.00  

Figure 1 

Figure 1 details the timeline of payments made for reviews and training. In total, 250 faculty 

members participated in a QM cohort. 197 faculty completed the course review process and 

qualified for the $250 cohort payment, resulting in $49,250 in payments. 68 faculty took the 

APPQMR course through QM, costing $13,600. 34 faculty continued with the second QM 

training course and became certified QM reviewers, costing $6,800. As of August 2017, 27 of 

those faculty currently review courses for Southeast. Quality Matters training since 2014 has cost 

$70,650. 

As of December 2017, 500 online and blended courses have been reviewed at Southeast. 481 of 

those courses have met QM standards. Southeast reviewers received $300 per review until 

Summer 2017, when the review payment was reduced to $150. This reduction was mostly due to 

budget cuts and somewhat due to increasing quality of submitted courses. In response to the 

large number of review submissions in the Spring and Fall semesters of 2015, three full-time 

faculty received a one-course release from their normal teaching load in exchange for 15 course 

reviews. They also received $100 per course review to make compensation equitable. Otherwise, 

the CSTL paid a stipend for all course reviews. The total cost for course reviews as of January 

2018 is $140,400. 

Quality Matters charges an institutional subscription fee. This subscription covers access to their 

Course Review Management System for facilitating and tracking all Southeast internal reviews, 

access to all QM research studies and materials, access to webinars and trainings, and access to 

the entire QM global network. The total spent on QM subscription since 2014 is $14,000. 

Implementation of the QM mandate has cost Southeast $225,050. As observed in Table 1, the 

yearly costs are gradually dropping. Training cohorts are now composed of new faculty at 

Southeast, and the majority of courses submitted for review are new courses. 2019 will mark the 

mandatory five-year renewal review for all courses currently meeting standards, and a 
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subsequent increase in cost will arise, although not to Fall 2015 cost levels. Re-reviews will pay 

$150 per review. Retraining faculty and reviewers for re-review will not be necessary.  

Institutional Impact 
QM’s arrival at Southeast triggered a larger series of institutional impacts, made evident in the 

institutional usage data of the Learning Management System (LMS). Figure 2, located below, 

details the total number of session connections made to Moodle since it first came online at 

Southeast in 2013. A full session in the LMS by a user is considered a connection, labeled on the 

y-axis as “StudentActions”. The length of the session is irrelevant. If a student logs into Moodle, 

checks one course grade, and logs out, that counts as one connection. If another student logs in, 

goes to one of their courses, posts on a forum, goes to another course, takes a quiz, and logs out, 

that also counts as one connection.  

 

Figure 2 

 

QM Mandate 

Begins 

First Fully QM 

Semester 
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The bulk of Quality Matters training and review occurred in the Fall 2014 and Spring 2015 

semesters. By Fall 2015, course reviews were closing and payments dispersed, reflected in the 

payment bubble in Figure 1. The Fall 2015 semester saw connections nearly double. This can be 

partially attributed to a significant portion of faculty receiving formal online pedagogy training 

(transfer from participation in the QM cohorts), and as most of those faculty teach face-to-face 

sections as well, some of the increase in connections comes from newfound familiarity with 

teaching tools in Moodle. Southeast also upgraded Moodle from version 2.5 to 2.8. The upgrade 

added several new activities to Moodle, nearly doubling the number of tools available to faculty. 

In addition, that summer held multiple well-attended workshops. The Winter Intersession of 

2016 was the first semester all online courses offered were required to meet QM standards. Its 

impact on connections data is noted in Figure 2, but difficult to see as it gets swallowed by the 

surrounding semesters.  

 

Figure 3 

To visualize any impact QM implementation had on LMS usage, connection data were isolated 

from the Winter semesters of 2015 and 2016. In Figure 3, the number of connections increased 

by nearly 50%. (Please disregard the initial large spike in the Winter 2016 connections; it is due 
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to Fall semester students checking grades.) More time and more data would show more 

pronounced effects of full implementation on the Winter semesters.  

 

Figure 4 

QM implementation created sustained LMS interactions and usage once fully implemented. 

Figure 4 shows the consistent numbers of Moodle connections made during Winter semesters of 

2013, 2014, and 2015. Once all courses met QM standards by Winter 2016, connections 

increased dramatically and remained high. The addition of new LMS tools would not likely 

increase connection data, as connections ignore the length of session and more actions within 

each session would not appear in those data. Thus the increase is attributable to QM 

implementation. 

The Winter semesters were ideal test environments for measurement tools, as all courses were 

online sections. The Summer 2016 semester was the next QM mandated semester. If connections 

increased from Summer 2015 to 2016, QM impact would be visible in those connection data as 

well.  
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Figure 5 

As seen in Figure 5, the increase appeared. Though not as pronounced as the Winter data, 

connections did rise. This trend became more evident when compared to previous Summer 

semesters. Moving to Moodle 2.8 alone did not create that jump in connections, again because 

connections do not reflect the amount of work happening in the LMS, just that the work is 

occurring. 



15 
 

 

Figure 6 

Figure 6 shows the progression of connection growth in the LMS for Summer semesters through 

2017. Compared to every other Summer semester, Summer 2016 far exceeded every previous 

Summer semester since the adoption of Moodle. Summer 2017 maintained similar high 

connection rates.  

These results are based on analysis of broad connection data across campus. Connection data for 

the Winter and Summer semesters can be analyzed because nearly all activity in Moodle during 

those semesters results from fully online courses, with few exceptions. Data from only online 

courses cannot be parsed out of the overall data, as any possible increases in LMS usage in 

online courses during Spring and Fall would be invisible in the much larger level of LMS 

activity associated with face-to-face courses in those semesters. The trends in the Winter and 

Summer semesters hint at the QM mandate’s effect on student behavior in online environments. 

To unpack the amount of work happening within Moodle would require another data measure. 
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Student Engagement  
Because of its emphasis on student advocacy and the student experience, a full QM 

implementation would or should increase student engagement in online courses. This report 

defines student engagement as the amount of effort a learner invests in a course by how much 

work they do within the learning environment. This definition is meant to apply to face-to-face, 

blended, and online environments. In face-to-face learning environments, engagement can be 

described by verbal cues like asking questions and responding to other students, non-verbal cues 

such as making eye contact and taking notes, and time spent in the physical classroom space. All 

these phenomena can be tracked and measured, albeit painstakingly. In online learning 

environments, verbal cues translate to email, which are easy to track but fundamentally change 

the nature of the communication. Tracking non-verbal cues is difficult as it requires either 

student self-reporting (which is unreliable) or sample observations (which are prohibitively 

intrusive and expensive). Moodle does not track the specific amount of time individual users 

spend inside the LMS, so even time spent in the virtual classroom space is not measureable.  

A number of research projects examine student engagement using quantitative research design to 

evaluate learning services, most commonly through surveys and structural equation modeling 

(mathematical models used to determine relationships and social structures based on responses to 

questions) (Bitzer et al., 2009). Those studies investigate the learning process by examining 

student-student interactions and student-faculty interactions. For the 2015 and 2016 

Wintersession courses at Southeast, students were issued a survey through Survey Monkey. The 

11 question survey targeted issues specific to the QM rubric, containing Likert scale 

agree/disagree statements like “It was clear what to do first in this course” and “I understood 

how my grade was calculated.” Because 16% of the 2015 Wintersession courses met QM 

standards and 100% of the 2016 Wintersession courses met, the CSTL expected to see some 

gains in student perception. Very few gains appeared. Survey results showed some improvement 

in perceived access to technical support. However, when it came to academic support, clarity of 

grade calculation, clarity of instructions, clarity of expectations, ease of navigation, and 

perceived amount of learning, students noted no significant improvement from pre-QMed 

courses to post-QMed courses.  

The lack of evidence in student perception was attributed to the nature of Wintersession courses. 

Prior analysis from Dean Allen Gathman found students taking Wintersession courses also took 

a regular load of courses in the Spring semester. Wintersession students are atypical online 

students; they use online courses over the winter break to work ahead and graduate within four 

years, and do not take many online courses in general. Without much online course experience to 

compare to, it follows the student evaluations from 2015 and 2016 would differ little. If they had 

some online course experience, likely it occurred in a 16-week online course, possibly an 8-week 

course, and the 4-week Wintersession course format is vastly different and therefore difficult to 

compare.  
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Evidence of impact lay elsewhere. Student engagement in an online course can be separated into 

three types: affective, cognitive, and behavioral (Learner Engagement). Affective engagement 

involves learners’ emotional and attitudinal reactions to activities, people, and systems within the 

learning environment, as well as cognitive engagement. Measuring affective engagement would 

involve more surveys and possibly interviews, requiring significant investments in time and 

resources, and even then there is no good way to compare an online course from 2015 to the 

same course in 2017. Cognitive engagement involves learners’ motivation to spend time and 

effort on learning activities, and the use of metacognitive learning strategies (such as reflection) 

and self-regulation. For the same reasons, cognitive engagement is difficult to measure. 

Behavioral engagement involves the observable level of interaction and participation with the 

learning environment, other participants, and learning activities. This can be readily measured.  

Moodle keeps an internal record of all actions by every user in a given course space, referred to 

as logs. If a user in Moodle clicks on an activity or resource, if they navigate to a page within the 

course, if they use a function, if they click on a link, a record is created. The only limitation is 

logs cannot track the amount of time students spend on activities; they stamp the time and types 

of actions as they occur. In any given session, a student could leave the course page for a time 

and return, so session lengths calculated by adding time stamps are inaccurate at best and 

untrustworthy at worst. Log records measure behavioral engagement as they note every user 

interaction and instance of participation within the LMS. These records can be compared across 

semesters, so a course taught by an instructor in 2014 can be compared to the same course taught 

in 2017.  

Using Moodle log data to analyze engagement meets the definition of student engagement 

established for this report. The number of actions performed in the online environment reflects 

the amount of effort a learner invests in a course as it measures the amount of work they do 

while inside it, so long as the coursework exists in the LMS. In situations where instructors use 

third-party vendor materials such as the Pearson MyLab suite, evidence within Moodle will not 

be robust as not much work happens there aside from communications and grades. For the 

majority of online courses at Southeast, though, work happens within Moodle. Every forum post 

read, every assignment submitted, every link clicked, and every grade checked appears in the log 

records, so more effort should appear as more clicks.  

To test this idea, 39 fully online, 16-week courses were arbitrarily selected from the Fall 2015, 

Spring 2016, Fall 2016, and Spring 2017 semesters. Students were coded and sorted by the final 

grade they earned, and the total log records for each student were attached to their coded entry. 

16 week courses were used because they followed the 16 week format of the majority of student 

credit hours taken in a given semester, better reflecting the most common student experience, as 

opposed to summer online courses which are usually eight weeks and winter online courses 

which are usually four weeks. Also, those four semesters held few online courses that met QM 

standards, as opposed to summer and winter semester in which most courses were online, 

abbreviated in length, met QM standards, and populated by stronger than average students (see 
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the Online Learning 2015 Annual Report). A regression analysis of this data can be found in the 

Appendix 

The results in Figure 7 show a correlation between the average number of clicks and the final 

grade awarded.  

 

Figure 7 

By calculating the average clicks of student users by final score, it appears higher performing 

students perform more actions in a course. Notably, B-students averaged a mere 50 clicks less 

than A-students. When examining the raw data more granularly, A-student clicks spanned a wide 

range, with some registering the highest counts of all course users and some posting lower, C-

level averages. This is likely due to student skill level with both the course content and online 

structure. High-performing students may work through course work with less difficulty, needing 

to check grades infrequently, work through materials and activities more efficiently, and contact 

the instructor less frequently. This conclusion reveals a limitation of analyzing behavioral data—

high numbers of clicks more can indicate more activity, or they can indicate more challenge 

(Henrie, 2015, p. 43). Clearer instructions lead to fewer clicks, and confusing directions can lead 

to more. A-students averaged both high and low click numbers, and that likely drove the average 

lower, closer to the B-grade performance level, explaining how B-students averaged only 50 

clicks less than A-students. Another explanation for the A-student range may be these students 

do more work outside of the Moodle course, where log records cannot be measured. Other A-

students may need to access materials more frequently and spend time within course activities, 

racking up higher log counts to ensure their success in the course. Again, these high and low 

click counts average out to be slightly higher than the B-student averages. 

The click counts shrink as the course grades become lower. B-students averaged more clicks 

than C-students, C-students averaged more clicks than D-students, and D-students averaged 
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more than F-students. Though click averages do not measure the quality of student work in any 

way, the correlation between these averages and final grades awarded is consistent enough to use 

these numbers as a basis for comparison. 

Figure 8 compares the average number of clicks per student in the same course offered by the 

same instructor in pre-QM 2014 and post-QM 2017. Courses are separated by semester so as to 

retain consistency in course length. Though they cover the same amount of material and use the 

same assessment strategies, because of their compressed nature, the four-week courses of Winter 

semesters cannot reasonably be compared to the 16-week courses of Spring and Fall semesters.  

 

Figure 8 

Winter courses saw a total increase of 21% in student actions. Average activity in Summer 

courses increased 26%. Spring course actions increased 25%. Fall actions increased 9%. Why 

every other semester averaged close to 20% gains and the Fall semester only gained half that is 

unclear. It is possible that more students drop Fall courses, and those data affected the final 

result. More likely, students are more persistent in Fall semesters in general. In this scenario, 

gains in activity are more difficult to detect because students try harder in the Fall, regardless of 

course demands. 
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University Studies Courses 
Even larger gains occur when the courses are limited to courses within the University Studies 

program. These courses are key as they are populated with mostly first- and second-year college 

students, populations crucial to Southeast’s retention initiatives. Students take these courses 

online because face-to-face sections are full, an online section works best with their schedule, or 

they live in another state and are earning their degree remotely. Regardless, there is a strong 

possibility any of these sections is the first fully online course a student will take. Students in 

University Studies program courses need the most support and are most vulnerable to unclear 

course design. Figure 9 shows student actions in fully online courses included in the University 

Studies program. Upper level UI and IU courses are omitted.  

 

Figure 9 

Winter sections of these courses saw activities increase 31%. Summer sections saw activity 

increases of 25%. Those were slightly lower than the full set of Summer student actions. Spring 

sections saw an increase of 46%.  

This is a big deal as the most inexperienced online students would take online courses in the 

Spring and Fall semesters. Winter and Summer sections are taken by students trying to get ahead 

and get through in as close to four years as possible—the high performers. The Fall and Spring 

online courses are the more general populations, often those who find themselves in an online 
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course as a last option. If these populations show increased engagement and online activity, it is 

possible they will be more likely to persist with the course and the semester, and the skills they 

acquire in those courses will carry over to the rest of their courses at Southeast. Based on this 

data, we conclude QM implementation injects an element of digital literacy into online courses at 

Southeast. 

Though notable, these results say little about the quality of engagement. Most telling are the 

courses where meeting QM standards resulted in a reduction of clicks. Increased clicks are 

assumed to mean higher engagement; more work is happening in the learning environment 

because more things are being clicked on. In combination with the increase in connections (the 

number of sessions per semester), students in online courses log in more often and click on more 

things because of QM. In face-to-face courses, while engagement can manifest in verbal and 

non-verbal forms, at its most basic it is measured by attendance (Beer, 2009, p. 5). Instructors 

often use attendance as a measure of how interesting their class is, much like musicians measure 

their ability by the number of people that show up to a performance. The difference is students 

pay ahead, so if they do not show up, class has to be pretty unengaging. Clicks are similar to 

attendance. They indicate students at least show up. Just as attendance and final grades do not 

tell the full story of a face-to-face class, clicks say little about the struggles and victories in an 

online learning environment. Clicks reveal patterns, and when associated with other data, they 

tell more of the story. The last piece of data in this story is student grades. 
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Grades  
Figure 10 contains data from only online courses for each semester, beginning with 2013 

Wintersession. Included are the number of grades awarded and the percentage of the total 

number of students beginning the course received that grade. Because the QM review process 

unfolded gradually across semesters, the percentage of courses meeting the QM rubric is 

included. The number of courses counts the number of sections offered. For example, if a version 
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of MG301 met the QM rubric, and two sections were offered in Winter 16, that would count as 

two of the courses met and two of the courses offered.   

 

Figure 10 

Since beginning QM implementation, A-grades in online courses have steadily risen as more of 

those courses meet QM standards. Gains appear in all semesters, particularly in the Winter and 

Summer semesters. Winter saw a 5% increase in As, Summer a 7% increase, Spring a 2% 

increase, and Fall a 5% increase. Across all semesters, B-grades and C-grades saw declines equal 

to the increases in A-grades. 

QM shows little to no impact on student withdraw rates or on the number of D and F-grades 

awarded. Meeting QM standards does little to keep a student in a course, which is unfortunate, as 

the initial hope was the increased transparency of expectations and better access to support 

services would help students persist to the end of a given semester. The consistency of D and F-

grades hints at the possibility that course structure and expectation transparency are not what 

cause students to fail or struggle in online course work. The cause may lie somewhere deeper, in 

a way more difficult to remediate. 
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Graduate Courses 

 

Figure 11 

Examining grades in graduate-level courses, a trend similar to the overall Southeast grade pattern 

appears, as evidenced in Figure 11. The number of A-grades awarded increases. D-grades and F-

grades remain stable, and considering both are failing grades for most graduate courses, this is 

expected. The numbers of B-grades and C-grades also maintained, implying QM did not affect 

graduate student performance as significantly as undergraduate. However, Withdraw rates 

dropped, in the case of Spring as much as 3 percent. QM implementation improved graduate 

student persistence, possibly due to the improved clarity of course expectations and support 

materials. Graduate student populations tend to be older. Many carry degrees from other 

institutions. Often, online courses at Southeast are the first online courses these students have 

taken. On average, graduate students are more persistent than undergraduate students. If the 

number of A-grades awarded increases and the number of students withdrawing from courses 

decreases, with all other grade trends holding steady, QM makes graduate students more likely to 

finish courses and complete their degree programs on time.    

The rise in grades in QM reviewed courses could be painted as grade inflation. This stems from a 

misperception of what the QM rubric requires. The rubric asks that instructor expectations be 

clearly outlined, as assessed by another online instructor. By defining expectations more 

effectively, the course design gives students a better chance to deliver the assessment products 
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the instructor is asking for. Without clear expectations, students must guess at the assessment 

expectations are and hope for the instructor’s mercy. Clear definition of expectations keeps 

instructors consistent in their assessment of the student work. Providing students with the 

necessary tools, clearly outlining what they need to deliver, and holding all student work to a 

consistent standard should produce higher scores and grades.  

The idea of grade inflation assumes that student work follows predictable patterns and that an 

array of scores can be expected. If student grades are all higher than the expectation, the 

instructor is accused of grade inflation. The trouble is that no consistent, updated, or verified 

pattern of student scores exists. Additionally, grade inflation implies that students will score 

what they score regardless of the efforts of the instructor. Otherwise it is completely possible that 

all students could score an A in a given course.  

Following this data, A-grades increased, B- and C-grades decreased, and D- and F- grades 

remained consistent. Grade inflation would imply all students scored better that they deserved. 

The stability of D- and F-grades indicates this is not the case. Instead, the pattern of A-grades 

cannibalizing B- and C-grades indicate that students working to complete a course are more 

likely to be more successful in an online course meeting QM standards than in an online course 

that did not. In the case of graduate students, the reduction of Withdraws and increase in A-

grades, with no other change in grade trends, reinforces the notion that QM does not cause 

faculty to make courses easier or give away higher grades; QM causes students to finish online 

courses.  

Impact and Analysis 

The Quality Matters mandate has affected online teaching at Southeast in a positive way. The 

investment from the University into online teaching over the course of the last three years comes 

out to $468 per course. This one-time cost affects online teaching for the foreseeable future. For 

that investment, overall GPA in online courses rose 1.25%. Online activity and student 

engagement increased 18%. Students earn more A-grades and fewer B- and C-grades. 250 

faculty members received formal online pedagogy training.  

From a teaching theory perspective, the QM mandate has had a major impact on the online 

teaching community at Southeast. Prior to 2014, some online courses at Southeast were well 

designed, and many were not. Trends in the challenging courses involved either replicating face-

to-face teaching practices in the online learning environment as best as possible, or assembling a 

collection of readings and assessments and creating an expensive correspondence course. 

Professional development opportunities for online course creation were made available, and 

some faculty took advantage of those opportunities. For the most part, online course creation and 

instruction occurred in isolation and often without support or standardization. Online course 

quality varied widely.  
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The central issue affecting online course quality was faculty experience. Many Southeast faculty 

had never taken an online course themselves, and they were teaching online courses. Faculty 

tend to teach the way they have been taught, and though they incorporate prior experience as 

teachers, learners, researchers, and non-academic activities into their teaching, without 

experience on the other side of the screen, their online teaching can come across as unmoored 

and unfocused (Oleson & Hora, 2014).  

The QM mandate delivered an opportunity to offer faculty formal online pedagogy training. 

Many admitted as much in the QM cohorts; it was the first formalized teaching training they had 

ever received. The cohorts collected online faculty from across campus and let them meet one 

another. Up to that point, faculty were disconnected from other online faculty and left to their 

own devices when planning and administering an online section. Because of the mandate and 

funding for training, members of Southeast online teaching community were brought out of 

isolation and into a community of practice. Even the most recalcitrant faculty received payment 

to talk with peers about successes and failures in their online courses, and because 250 faculty all 

received the same training on best practices of teaching online, the online teaching community 

became more unified and more visible. 

Faculty reacted positively to the cohort training. Attendees to each cohort were surveyed. 

Written comments helped shape the design and content of the cohorts as they were offered 

semester after semester. The growth of a community became evident as more faculty participated 

in trainings: 

“I benefitted more from the process than I expected, especially from the facilitated 

interactions with colleagues.” 

“Looking at samples from other people’s classes (both those that had passed QM already 

and those from our cohort) was very helpful, and doing that more days would have been 

useful.” 

 “I think QM training should be required for all new faculty before they start teaching…I 

would have liked to spend more time talking with the other attendees, and maybe even 

exchange email/phone numbers.” 

“I liked the informal format with plenty of discussion time for all.”  

Multiple faculty informally reported that viewing more online course examples helps their course 

design the most. In the cohort, the last session spends most of its time examining examples of 

courses that met standards. Faculty reported seeing the variety in the courses that met QM 

standards helped calm them on the process. Southeast reviewers frequently commented that 

seeing the online course offerings from different instructors and different departments inspired 

them to try new and interesting things, as they would see different solutions to similar problems. 

They reported feeling more confident in their own online teaching because of their access to 

other online instructors’ successes and failures, and the collaborative element of the review 

process taught them much about online pedagogy. The entire QM review process by itself 
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strengthened the Southeast online teaching community. That it extended across the entire campus 

and into nearly all departments made implementation all the more effective.  

Not that all reactions were receptive. Several faculty saw the QM mandate as another process to 

complete, and their responses to the cohort process requested a rundown of requirements and 

only the training that would provide those components. Some faculty members asked for course 

templates to drop content and activities into. 

“It would have been far more useful to focus in on different ways and strategies of 

meeting QM requirements, I would instead suggest specifically working our way down 

items on the checklist. The instructor obviously had a lot of detailed knowledge of good 

design and the review process that I feel would have been better used in describing the 

‘nitty-gritty’ rather than just overviews of good online teaching practices. When 

designing my course for QM I will probably end up relying on the checklist and 

explanatory materials as well as my departmental Moodle liaison, rather than what was 

covered in the cohort.” 

The design of the cohort and the philosophy behind the QM review process was to allow faculty 

to teach in a way that best suits their temperament and their discipline. Faculty were not provided 

a checklist and a template because those tools on their own do not make courses any more 

accessible or clear. Understanding best practices of online course design and creating a learning 

space comfortable and appropriate for them is the best assurance of student success. 

Despite the limitations of the raw behavioral data, students in online courses are doing more 

work, and they are doing that work more consistently. The increases in student actions do not 

imply stronger engagement alone. Considered in combination with the increase in connections 

(the number of sessions per semester), students in online courses log in more often and click on 

more things because of QM. This is not because directions are less clear; if that were the case, 

the increase of A grades at the expense of B and C grades would not happen. Does that mean 

courses that saw reduced clicks after QM became clearer than they were before QM, meaning 

students had to check in less often? Was more work occurring outside of the LMS? We cannot 

say. It is just as difficult to answer those questions in face-to-face teaching environments. 

The consistency of low grades says much. On average, low performing students do less work in 

their online courses (see Table 2). Unfortunately meeting QM standards has little influence on 

the effort put in by those students, nor does it impact student withdraw rates in undergraduate 

courses. On a positive note, these trends may imply that course structure has little to do with 

those rates. Students withdraw from courses for a variety of reasons, and this data could indicate 

course structure is not one of them. Students receiving D- and F-grades are usually marginal 

students who thought they could pull the grade up, or students affected unexpectedly by external 

circumstances; otherwise they would have dropped the course.   

One last factor to add concerns faculty resistant to the QM implementation process. A small but 

vocal section of faculty opted to stop teaching online entirely or to retire instead of participate in 
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any QM training or submit any of their courses for QM review. Their numbers are not present in 

this report, and the extent or impact of those losses is not known. One perspective is that many 

experienced faculty no longer teach online sections because they saw the process as onerous, in 

which case there is little recourse as the resources allowed this implementation prohibit the 

CSTL from making their courses QM-ready without their involvement. Another perspective is 

that faculty who refused to update their online teaching methods were forced to no longer teach 

online, a move that possibly improved the online student experience. We have no data allowing 

us to distinguish between these possibilities.  

As for the future of Quality Matters at Southeast, it is the opinion of the CSTL that QM 

implementation has been a success, well worth the investment. The impact of this 

implementation will be felt for an entire generation of faculty, and they are a very crucial 

generation to invest in. Incoming faculty at this point are expected to have at least a bit of online 

or blended experience, so new teachers have some experience teaching in online environments, 

and most have taken at least a few online courses in their academic careers. For those Southeast 

faculty with little to no training in online teaching, the implementation provided the tools and 

techniques they needed to thrive in an online teaching environment. Key faculty members 

became departmental leaders in the online format, and as much as the CSTL enjoys acting as a 

faculty resource, the best support comes from colleagues. The online teaching community prior 

to QM was fractured. Now there are expectations within the faculty ranks, and even if QM were 

to end at Southeast, those expectations would not evaporate. 

A significant contributor to the success of QM implementation at Southeast are faculty who 

dedicated themselves to quality online teaching prior to the mandate. Many online courses prior 

to 2014 were warmly reviewed by students. A few faculty embraced the shift to an online 

learning environment, and the CSTL traditionally supported advancing online programs at 

Southeast through both financial incentives and professional development opportunities. For the 

faculty who researched online pedagogy and implemented best practices, the QM peer review 

process asked them to do what they were already doing, reinforcing their teaching decisions. 

Their courses typically met standards on the first review with few recommended revisions. The 

approval of these faculty helped legitimize the QM process across campus, affirming the benefits 

of peer review. 

The implementation process holds a few notable weaknesses. At present, there exists no reliable 

means to assure the version of a course a faculty member teaches is the same course that met QM 

standards. Currently department chairs check all online courses for a posted syllabus during the 

first week of the semester, and the hope is that if they see a course that does not look QM 

reviewed, they will enforce the mandate. Spring and Fall semesters offer upwards of 300 online 

courses per semester, far too many for a single staff member to sift through and confirm. The 

other large issue involves confirming that courses listed in Banner meet QM standards. The 

director of the CSTL uses a tool to confirm all online courses in Banner for a given semester are 

offered by a faculty member who put the course through QM review or is using a course that has 



28 
 

been through review. Occasionally courses slip through, for example Dual Enrollment courses, 

which are fully online courses offered to high school students with the support on on-site 

facilitators. These gaps require administrative attention.   

Whether QM should continue or not is a matter for upper administration to consider. It’s worth 

keeping for cultural reasons. The QM rubric and the review process is now very streamlined. 

Courses are reviewed quickly, usually within a few days. Because so many faculty have been 

through the process, very few misperceptions hold among faculty. Participating in peer reviews 

and having courses peer reviewed qualifies as service and course revision entries in Promotion 

and Tenure documentation.  

At the same time, continuing Quality Matters at Southeast requires money. An institutional 

subscription must be maintained, costing $3,465 annually. While the bulk of online courses have 

been reviewed, the CSTL estimates an average of 40 reviews for new courses per year. With 

each review costing $150, $6,000 per year is a reasonable estimate for upcoming years. 

Additionally, courses must be re-reviewed every five years, with the first round of re-reviews 

beginning in 2019. If half of the 192 courses reviewed in 2015 are re-reviewed, we expect a cost 

of $14,000 just to maintain the current pool of courses. The current budget climate may not allow 

for this. 

Were QM to be discontinued, the CSTL has one significant consideration. Without the QM 

mandate, Southeast would lose an instrument of quality assurance that has contained some 

harmful teaching practices in online courses. By requiring a course meet QM standards, faculty 

are motivated to adopt research-driven teaching strategies or to cease teaching online. In QM’s 

absence, we highly recommend a substitute be implemented in its place. Considering the 

increasing reliance on online programs to meet student performance goals, it behooves Southeast 

to maintain baseline standards in online courses. 

Some faculty have suggested Southeast should fashion its own rubric and expectations. The 

OSCQR rubric is similar to the QM rubric, except it is licensed as Creative Commons, meaning 

it may be edited and there is no subscription fee. Considering Southeast has the training 

infrastructure already in place and a healthy bench of reviewers, OSCQR is usable. Southeast 

would lose its connections to the larger QM community, current reviewers would have to pay for 

their own QM credentials going forward, and the training of future reviewers would have to 

become in-house. Implementing a new rubric comes with its own costs, as a new peer review 

process would need to be designed, and the current staffing levels of the CSTL mean installing 

that new review process would come at the cost of other faculty services.  

Subscription to QM is currently paid through October of 2018. The bulk of re-reviews begins in 

2019, and can be pushed to 2020. Southeast could continue QM for one more year, and in that 

time consult with various stakeholders across campus (Online Learning, the Office of the 

Provost, Faculty Senate, and the CSTL) to determine if an alternative is attractive and, if so, how 

a new program would be implemented.  
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Suggestions for Further Research 
The courses that saw reductions in average student actions after meeting QM standards need 

further analysis. Many factors influence those reductions, and assuming QM structures a course 

to be more clear and user-centered, the assumption is lower student actions come from improved 

instructions and clearer expectations. Also, the alignment element in the QM rubric, that all 

course readings and activities have to connect to a measureable learning objective, may mean 

some courses shed components not directly related to course objectives, and that is not 

necessarily a bad thing. The collected data does not allow us to make that determination. Further 

analysis into those courses, including a more qualitative research approach including more 

faculty perspectives, would shed light on what is happening. 

While all the quantitative data makes a compelling argument, an ethnographic study would help 

round out the analysis. Testimonials from various types of online students would provide 

anecdotal evidence and bring much needed voices to these results. Perspectives from students in 

fully online programs would be most valuable, as their entire Southeast experience exists in 

virtual learning spaces. Face-to-face students who find their way into Fall and Spring semester 

courses could provide an interesting perspective regarding how the online experience compares 

to the face-to-face experience. Summer and Winter students would lend a third view, one from 

the lens of the most motivated student population.  

Students earning A-grades in online courses require further study. The range of activity in high-

performing students is wide, some logging high numbers of actions and some logging a moderate 

amount. B- and C-students do not produce the same spread in performance. Comparing the 

number of actions with quality of submitted work would provide more context regarding how 

actions reflect engagement. Examining the numbers of actions by the same student across several 

courses would also give insight into how Southeast students work through their online courses. 

The impact of QM on faculty workload requires a more longitudinal approach. Courses are 

prepared in advance for QM review, and once they meet, that course setup is stable for up to five 

years. The advantage to this is that technically QM leads to less work from faculty: an instructor 

spends many hours constructing a course, and once the semester begins, that instructor can then 

focus on assessment, feedback, and interacting with students instead of course construction. 

Evidence of instructor workload can be found in the log data, and those conclusions should be 

paired with qualitative data.  

Many faculty reported QM training affected their face-to-face teaching as well. The CSTL 

suspects the impact of the QM implementation extends well beyond fully online courses. Most 
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faculty teaching online only teach one or two online sections per semester. The connections data 

trends in Table 1 hint at possible transfer of online pedagogy into blended and face-to-face 

teaching. The drastic jumps in Moodle usage at Southeast correspond to upgrades and workshops 

as well as QM implementation. Employing Moodle behavioral data, the amount of transfer can 

be quantified by comparing the log data of QM-trained faculty compared to faculty without QM 

training. This also means sifting through a tremendous amount of data.  

One last question looms heavy over this implementation: what next? With funding sources in 

question and implementation complete, Quality Matters needs a fresh set of goals, benchmarks, 

measures, and money if it is to persist in Southeast culture. At the same time, QM is not the only 

online course peer review rubric on the market. It is one of the best, and there are few 

alternatives. QM has made a significant impact on the entire Southeast teaching community. 

What role QM takes in the future of Southeast’s online programs remains to be determined. 
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Appendix 
Student Actions to Grade Correlation 

Grade Number of 
Grades 

Number of 
Clicks 

Avg. Clicks Per 
Student  

A 440          414,010  941 

B 301          267,907  890 

C 163          117,657  722 

D  54            33,066  612 

F 63            30,463  484 

 

Regression Analysis of Student Actions by Final Course Grade. 

Y-Axis is student action count. X-Axis is final score awarded. 

 

Overall Actions—Winter 
Winter 

Course Average # of 
Actions 

% of 
Change 

  2014 2017   

BI1## 1043 2200 111% 

DS1## 553 1121 103% 

AR1## 492 559 14% 

CF1## 623 644 3% 

EC2## 494 742 50% 

FE2## 551 789 43% 

FN2## 547 649 19% 

HL1## 413 700 69% 
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MA1## 663 456 -31% 

MC1## 744 833 12% 

MG3## 501 771 54% 

MG5## 611 1130 85% 

MK3## 594 707 19% 

MK3## 860 691 -20% 

PH1## 771 1048 36% 

PS1## 460 1048 128% 

PS1## 1789 1317 -26% 

UI3## 1191 648 -46% 

UI3## 634 780 23% 

UI4## 381 493 29% 

UI4## 284 340 20% 

 

 

 

Overall Actions—Summer 
Summer 

Course Average # of 
Actions 

% of 
Change 

Course Average # 
of Actions 

Change Course Average # 
of Actions 

% of 
Change 

  2014 2017     2014 2017     2014 2017   

AC2## 505 659 30% EX5## 373 1289 246% MK3## 627 571 -9% 

AC3## 59 134 127% EX5## 907 354 -61% MK5## 266 283 6% 

AC3## 1093 994 -9% FE2## 917 896 -2% MK5## 444 504 14% 

AC5## 1557 1880 21% FE2## 630 826 31% PE2## 323 846 162% 

AD1## 313 159 -49% FI3## 283 313 11% PH1## 867 2046 136% 

AG2## 815 712 -13% FI5## 413 487 18% PL1## 601 672 12% 

AN1## 479 511 7% FN2## 485 611 26% PS1## 1621 1475 -9% 

AR1## 422 547 30% HL1## 393 679 73% PS1## 391 1084 177% 

BA4## 488 623 28% HL1## 570 706 24% PS1## 620 777 25% 

BA6## 331 491 48% HL1## 669 769 15% PS1## 3318 3278 -1% 

BA6## 657 864 32% HL2## 251 768 206% PY2## 679 480 -29% 

BA6## 111 104 -6% HL3## 632 755 19% PY3## 911 917 1% 

BI1## 2085 2254 8% IU3## 3019 746 -75% QM2## 541 464 -14% 

BI4## 1197 1984 66% IU3## 688 1298 89% SE6## 386 611 58% 

CF1## 604 600 -1% LI2## 709 718 1% SE6## 244 1472 503% 

CF1## 773 666 -14% MA1## 565 623 10% SE6## 315 667 112% 

CH1## 2996 6318 111% MA1## 173 274 58% SN1## 161 147 -9% 

CH1## 1286 3599 180% MA1## 104 1280 1131% SN1## 134 500 273% 

CJ3## 933 774 -17% MA1## 662 829 25% SO2## 225 347 54% 
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CJ6## 399 526 32% MA2## 689 611 -11% TL5## 519 509 -2% 

CJ6## 506 783 55% MA3## 411 409 0% TL6## 555 568 2% 

CP6## 825 944 14% MC1## 778 741 -5% UI3## 373 471 26% 

DA1## 306 375 23% MC3## 464 564 22% UI3## 253 291 15% 

EC2## 358 808 126% MC4## 611 1370 124% UI3## 403 603 50% 

EL2## 475 477 0% MG2## 238 333 40% UI3## 581 644 11% 

EL6## 439 362 -18% MG3## 624 642 3% UI3## 593 706 19% 

EL6## 443 321 -28% MG3## 696 1048 51% UI3## 848 984 16% 

EL6## 991 1434 45% MG3## 701 728 4% UI4## 727 778 7% 

EN1## 533 367 -31% MG4## 603 695 15% UI4## 264 549 108% 

EN1## 357 614  72% MI3## 1275 1511 19% UI4## 407 720 77% 

EN6## 778 500 -36% MK3## 601 738 23% UI4## 340 667 96% 

EX3## 618 498 -19% MK3## 170 283 66% UI4## 270 314 16% 

EX3## 779 959 23% MK3## 901 620 -31% US1## 56 680 1114% 

EX5## 786 897 14% MK3## 738 443 -40% 
    

 

 

Overall Actions—Spring 

Spring 

Course Average # of 
Actions 

% of Change Course Average # of 
Actions 

% of Change 

  2014 2017     2014 2017   

AC2## 270 785 191% MG5## 1032 1012 -2% 

AD1## 235 354 51% MI3## 1324 1227 -7% 

BA6## 538 765 42% MK3## 1154 852 -26% 

BA6## 930 877 -6% MK3## 880 865 -2% 

BA6## 1276 620 -51% MK5## 382 399 4% 

CF1## 387 496 28% MK5## 495 567 15% 

CF1## 585 932 59% MU1## 592 573 -3% 

CF1## 1134 1310 16% NS6## 593 1140 92% 

CJ6## 695 873 26% NS4## 424 562 33% 

EA7## 217 444 105% NS6## 454 781 72% 

EH1## 714 972 36% PE2## 1140 906 -21% 

EL2## 477 465 -3% PL1## 857 2554 198% 

EL6## 697 524 -25% PS1## 1704 1851 9% 

EL6## 256 575 125% PS1## 800 1384 73% 

EL6## 631 520 -18% PS1## 588 1626 177% 

EN1## 744 1399 88% PY1## 433 517 19% 

EX3## 809 852 5% PY2## 680 540 -21% 

EX5## 732 981 34% PY4## 835 952 14% 

EX5## 1029 793 -23% RS1## 710 1037 46% 

EX5## 1087 1470 35% SE6## 1439 2128 48% 
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FE2## 827 850 3% SE6## 412 535 30% 

FE2## 513 1937 278% SE6## 478 621 30% 

FM5## 1400 1456 4% SM6## 658 743 13% 

FN2## 509 2269 346% TL5## 714 610 -15% 

FN2## 553 815 47% TL6## 1086 810 -25% 

FN4## 1467 2128 45% TL6## 1484 970 -35% 

HL3## 904 1045 16% TL6## 991 652 -34% 

IM4## 719 1162 62% UI1## 787 670 -15% 

IS1## 1115 1162 4% UI3## 474 407 -14% 

IS1## 835 1263 51% UI3## 799 2046 156% 

IS2## 1130 1460 29% UI3## 743 725 -2% 

IS3## 1342 1387 3% UI3## 1306 936 -28% 

IS3## 690 667 -3% UI3## 446 960 115% 

IS4## 2225 2440 10% UI4## 721 471 -35% 

MA1## 663 729 10% UI4## 668 564 -16% 

MC1## 717 863 20% UI4## 1111 1158 4% 

MC2## 279 418 50% UI4## 264 350 33% 

MG2## 234 326 39% US1## 1581 1619 2% 

MG3## 1330 1538 16% WH1## 939 1041 11% 

Overall Actions—Fall 
Fall 

Course Average # of 
Actions 

Change Course Average # of 
Actions 

Change 

  2014 2017     2014 2017   

AD1## 214 695 225% MA1## 629 798 27% 

AR1## 588 657 12% MG2## 257 363 41% 

BA4## 686 761 11% MG3## 843.1212 890 6% 

BA6## 779 1039 33% MG4## 949.9412 795 -16% 

BA6## 474 613 29% MG4## 618 795 29% 

BA6## 1139 1258 10% MK3## 1282 915 -29% 

BL2## 834 1149 38% MK5## 543 740 36% 

BL2## 1113 254 -77% MU1## 576 1119 94% 

CF1## 1126 841 -25% MU1## 551 736 34% 

CJ1## 1024 1137 11% NS3## 406 770 90% 

CJ3## 500 713 43% NS3## 1271 1743 37% 

CJ6## 798 1315 65% NS4## 928 1564 69% 

EA7## 225 424 89% PE2## 915 875 -4% 

EC1## 724 709 -2% PL1## 745 928 25% 

EC2## 299 365 22% PS1## 1748 1992 14% 

EC5## 1050 493 -53% PS1## 748 1360 82% 

EC5## 2005 1768 -12% PS1## 592 1038 75% 

EH1## 628 880 40% PY2## 754 621 -18% 

EL2## 538 582 8% PY3## 934 1095 17% 

EN1## 669 734 10% QM2## 503 474 -6% 
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EX5## 701 891 27% QM3## 927 1054 14% 

EX5## 956 969 1% RC2## 897 548 -39% 

EX6## 1166 1060 -9% RS1## 723 1066 47% 

FE2## 854 923 8% SC1## 682 644 -6% 

FE2## 1630 609 -63% SM6## 1409 1251 -11% 

FN2## 559 679 21% TL6## 1443 1349 -7% 

GR6## 113 134 19% TL6## 649 542 -16% 

HL1## 363 1272 250% TL6## 407 594 46% 

HL1## 614 990 61% UI1## 775 813 5% 

HS4## 626 658 5% UI3## 833 1097 32% 

IM5## 467 1092 134% UI3## 671 733 9% 

IM6## 557 1343 141% UI3## 440 511 16% 

IS1## 1295 1666 29% UI3## 948 1191 26% 

IS1## 886 1730 95% UI4## 1016 734 -28% 

IS2## 2140 1116 -48% UI4## 1042 1047 1% 

IS2## 934 1579 69% UI4## 590 853 45% 

IS4## 343 652 90% UI4## 843 941 12% 

IU3## 792 644 -19% UI5## 558 647 16% 

IU3## 778 1165 50% US1## 1593 1410 -11% 

LI2## 551 660 20% WH1## 874 1138 30% 

 

University Studies Actions—Winter 
Winter 

Course Average # of 
Actions 

Change 

  2014 2017   

BI1## 1043 2200 111% 

DS1## 553 1121 103% 

AR1## 492 559 14% 

CF1## 623 644 3% 

EC2## 494 742 50% 

FE2## 551 789 43% 

FN2## 547 649 19% 

HL1## 413 700 69% 

MA1## 663 456 -31% 

MC1## 744 833 12% 

PH1## 771 1048 36% 

PS1## 460 1048 128% 

PS1## 1789 1317 -26% 

   

University Studies Actions—Summer 
Summer 
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Course Average # of 
Actions 

% of 
Change 

Course Average # of 
Actions 

Change 

  2014 2017     2014 2017   

AG2## 815 712 -13% HL1## 669 769 15% 

AN1## 479 511 7% LI2## 709 718 1% 

AR1## 422 547 30% MA1## 662 829 25% 

CF1## 604 600 -1% MC1## 778 741 -5% 

CF1## 773 666 -14% PE2## 323 846 162% 

CH1## 2996 6318 111% PH1## 867 2046 136% 

CH1## 1286 3599 180% PL1## 601 672 12% 

EC2## 358 808 126% PS1## 1621 1475 -9% 

EL2## 475 477 0% PS1## 391 1084 177% 

EN1## 533 367 -31% PS1## 620 777 25% 

EN1## 357 614 72% PS1## 3318 3278 -1% 

FE2## 917 896 -2% PY2## 679 480 -29% 

FE2## 630 826 31% SN1## 161 147 -9% 

FN2## 485 611 26% SN1## 134 500 273% 

HL1## 393 679 73% SO2## 225 347 54% 

HL1## 570 706 24% US1## 56 680 1114% 

 

University Studies Actions—Spring 

Spring 

Course Average # of Actions Change 

  2014 2017   

CF1## 387 496 28% 

EH1## 714 972 36% 

EN1## 744 1399 88% 

FE2## 827 850 3% 

FE2## 513 1937 278% 

FN2## 509 2269 346% 

FN2## 553 815 47% 

MC1## 717 863 20% 

MU1## 592 573 -3% 

PE2## 1140 906 -21% 

PL1## 857 2554 198% 

PS1## 1704 1851 9% 

PS1## 800 1384 73% 

PS1## 588 1626 177% 

PY1## 433 517 19% 

PY2## 680 540 -21% 

RS1## 710 1037 46% 

UI1## 787 670 -15% 
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US1## 1581 1619 2% 

WH1## 939 1041 11% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

University Studies Actions—Fall 
Fall 

Course Average # of 
Actions 

Change 

  2014 2017   

AR1## 588 657 12% 

CF1## 1126 841 -25% 

EC1## 724 709 -2% 

EL2## 538 582 8% 

EN1## 669 734 10% 

FE2## 854 923 8% 

FE2## 1630 609 -63% 

FN2## 559 679 21% 

HL1## 614 990 61% 

LI2## 551 660 20% 

MA1## 629 798 27% 

MU1## 576 1119 94% 

PE2## 915 875 -4% 

PL1## 745 928 25% 

PS1## 1748 1992 14% 

PS1## 748 1360 82% 

PS1## 592 1038 75% 

PY2## 754 621 -18% 

RS1## 723 1066 47% 
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SC1## 682 644 -6% 

UI1## 775 813 5% 

US1## 1593 1410 -11% 

 

Grade Distribution—Winter 
  Winter 13  Winter 14  Winter 15  Winter 16  Winter 17  

 # of A Grades Awarded 547 (45%) 697 (49%) 798 (48%) 845 (46%) 875 (50%) 
  # of B Grades Awarded 315 (26%) 325 (23%) 416 (25%) 439 (24%) 415 (24%) 
  # of C Grades Awarded 140 (11%) 125 (9%) 164 (10%) 190 (10%) 170 (10%) 
  # of D Grades Awarded 31 (3%) 41 (3%) 61 (4%) 72 (4%) 53 (3%) 
  # of F Grades Awarded 47 (4%) 56 (4%) 55 (3%) 84 (5%) 64 (4%) 

  # of Withdraws 139 (11%) 183 (13%) 159 (10%) 221 (12%) 188 (11%) 
# of Students  1219 1427 1653 1851 1765 

Courses Met/Courses Offered  0/56 1/66 13/83 88/88 85/85 

% of Courses Met QM  0% 2% 16% 100% 100% 

 

 

Grade Distribution—Summer  
Summer 13 Summer 14 Summer 15 Summer 16 Summer 17 

 # of A Grades Awarded 2197 (45%) 2267 (44%) 2453 (45%) 2372 (49%) 2672 (52%) 

 # of B Grades Awarded 1251 (26%) 1303 (26%) 1313 (24%) 1141 (23%) 1124 (22%) 

 # of C Grades Awarded 627 (13%) 649 (13%) 678 (13%) 519 (11%) 540 (11%) 

 # of D Grades Awarded 156 (3%) 161 (3%) 204 (4%) 166 (3%) 156 (3%) 

 # of F Grades Awarded 201 (4%) 233 (5%) 260 (5%) 202 (4%) 217 (4%) 

 # of Withdraws 435 (9%) 484 (9%) 483 (9%) 443 (9%) 394 (8%) 

# of Students 4867 5097 5373 4843 5103 

Courses Met/Courses Offered 0/256 4/273 53/306 286/286 291/291 

% of Courses Met QM 0% 1% 17% 100% 100% 

 

 Grade Distribution—Spring  
Spring 14 Spring 15 Spring 16 Spring 17 

# of A Grades Awarded 2927 (43%) 3065 (43%) 2891 (42%) 3269 (45%) 

# of B Grades Awarded 1742 (26%) 1776 (25%) 1718 (25%) 1789 (25%) 

# of C Grades Awarded 822 (12%) 841 (12%) 773 (11%) 798 (11%) 

# of D Grades Awarded 254 (4%) 264 (4%) 290 (4%) 295 (4%) 

# of F Grades Awarded 319 (5%) 401 (6%) 444 (6%) 418 (6%) 

# of Withdraws 732 (11%) 784 (11%) 782 (11%) 713 (10%) 

# of Students 6796 7131 6898 7282 

Courses Met/Courses Offered 5/265 31/297 132/280 321/321 

% of Courses Met QM 2% 10% 47% 100% 
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Grade Distribution—Fall  
Fall 14 Fall 15 Fall 16 Fall 17 

# of A Grades Awarded 3167 (43%) 2810 (42%) 3109 (43%) 3567 (48%) 

# of B Grades Awarded 1893 (26%) 1663 (25%) 1761 (24%) 1701 (23%) 

# of C Grades Awarded 928 (13%) 799 (12%) 848 (12%) 730 (10%) 

# of D Grades Awarded 294 (4%) 276 (4%) 290 (4%) 229 (3%) 

# of F Grades Awarded 406 (6%) 419 (6%) 490 (7%) 392 (5%) 

# of Withdraws 699 (9%) 770 (11%) 744 (10%) 719 (10%) 

# of Students 7387 6737 7251 7362 

Courses Met/Courses Offered 16/303 69/280 156/296 302/302 

% of Courses Met QM 5% 25% 53% 100% 

 

 

 

Grade Distribution—University Studies Courses 
 

Fall 
 

Spring 
 

Summer 

  2014 2017 
 

  2014 2017 
 

  2014 2017 

A 65% 68% 
 

A 62% 65% 
 

A 76% 78% 

B 18% 18% 
 

B 21% 20% 
 

B 14% 14% 

C 7% 4% 
 

C 4% 5% 
 

C 4% 4% 

D 0% 1% 
 

D 1% 1% 
 

D 0% 0% 

F 3% 3% 
 

F 2% 3% 
 

F 1% 1% 

W 7% 6% 
 

W 9% 6% 
 

W 5% 3% 

 


