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Abstract

The increasing usage of Web-based learning has harvested in a speed beyond a proper control for its effectiveness
and justification. Many institutions have invested heavily primarily for keeping their image of high technology in
the eye of the public. The aim of this paper is to understand from survey the commonly agreed factors or elements
that contribute and ensure quality in the Web-based learning environment. By understanding the key factors,
Management at Distance education institutions can evaluate and enhance their quality assurance mechanism so
that they can improve the quality of their services to the students.

Introduction

Online education has generated tremendous excitement both inside and outside higher education. For some, it
offers the potential to provide learning to new audiences; for others, it offers the opportunity fundamentally to
transform learning delivery and the competitive landscape (Poehlein, 1996). The rapid expansion of the Web as a
potential course delivery platform, combined with the increasing interest in lifelong learning and budget
constraints, has created a significant incentive for universities to develop online programs. As the technology is
now available and relatively user-friendly, those universities which do not embrace it will be left behind in the race
for globalization and technological development. If we want universities to make the utmost use of the Web, it is
essential to identify and understand the critical success factors affecting the online delivery of education. Indeed, if
we continue to re-implement traditional models borrowed from classroom-based or distance education focused on
passive transmission, we can expect only marginal improvements and may well simply increased the costs.

It has been widely recognized in the research literature (Bates, 1995; Fullan, 1993) that effective Web-based
learning should include not just training in the use of technology. It must be integrated with pedagogical uses of
technology to bring about learning for the development of lifelong learning skills and other emerging goals of
education to meet the demands of the information age (He, 1998). Whenever Web technology is used in
educational settings, it is vital to reflect on how this affects students, faculty members, courses and institutions
(Barr & Tagg, 1995).

Geographically, Hong Kong is very small. No one has difficulty going to campus because of distance. However,
life is hectic and fast in the city. Distance learners have increased rapidly in recent years due to demand of learning
and the improvement of technology that makes distance learning easier through the Web. Furthermore, Web-based
learning is seen by many as a transformative vehicle for increasing the pace of change and reform in higher
education. For these and other reasons, analysis of quality assurance in Web-based learning is an essential topic for
education policy makers. The common problem now in the higher education sector in Hong Kong is to identify an
effective model to assure quality in the delivery of Web-based learning that can fit the various stakeholders’
expectations. The first stage for doing this is to identify the critical success factors that would contribute to quality
assurance in Web-based learning.

This research focused on the perspective of academic staff who have been involved in managing, developing,
monitoring or teaching Web-based courses in local tertiary institutions.

Research Questions

After a review of the relevant literature on the quality assurance of Web-based learning, this paper will try to
answer the following questions:
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Are the quality benchmarks identified in the literature valid in the higher education sector in Hong Kong?
Do the benchmarks taken seriously by the higher education institutions?
To what extent are the benchmarks being incorporated into institutions’ Web-based learning operation?
Are there additional benchmarks that are not found in the literature but are being used by the practitioners
that can contribute to the quality assurance of Web-based learning?

The research was done by surveying a group of academic staff from various local tertiary institutions in Hong
Kong. The process mainly collected their opinions on various key issues related to quality assurance of Web-based
learning.

Literature Review

Since the Open University in United Kingdom first offered undergraduate degrees via a "virtual classroom" in
1969 (Educom Staff, 1996), many other universities in the world have moved in similar direction. The California
Virtual University, which lists 1,000 distance education courses, and the Western Governor’s University, a
consortium of 18 western states in the US are both classic examples of the partnerships being formed to promote
distance education as a viable alternative to classroom instruction (Koss-Feder, 1998).

As the use of technology to facilitate and deliver distance learning courses has increased, new challenges have
emerged for the administration, faculty, staff and students of universities developing and implementing distance
learning programs (Drazdowski, 1998; Fulford, 1993). Many faculties fear distance learning is just a means of
reducing their ranks, or a means to solve budget problems. Others fear the dehumanization and alienation of
students as well as loss of critical thinking and social skills (Novek, 1996).

On the other hand, Swalec (1993) suggests that rather than feeling threatened, faculty should embrace distance
learning as a way for more students to access their courses, resulting in a greater intellectual audience and less
chance of a course being cancelled due to low enrollment.

It has been only 10 years since the Web was developed by Tim Berners-Lee in Switzerland and Wide Area
Information Servers became the first tool for surfing the net. Since that time, educational institutions, research
centers, libraries, government agencies, commercial enterprises, and advocacy groups have rushed to connect to
the Web (Johnson, 1999). It seems clear to most observers that the Web profoundly influence society in general
and universities in particular. One of the consequences of this tremendous surge in online communication has been
the rapid growth of technology-mediated distance learning at the higher education level.

This extraordinary growth of technology-mediated distance learning in higher education has prompted several
different agencies to develop principles, guidelines, or benchmarks to ensure quality distance education. These
organizations included the American Council on Education, the National Education Association, the Global
Alliance for Transnational Education (GATE), the Southern Regional Electronic Campus, the Commission on
Higher Education for the Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools, and the Western Cooperative for
Educational Telecommunications. The quality assurance benchmarks promoted by these organizations are
designed to apply to a wide variety of institutional contexts and consists of fairly broad statements. However,
virtually all of the strategies include such factors as course development, faculty training, student services, learning
resources, infrastructure and assessment of outcomes.

These benchmarks initially developed for all types of distance learning have been in existence in various forms for
a number of years. The crucial question that arises is whether they are applicable to Web-based learning in distance
education setting. In short, are the current benchmarks appropriate and necessary to ensure quality for Web-based
learning?

In addition to reviewing benchmarks that have been published by policy and educational organizations, several
articles by prominent scholars in distance education were also examined. (The selected references found at the end
of this paper provide a better understanding of the array of resources reviewed.)

In order to address this question, the Institute for Higher Education Policy has carried out a comprehensive study
in year 2000 in an attempt to validate those benchmarks that have been published by various agencies, with
specific attention to Web-based distance learning. The outcome is a list of 24 benchmarks that are essential to
ensure quality in Web-based distance learning. The benchmarks can be grouped into the following seven
categories:

Institutional Support



This category includes those activities by the institution that helps to ensure an environment conducive to maintain
and develop quality Web-based learning.

Course Development

This category includes those activities for the development of courseware that is produced either by faculty
members on campus, subject experts within the organizations or commercial enterprises.

Teaching / Learning Process

This category includes those activities related to pedagogy or the art of teaching.

Course Structure

This category includes those policies and procedures that support and relate to the teaching / learning process.

Student Support

This category includes those services normally found on a university including admissions and financial aids.

Faculty Support

This category includes those activities that assist faculty in teaching online.

Evaluation and Assessment

This category includes those policies and procedures that address how the institution evaluates Web-based distance
learning.

Based on the results of the study conducted by the Institute for Higher Education Policy, it is clear that there are
seven major areas to look at: Institutional Support, Course Development, Teaching/Learning Process, Course
Structure, Student Support, Faculty Support and Evaluation and Assessment in ensuring the quality of Web-based
learning. Since there are a lot of questions not yet clearly answered in previous studies of ensuring quality
assurance for Web-based learning in Hong Kong. The study done by the Institute for Higher Education Policy
looks like a useful approach for studying this issue in the local setting and will provide guidelines to explore the
contributing factors in successful quality assurance model for Web-based learning.

Research Design and Method

A survey questionnaire was developed to measure academic staff’s perception of quality assurance in Web-based
learning. The measurement of the items was drawn from a previous study carried out by the Institute for Higher
Education Policy on the same issue. The questionnaire was structured using a 5-point Likert Scale. An example of
the item is as follows:

A. In your opinion, are the following benchmarks important to ensure quality?
B. In your opinion, are the following benchmarks present in the University?

1. A documented technology plan that includes electronic security measures (i.e. password protection,
encryption, back-up systems) is in place to ensure both quality standards and the integrity and validity of
information.

The Likert Scale questionnaire listed the 24 quality benchmarks and requested each respondent to rank each
benchmark on two criteria. First, to what extent is the benchmark important to ensure quality for Web-based

(A) Not

Important
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unimportant

Not Sure Important Very Important

  1 2 3 4 5
(B) Strongly

Disagree

Disagree Not Sure Agree Strongly

Agree
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learning (ranked from 1 = not important to 5 = very important)? Second, to what extent is the benchmark present in
the institution (ranked from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree)? Those respondents who did not have
sufficient knowledge or experience relating to the benchmark could check the "Not Sure" category.

At the extremes, this process could result in the following four hypothetical scenarios:

1. A benchmark could be very important and present completely
2. A benchmark could be not important and still present completely
3. A benchmark could be very important and but absent completely
4. A benchmark could be not important and also absent completely

The actual results are provided in the next section of this study. The full list of survey questions is provided in
Appendix A.

Participants are identified and selected only if they have involvement with Web-based learning or teaching. They
are sampled from universities, distance learning institutions and academic research circles. There is no prerequisite
in years of experience as long as they can understand the research intention and the general features of Web-based
learning. A total of 50 questionnaires were sent out to the identified and selected participants working in local
tertiary institutions. A total of 34 questionnaires were collected of which all of them were used for the study and
further analysis. It was very encouraging to the researcher since the return rate was 68% and it could be consider
high for any kind of management research.

Limitations

In undertaking this research study, the researcher encountered only two limitations to the study. The first was the
small sample size of 34 academic staff, and the second that not many respondents were willing to response the
open-ended question at the end of the questionnaire. That may be due to the fact that all of the possible quality
benchmarks were already listed in the questionnaire already.

Findings and Analysis

The 34 respondents came from 8 local tertiary institutions in Hong Kong. The questionnaire survey was done in
January to February 2002. The following sections provide a summary of the quantitative analysis of this survey. It
should be noted that all of the institutions are included in the data presented in this study. Because the intention of
this study is to validate the benchmarks for the higher educational sector in general, it serves no purpose to
separate the data for each institution. The following discussion represents a consensus of a majority of the
institutions in the study. It is, therefore, not appropriate to assume that the attribute outlined in the discussion
always represent each and every institution. No effort was made to apply any statistical tests to ascertain the degree
of importance of a benchmark and its presence at the institutions, and the difference between the two. Instead, the
researcher only used some simple descriptive statistics to guide the whole analysis of this study. The section is
organized around the seven categories of benchmarks: Institutional Support, Course Development,
Teaching/Learning Process, Course Structure, Student Support, Faculty Support, and Evaluation and Assessment.
The responses from the open-end question are listed in Appendix B.

Institutional Support

All of the benchmarks in this category were considered important to ensure quality for Web-based learning. The
benchmark addressing a documented technology plan (No. 1) received exceptionally high ratings both with regard
to importance (100%) and presence (88.3%) at the institutions. There was a marked difference between the
importance of the benchmark regarding a centralized support system (No. 3) and the actual presence of it at the
institutions. The benchmark addressing the reliability of the technology delivery system (No. 2) received quite
high rating with regard to importance (91.2%) and presence (76.5%) at the institutions. This can be easily
explained in the following scenarios: "If the lights go out in a traditional classroom, it may just be an
inconvenience but if the system fail then it will be a disaster for the Web-based learning environment."

Table 1. Survey statistics on the importance of the Institutional Support benchmarks

  Not

Important

Somewhat

Unimportant

Not

Sure

Important Very

Important
Q1(A) 0% 0% 0% 55.9% 44.1%
Q2(A) 0% 0% 8.8% 61.8% 29.4%



Table 2. Survey statistics on the presence of the Institutional Support benchmarks

 

Course Development

The all three benchmarks relating to course development received a mixed reaction from the respondents. The
benchmark addressing the guideline for minimum standards (No. 4) received even rating with regard to importance
(50.2%) and presence (70.6%) at the institutions. The benchmark addressing the instructional materials (No. 5)
received quite high rating with regard to importance (94.1%) but scored only (58.8%) on presence at the
institutions. The benchmark addressing the course design (No. 6) received quite high rating with regard to
importance (94.1%) but again only scored (58.8%) on presence at the institutions. This reflected that local
academics agreed that instructional materials and course design were important benchmarks but there were still
room for improvement to strengthen the quality assurance mechanism so that to increase the presence of those
benchmarks in the local settings.

Table 3. Survey statistics on the importance of the Course Development benchmarks

Table 4. Survey statistics on the presence of the Course Development benchmarks

 

Teaching / Learning Process

The majority of benchmarks regarding the teaching / learning process were considered important but were
endorsed modestly in the local environment. The two benchmarks that address the process of interactivity (No. 7
and 8), all of which received high scores for importance (91.1% and 94.1%) and (61.8% and 76.5%) for presence
at the institutions. It has become increasing evident that interactivity is the condition for quality in Web-based
distance education. Indeed, many would say that it is crucial for any type of learning.

As Otto Peters, author of Learning and Teaching in Distance Education wrote: "If we take distance education
seriously and understand it to be something more than the mere distribution and reading of study materials, we
must provide sufficient opportunities for dialogues. If, in addition, we understand academic studies as a process in
which the aim is education through knowledge, we cannot do without a considerable proportion of dialogical
learning and teaching in distance education." (Peters, 1999, pg. 39) The notion of interactivity is highlighted here

Q3(A) 0% 2.9% 14.7% 58.8% 23.5%
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Q6(B) 0% 2.9% 38.2% 50% 8.8%



is not only because it is central to the quality of Web-based distance education, but also because it leads to the
realization that Web-based distance education is evolving its own pedagogy. The benchmark addressing the
method of effective research (No. 9) scored (76.4%) on importance and only (41.2%) on presence at the
institutions.

Table 5. Survey statistics on the importance of the Teaching / Learning Process benchmarks

Table 6. Survey statistics on the presence of the Teaching / Learning Process benchmarks

 

Course Structure

In general, the course structure benchmarks received modest rating in terms of importance and presence. The
benchmark addressing the time requirement (No. 13) received (70.6%) on importance and (55.9%) on presence at
the institutions. Given the fact that the dynamic and innovative nature of the Web-based learning environment,
particularly the capacity for students to pace themselves in a variety of ways, hard and fast rules on how much
work should be accomplished in a specific time period or the precise response time for a faculty member is totally
inappropriate. The benchmark addressing student advising (No. 10) scored (79.4%) on importance and (44.1%) on
presence at the institutions. Also, the benchmark addressing supplemental course information (No. 11) received
(70.5%) on importance and (64.7%) on presence at the institutions. All these reflect that the institutions need to put
up more effort in term of student advising. The low ratings for the benchmark regarding library resources (No. 12)
scored (67.6%) on importance and (47.1%) on presence at the institutions are worth nothing. This may due to the
fact that the technology and infrastructure of virtual library is still not very well developed like in the Western
countries.

Table 7. Survey statistics on the importance of the Course Structure benchmarks

Table 8. Survey statistics on the presence of the Course Structure benchmarks

  Not

Important

Somewhat

Unimportant

Not

Sure

Important Very

Important
Q7(A) 0% 0% 8.8% 67.6% 23.5%
Q8(A) 0% 0% 5.9% 55.9% 38.2%
Q9(A) 0% 8.8% 14.7% 52.9% 23.5%

  Strongly

Disagree

Disagree Not

Sure

Agree Strongly

Agree
Q7(B) 0% 11.8% 26.5% 50% 11.8%
Q8(B) 0% 5.9% 17.6% 64.7% 11.8%
Q9(B) 0% 17.6% 41.2% 41.2% 0%
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Q10(A) 0% 11.8% 8.8% 52.9% 26.5%
Q11(A) 8.8% 14.7% 5.9% 52.9% 17.6%
Q12(A) 2.9% 23.5% 5.9% 50% 17.6%
Q13(A) 0% 8.8% 20.6% 64.7% 5.9%

  Strongly
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Agree Strongly

Agree
Q10(B) 2.9% 23.5% 29.4% 41.2% 2.9%
Q11(B) 2.9% 20.6% 11.8% 38.2% 26.5%



 

Student Support

The all four benchmarks relating to student support received a mixed reaction from the respondents. The
benchmark addressing information for student (No. 14) received high ratings (85.3%) on both importance and
presence at the institutions. The benchmark addressing training for student (No. 15) scored low rating (50%) on
importance and (20.6%) on presence at the institutions.

The benchmark addressing technical assistance (No. 16) also got low rating (61.8%) on importance and (35.3%)
on presence at the institutions. The benchmark addressing complaint system (No. 17) received (82.4%) on
importance and (26.5%) on presence at the institutions. It appears that for at least three benchmarks concerning
training for students, technical assistance and complaint system, the institutions feel they have some long way to
go.

Table 9. Survey statistics on the importance of the Student Support benchmarks

Table 10. Survey statistics on the presence of the Student Support benchmarks

 

Faculty Support

The all four benchmarks relating to faculty support received modest rating on importance and low rating on
presence at the institutions. The benchmark addressing technical assistance (No. 18) received (67.7%) on
importance and (64.7%) on presence at the institutions. The benchmark addressing transitional assistance (No. 19)
scored modest rating (38.3%) on importance and very low rating (14.7%) on presence at the institutions. The
benchmark addressing training for instructor (No. 20) received (70.6%) on importance and low rating (32.4%) on
presence at the institutions. The benchmark addressing written resources (No. 21) scored (64.7%) on importance
and very low rating (23.5%) on presence at the institutions. Many institutions participated in the study have
systematic processes for assisting faculty members to make the transition from traditional teaching to Web-based
teaching environment. Therefore, the low level of presence of assistance can only be attributed to the fact of
limited resource put in the area.

Table 11. Survey statistics on the importance of the Faculty Support benchmarks

Q12(B) 0% 17.6% 35.3% 35.3% 11.8%
Q13(B) 0% 20.6% 23.5% 47.1% 8.8%
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Q14(A) 0% 5.9% 8.8% 61.8% 23.5%
Q15(A) 5.9% 23.5% 20.6% 41.2% 8.8%
Q16(A) 2.9% 8.8% 26.5% 50% 11.8%
Q17(A) 0% 2.9% 14.7% 61.8% 20.6%
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Agree
Q14(B) 0% 0% 14.7% 55.9% 29.4%
Q15(B) 8.8% 29.4% 41.2% 20.6% 0%
Q16(B) 8.8% 11.8% 44.1% 32.4% 2.9%
Q17(B) 2.9% 14.7% 55.9% 26.5% 0%

  Not
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Somewhat
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Not
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Important Very
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Table 12. Survey statistics on the presence of the Faculty Support benchmarks

 

Evaluation and Assessment

The all three benchmarks relating to evaluation and assessment received high rating on importance and modest to
low rating on presence at the institutions. The benchmark addressing evaluation process (No. 22) scored (76.5%)
on importance and modest rating (41.2%) on presence at the institutions. The benchmark addressing program
effectiveness (No. 23) received (64.7%) on importance and low rating (23.5%) on presence at the institutions. The
benchmark addressing learning outcomes (No. 24) scored high rating (88.3%) on importance and only (53%) on
presence at the institutions. By large, all participated institutions had systems in place to address evaluation and
assessment. In the Western countries, the institutions collected huge amount of data in the areas of financial
efficiency, student achievement, faculty satisfaction, student satisfaction, student retention and student demand in
order to evaluate their programs effectiveness. Therefore, it was surprised to see that program effectiveness scored
such a low rating in the local environment.

Table 13. Survey statistics on the importance of the Evaluation and Assessment benchmarks

Table 14. Survey statistics on the presence of the Evaluation and Assessment benchmarks

 

Conclusion

The Web is a major technological advancement reshaping not only our society but also that of universities
worldwide. In the light of this, universities have to capitalize on the Web for both teaching and learning, and one
progressive development of this is the use of Web-based learning in distance education settings.

Q18(A) 0% 8.8% 23.5% 55.9% 11.8%
Q19(A) 0% 17.6% 44.1% 32.4% 5.9%
Q20(A) 0% 11.8% 17.6% 58.8% 11.8%
Q21(A) 0% 17.6% 17.6% 47.1% 17.6%

  Strongly

Disagree

Disagree Not

Sure

Agree Strongly

Agree
Q18(B) 0% 8.8% 26.5% 55.9% 8.8%
Q19(B) 0% 32.4% 52.9% 14.7% 0%
Q20(B) 5.9% 17.6% 44.1% 32.4% 0%
Q21(B) 5.9% 23.5% 47.1% 23.5% 0%

  Not
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Unimportant
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Sure

Important Very

Important
Q22(A) 0% 2.9% 20.6% 50% 26.5%
Q23(A) 0% 20.6% 14.7% 55.9% 8.8%
Q24(A) 0% 2.9% 8.8% 41.2% 47.1%

  Strongly

Disagree

Disagree Not

Sure

Agree Strongly

Agree
Q22(B) 11.8% 5.9% 41.2% 29.4% 11.8%
Q23(B) 2.9% 20.6% 52.9% 23.5% 0%
Q24(B) 2.9% 5.9% 38.2% 47.1% 5.9%



This study for the most part revealed that the benchmarks for quality assurance of Web-based learning were
considered important and in general the participated institutions strove to incorporate them into their policies,
practices and procedures. At the same time, there were few benchmarks that did not enjoy consensus among the
academic members and in some instances were not even considered mandatory to ensure quality for Web-based
learning. In this sense, the quality benchmarks identified in the literature can be considered valid in the higher
education sector in Hong Kong. Based solely on the feedback of the open-ended question of the survey, it would
be difficult to conclude that there are any additional benchmarks that need to be included into the model.

As Davey Yeung, author of Quality Assurance of Web-based learning in Distance Education Institutions wrote:
"There are as least two key stakeholders in any educational setting, namely the academic staff and the students."
Therefore, in order to have an effective quality assurance model for Web-based learning, it will need to conduct
study on student’s perception on this issue and incorporate the results with the perception of academic staff to form
a more complete picture of the whole quality assurance model.

In conclusion, the author wishes to reiterate that each quality assurance system needs to be careful in analyzing the
situation of the specific institution. It needs to be very flexible in its approach, and the combination of process and
technology needs to be carefully considered, as unintended consequences in one area can originate from a bad
choice in another. It may be worth noting that a firm adherence to an explicit view of what constitutes good Web-
based learning, and an explicit view of issues of change and culture will furthermore influence the specific
approach taken in assuring the quality Web-based learning.
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Appendix A – Survey Questions

Institutional Support Benchmarks

1. A documented technology plan that includes electronic security measures (i.e. password protection, encryption,
back-up systems) is in place to ensure both quality standards and the integrity and validity of information.
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2. The reliability of the technology delivery system is as failsafe as possible.

3. A centralized system provides support for building and maintaining the distance education infrastructure.

Course Development Benchmarks

4. Guidelines regarding minimum standards are used for course development, design, and delivery, while learning
outcomes – not the availability of existing technology – determine the technology being used to deliver course
content.

5. Instructional materials are reviewed periodically to ensure they meet program standards.

6. Courses are design to require students to engage themselves in analysis, synthesis, and evaluation as part of their
course and program requirements.

Teaching / Learning Process Benchmarks

7. Student interaction with faculty and other students is an essential characteristic and is facilitated through a variety of
ways, including voice-mail and / or email.

8. Feedback to student assignments and questions is constructive and provided in a timely manner.

9. Students are instructed in the proper methods of effective research, including assessment of the validity of
resources.

Course Structure Benchmarks

10. Before starting an online program, students are advised about the program to determine (1) if they possess the self-
motivation and commitment to learn at a distance and (2) if they have access to the minimal technology required by
the course design.

11. Students are provided with supplemental course information that outlines course objectives, concepts and ideas, and
learning outcomes for each course are summarized in a clearly written, straightforward statement.

12. Students have access to sufficient library resources that may include a "virtual library" accessible through the World
Wide Web.

13. Faculty and students agree upon expectations regarding times for student assignment completion and faculty
response.

Student Support Benchmarks

14. Students receive information about programs, including admission requirements, tuition fees, books and supplies,
technical and proctoring requirements, and student support services.

15. Students are provided with hands-on training and information to aid them in securing material through electronic
databases, interlibrary loans, government archives, news services and other sources.

16. Throughout the duration of the course/program, students have access to technical assistance, including detailed
instructions regarding the electronic media used, practice sessions prior to the beginning of the course, and
convenient access to technical support staff.

17. Questions directed to student service personnel are answered accurately and quickly, with a structured system in
place to address student complaints.

Faculty Support Benchmarks

18. Technical assistance in course development is available to faculties, who are encouraged to use it.

19. Faculty members are assisted in the transition from classroom teaching to online instruction and are assessed in the
process.

20. Instructor training and assistance, including peer mentoring, continue through the progression of the online course.



21. Faculty members are provided with written resources to deal with issues arising from student use of electronically
accessed data.

Evaluation and Assessment Benchmarks

22. The program’s educational effectiveness and teaching/learning process is assessed through an evaluation process
that uses several methods and applies specific standards.

23. Data on enrollment, costs and successful / innovative uses of technology are used to evaluate program effectiveness.

24. Intended learning outcomes are reviewed regularly to ensure clarity, utility and appropriateness.

25. List down 3 most important quality benchmarks that are not listed in the questionnaire and you feel are relevant to
Web-based learning.

Appendix B – Some of the important quality benchmarks that are not listed in the questionnaire but the
respondent feel are relevant to Web-based learning
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