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Today’s conversation

1.What is interaction?
2.Why we made an internal standard
3.Does SRS 5.2 need an update?
4.Group critique of IU’s standard
5.What’s the best path for your institution?



Defining “interaction”
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Defining “interaction”

What is the best-case scenario? 

What is the worst-case scenario?

go.iu.edu/1GTL

http://go.iu.edu/1GTL
https://padlet.com/juasande/ovwbti2q58rv
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Defining “interaction”

“distance education” definition from HEOA of 2008 § 103

…to support regular and substantive interaction between 
the students and the instructor, synchronously or 
asynchronously.

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-110publ315/pdf/PLAW-110publ315.pdf
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Defining “interaction”

2015 DOE Federal Student Aid conference: Slides 27-32
• Must be instructor-initiated
• “Regular” 
• More than just a grade / relevant to subject matter
• Accredited faculty member

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slideshow was presented more than once by DOE. At the 2015 FSA conference and again at the “Ellucian Users Group in early 2016. This circulates a bit among folks who do university compliance. Who has seen this before? 

All Title IV eligible programs, except correspondence programs, must be designed to ensure that there is regular and substantive interaction between students and instructors 

CBE programs that do not include regular and substantive interaction between students and instructors are considered to be correspondence programs

Interactions that occur only upon the request of the student (either electronically or otherwise) are not considered regular and substantive interaction

Interactions are considered to occur “regularly” if the program is designed to ensure that they occur on a predictable and regular basis
Interactions are considered “substantive” if they are:

Substantial (i.e. more than just a grade) and relevant to the academic subject matter in which the student is engaged

Provided by a faculty member who meets accrediting agency requirements for instruction in the subject matter under discussion

Regular faculty-initiated conversations with students
Regular submissions of assignments where faculty provide substantive, written feedback
An institution that considers its CBE programs to be offered using distance education must document how each program’s design meets the requirement for regular and substantive interaction


http://fsaconferences.ed.gov/conferences/library/2015/2015FSAConfSession28.ppt
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Defining “interaction”

WCET Frontiers article, “Interpreting what is Required for 
“Regular and Substantive Interaction”  Sept. 2016

• Reviews multiple DOE documents

• Spells out players and expectations

• What is “regular”?

• Use advice at own risk

Presenter
Presentation Notes
WICHE Cooperative for Educational Technologies,  (Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education)

Russ Poulin, director for Policy & Analysis  and Van David, AVP for higher ed poliy  & research at Blackboard
And they presented on this at the WCET annual meeting that year

“This document is our interpretation. It reflects our best understanding based on the documents we cited. Any action that you take based on this information is at your own risk.”
�


https://wcetfrontiers.org/2016/09/30/interpreting-regular-and-substantive-interaction/


Limitations of SRS 5.2
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Specific Review Standard 5.2

Learning activities provide 
opportunities for interaction that 
support active learning.
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SRS 5.2 and IU

• “Opportunities” for interaction 

• Learner-initiated examples

Presenter
Presentation Notes
All opportunities are learner-directed, whereas compliance requires instructor-directed. 5.2 could be broken up into the three types of interaction. (refer back to worst case / best case scenarios)
IU did not feel that this supported the compliance needs of instructor-generated interaction. 

�
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SRS 5.2 and IU

• Charged with making an “Interaction Standard”

• Experienced QM-ers from around state

• Piloted with Peer Reviewers

Presenter
Presentation Notes
2 min: Why 5.2 doesn’t cut it from a compliance standpoint.
“Opportunities” for interaction. All opportunities are learner-directed, whereas compliance requires instructor-directed. 5.2 could be broken up into the three types of interaction. (refer back to worst case / best case scenarios)
�5 min: Our task at IU: Develop an interaction standard (charge from academic leadership)
How we did it (Renee): QM-smart people (teaching centers, facilitators), multiple development meetings
How we tested it (David): Piloting with peer reviewers in myCR
�
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Does this have a role in the rubric?

Brainstorming: 
For and Against

go.iu.edu/1GTP

Presenter
Presentation Notes
For 
Existence of 6.5, which is related to FERPA
Existence of accessibility-related standards
Existence of the “compliance disclaimer” in QM training (for sure in APPQMR) for accessibility
Interaction = just good course design, much like UDL = just good course design
Sometimes best practices are ahead of the research

Against
QM should protect itself from the compliance role
QM is about improvement, not compliance
QA and compliance are different roles, IDs don’t usually do compliance
Where is the research to support this? 
But we already have 5.2!


https://padlet.com/juasande/nps3m0e6e6is
http://go.iu.edu/1GTP


Interaction standard
go.iu.edu/1GMy

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We have set this Google doc to Suggestion mode. This is the interaction standard that IU developed and has implemented with our internal Peer Reviews. We are interested in your feedback! 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/10PUJC3ZbO8--cXX08WqKrt6MaQQs1yxDIpMefPmek4M/edit
http://go.iu.edu/1GMy


David Becker • dabecker@ius.edu 

Renée Petrina • rpetrina@iu.edu • @Skill2Teach

Julia Sanders • juasande@iu.edu 

eLearning Design & Services • eLearn@iu.edu

Presenter
Presentation Notes
FINAL TAKEAWAY Where does your institution fall in this? What is the next step for you?
�
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