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Presentation Objectives

• Present the perspectives of the Course Instructor/Designer and of the QM 
Peer Gold Reviewer during their experience of taking a course through the QM 
Gold Review redesign process.

• Present peer review data, student course evaluation data and instructor 
reflections as measures to reflect on the transformation and implementation 
of a selected course to a fully online format.

• Presents recommendations for the field of online course design.



Background and Literature - Challenges

• Koehler, Mishra, Hershey and Peruski (2004) identified challenges and 
constraints faculty encounter in adopting online course design and 
instruction.  These challenges included: 

Faculty members, who are accustomed to only thinking about teaching and courses in 
a more traditional face-to-face classroom, are often reluctant to tackle the job of 
teaching in a technological medium.

Many faculty do not find value in learning the details of technology, believing that it 
only takes time (a limited resource) away from thinking about pedagogy and the other 
responsibilities they have, and that they may care more about.

 Faculty members are often not well versed in technology.



Background and Literature-
Quality Matters Process

The Quality Matters Rubric TM and processes are “current, practical, and 
applicable” across academic disciplines and academic levels (Shattuck, 
Zimmerman, & Adair, 2014, p. 1).  



Background and Literature-
Quality Matters Process

The Quality Matters rubric (Quality Matters Program, 2018b) utilized for review of the Sexuality in a Diverse 
Society course contained the following eight general standards:

Course Overview and Introduction

Learning Objectives (Competencies)

Assessment and Measurement

 Instructional Materials

Course Activities and Learner Interaction

Course Technology

Learner Support

Accessibility and Usability



The Quality Matters Course Review Process. Reprinted from Why QM/Process (QM Process, 
2018c).



Gold Review

• A Gold Review team consists of two Quality Matters certified Peer Reviewers 
and an Instructional Designer.  The Gold Review Process closely approximates 
the Quality Matters Review Process, but is an abridged process in that peer 
course reviewers examine 25 of the 43 specific Quality Matters Rubric 
standards while conducting a course review.  

• The Instructional Designer reviews the additional 18 Quality Matters 
standards. 



Gold Review - Roles

• McFadden – course designer/instructor

• Robinson – peer reviewer

• Cutler – instructional designer



Process

• Course designed by McFadden in Blackboard Learning Platform, guided self-
study with Cutler.



Alignment

• Self-guided assessment where objectives, activities and assessments were 
aligned or not aligned



Identification of Dissatisfactions

• Real concerns about the online course, found it challenging to transfer 
content delivered the classroom (PowerPoint, lecture, large class discussions) 
to an online environment. 



Identification of Dissatisfactions

• Concerns about loss of instructor presence, inherent in face-to-face courses 
as a challenge for some students taking online classes, many for the first 
time. 

• Fear a loss of communication and relationship building from instructor to 
student and from student to student. 

• Concerns over “classroom control”, i.e. the ability to direct group discussions 
or to prevent cheating on exams or assignments.  



Identification of Dissatisfactions

• Educational control over emerging technologies



Identification of Dissatisfactions

• In an effort to meet the perceived need of her students, McFadden found 
herself spending more time trying to learn the newest technology than 
focusing on content-area research and teaching strategies in an effort to 
engage who she perceived as tech-savvy students.



Solution:  Gold Review Process

• The recommendations offered suggestions that directly addressed her stated 
dissatisfactions with the course, and helped her make improvements. 

• For example, reviewers suggested ways to design more student-centered 
collaborative methods to assess content leaning. 

• The process also ensured learning objectives matched with course 
assignments and assessments



Solution:  Gold Review Process

• Per the Gold Review Process, a debriefing was held with the Instructional 
Designer/Review Team Leader, in which the Peer Reviewer and Instructional 
Designer/Review Team Leader discussed the totality of commendations and 
recommendations.



Solution:  Gold Review Process – Sample Commendation (Standard Met)

Standard Recommendations

____________________________________________________________________________

3.1 The assessments measure the 

stated learning objectives or 

competencies (Met).

The assessments are aligned with the objectives.  Conversely, some objectives are not 

explicitly aligned with assessments.  A substantially majority of the objectives are 

aligned with the assessments, and this is well-done.  The objectives are not written in 

terms of producing a specific product or assessment, so adding a specific action to 

each objective might provide further clarity.  Here a few objectives that may need 

reconsideration or realignment:

Week 1

1. To define sexuality; to understand the six dimensions of health and to understand 

sexuality in the realm of overall health and wellness

Week 2

1. Identify and locate the key structures of the female and male sexual anatomy

2. Describe the main functions of the key female and male sexual structures



Solution:  Gold Review Process – Sample Recommendation (Standard Not Met)

Standard Recommendations

___________________________________________________________________________

5.2b Learning activities provide 

opportunities for active learning (Not Yet 

Met)

The course provides opportunities for active learning via the discussion board postings.  The 

discussion prompts elicit higher order thinking and discourse among the students.  It does not 

appear, per the annotation for standard 5.2b, that the “active learning also entails guiding learners to 

increasing levels of responsibility for their own learning” within this course".

In addition to the discussion forums, consider some of the following activities noted in the standard 

5.2 annotation to elicit other forms of active learning that can guide learners to increasing levels of 

responsibility for their own learning” within this course.

Examples of active learning activities include (from the standard 5.2 annotation):

1. Concept maps, timelines, or diagrams based on course readings;

2. Simulations of actual job-related tasks;

3. Field studies;

5. Interview videos;

6. Portfolios;

7. Peer Teaching;

8. Presentation;

9. Practicing by doing.



Findings and Discussion  

• The reorganization of the course, per the Gold Review Process and Quality 
Matters standards, facilitated a standard design for the course on a weekly 
basis.  Weekly components (Objectives, Assignments, Reading and Activities) 
were organized into weekly modules with a consistent design and structure. 
The realignment of the course pulled all the course components together 
permitting ease of navigation for the students.



Benefit to Students

The redesign provided students with easier to follow instructions, and with a 
consistent flow to the course among modules.  

Students were no longer bogged down in looking for specific course 
components; there was little time devoted to re-orientating navigation as the 
course evolved.  

As a result of the Gold Review Process, students were provided with a course 
structure that left little guess work in navigation; students knew exactly where to 
go to retrieve course components, and materials providing clarification of 
expectations.



Benefit to Instructor

The Instructor noted a decrease in student e-mail and other correspondence as 
a result of the Gold Review Process.  This permitted more time to engage with 
students in the course discussion board, conferencing and the use of other 
communication tools.  

Previously, the Instructor was devoting time to providing students with course 
clarification, and formative restructuring of the course.  Gold Review permitted 
to the Instructor to focus on the course content and to share her expertise in 
regards to content with the students.  

While acknowledging that her expertise was not in best practices, the Gold 
Review process facilitated implementing the QM Standards/best practices.



Benefit to Instructor

• The Instructor rated her satisfaction with the Gold Review Process at 100%.  
The impact of the Gold Review Process extended beyond the Sexuality in a 
Diverse Society course, and had a positive impact on the design and 
implementation of all of her courses, particularly online components of those 
courses.  

• The instructor exited the process proud that the course is Gold Review 
endorsed and reflects best practices.  

• The peer-reviewed collegial aspects of the Gold Review Process and the QM 
standards enhanced the instructor’s sense of academic freedom

• The instructor felt process carried all online teaching, not just this all other 
courses. 



Institutional Limitations – Response Rate

• Per institutional policy, the students were not required to complete the 
evaluation and the process was completed online.  The course evaluation 
response rate (see table 3) was higher on average (32%) in four pre-Gold 
Review course administrations in comparison to two fully online 
administrations of the course (14.5% response rate), post Gold Review. 



Mean Data for Pre and Post Course Evaluation Data

___________________________________________________________________________________________

Before Course Redesign After Course Redesign

___________________________________________________________________________________________

Spring 2016
Section 1

Spring 2016
Section 2

Fall 
2016 

Spring 2017 Fall 
2017

Winter 2017

30 students 
enrolled

n = 6 

35 students 
enrolled
n = 15

35 students 
enrolled
n = 15

31 students 
enrolled

n = 6

30 
students 
enrolled

n = 4

25 
students 
enrolled 

n=4

Student Response Rate 20% 43% 43% 19% 13% 16%

Student Course Criteria Evaluation

Course was clearly organized 4.33 4.75 4.71 4.17 4.67 4.25

Learning objectives were met 4.60 4.75 4.86 4.0 4.25 4.25

I understood the requirements for course grading 4.33 4.75 4.86 4.3 4.25 4.75

Instructor explained concepts clearly 4.46 5.0 4.71 4.0 3.67 4.25

Instructor assigned grades according to stated criteria 4.67 5.0 4.71 3.5 4.0 4.75

Demonstrated knowledge about course subject 
matter

4.67 5.0 4.6 4.17 4.33 4.75

Average course medians for academic year (for all 
Sexuality in a Diverse Society course) 

4.51 4.88 4.74 4.02 4.20 4.75



Course Evaluation Rates

• The lower student course response rate was consistent with low response 
rates historically noted with online evaluations (Avery et al. 2006; Dommeyer
et al. 2004 ; Guder & Malliaris 2013).  The University prescribed online course 
evaluation utilized for the Sexuality in a Diverse Society course was extensive 
in scope.



Course Evaluation Rates

• The length of the instrument (30 quantitative questions, and fourth qualitative 
open response questions) and a lack of student buy-in to the importance of 
the evaluation data many have been factors in the low response rate (Cone et 
al, 2018). 



Qualitative Results – Course Evaluation Comments

• “Straight forward assignments”

• “All of the assignments were explained clearly with reoccurring due dates so 
you were never guessing what was next”  

• “I learned so much and actually grown in personal life and I never had that 
experience in a course”

• “I love how the course was set up and more about engaging and writing and 
really learning than just memorizing”.



Ongoing Observations and Challenges

• Faculty members’ reluctance to change their medium of teaching to a 
technology-based environment, and a discomfort in using technology.

• A lack of institutional resources or time to promote attitudinal change towards 
online learning.

• Given high teaching loads and large class sizes , faculty have limited time to 
devote to learning new technologies.

• Limited key opinion leaders have served as online pedagogical role models 
for less experienced faculty.

• The Gold Review and Quality Matters processes function well when time and 
resources are allocated. 



Ongoing Observations and Challenges

• Maintaining a sense of community was achieved in limiting enrollment in the 
online sections to 30 or fewer students.  

• Going forward enrollment numbers will closer approximate 40 students.  This 
increase in enrollment may negatively impact maintaining the sense of 
community. 

• It was noted in the final Gold Review by the Peer Reviewers and the 
Instructional Designers that course enrollment of 40 students per section 
would inhibit or prohibited the implementation of the Gold Review 
recommendations. 



Recommendations

Herman (2013) noted that 70% of higher education institutions provided 
incentives for online instruction, but the support is variable.  Successful 
incentives for motivating faculty to participate in online course design, review 
and instruction have included:

• Creating a sense of responsibility for involvement (Gautreau, 2011)

• Providing stipends (Gautreau, 2011; Hainline, Gaines, Feather, Padilla & Terry, 2010)

• Providing release time (Hainline, Gaines, Feather, Padilla, & Terry, 2010)

• Creating faculty mentoring models (Alvarez, Blair, Monske & Wolf, 2005; Barczyk, 
Buckenmeyer, Feldman & Hixon, 2011)

• Course size.



Conclusion

• The Gold Review process is not about evaluating the instructor, but rather 
about evaluating the course itself. 

• The process ensures that students are offered a rich online educational 
experience, intended to foster academic success.  

• As higher education institutions reallocate resources, time, and expertise to 
online course design and implementation, quality assurance processes like 
Gold Review and Quality Matters, will facilitate the design of courses that 
reflect sound pedagogy, course alignment and accessibility.


