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The Situation

A post-secondary institution relied on a centralized testing service to manage exam scheduling and
proctored assessments.

While the service was effective operationally, it existed outside the LMS environment. Students,
instructors, and testing staff had to navigate separate systems to complete what was essentially a
single workflow.

At a glance, this appeared to be an inconvenience. In practice, it introduced friction, duplication,
and a steady stream of avoidable errors.

Understanding the Problem

The issue was not the testing platform itself—it was how disconnected it was from the learning
environment.
In day-to-day use:

e Students had to search for exams manually and occasionally selected the wrong one

e Instructors submitted exam details outside the course environment

e Staff maintained course and instructor associations manually
These weren’tisolated issues. They pointed to a workflow that lacked system alignment.
What needed to be understood was not just whether the platform could integrate, but what that
integration would actually change.

Looking at the System

To evaluate the integration properly, the workflow was broken down into its core roles:

e Students booking exams

e |nstructors submitting exam materials

o Testing staff managing scheduling and logistics
Each role interacted with the system differently, but all relied on the same underlying data: course
context, user identity, and enrollment.
The key question became:
What happens when that context is passed directly from the LMS instead of being recreated
manually?

What the Integration Introduced

The proposed integration allowed users to access the testing platform directly from their course
environment.
This changed the workflow in a few important ways:

e Students accessed only the exams associated with their course
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e Instructors submitted exam details within the course context

e Course and user associations were created automatically

e Authentication was handled through the LMS
On the surface, this improved usability. Underneath, it shifted how data was shared and maintained
between systems.

Where Risk Needed Attention

As the integration was analyzed more closely, the focus shifted from workflow improvement to
governance and data behavior.
A few areas required careful consideration:

e Data sharing— user identity and course membership information would be transmitted

between systems

o Data storage — elements of course context could be stored outside the LMS

e Authentication —reliance on secure launch protocols and configuration

e Account provisioning — automatic creation of users and courses in the external platform
These weren’t blockers, but they were critical to understand before moving forward.

Operational Considerations

Another important distinction was ownership.
The integration improved access and alignment, but it did not change who was responsible for
operations:
e The LMS handled authentication and course context
e The external platform managed scheduling and exam workflows
e Internal staff remained responsible for administering exams
Clarifying these boundaries was essential to avoid confusion during implementation.

Decision Direction

At this point, the question was no longer whether the integration was technically possible—it
clearly was.
The real decision was whether the benefits outweighed the operational and governance
considerations.
The direction was to proceed carefully:

o Validate the integration model and data exchange

¢ Confirm vendor security and hosting posture

e Ensure clear ownership of workflows and support

e Align stakeholders before enabling the integration
This approach allowed progress without introducing unnecessary risk.
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Outcome

The evaluation provided more than a recommendation.
It created:
e Ashared understanding of how the system would behave once integrated
e Clearvisibility into workflow improvements and trade-offs
e Alignment across technical, operational, and governance perspectives
Most importantly, it ensured that the decision to integrate was made with clarity, not
assumption.

What This Work Reveals

This case highlights a common pattern in system integration decisions.

Improving user experience often means increasing system connectivity—but that comes
with added responsibility around data, ownership, and governance.

Successful integrations are not just about enabling functionality.

They depend on understanding how systems interact, where data flows, and who is
accountable once everything is connected.

This case study is a generalized representation of system analysis work.
Allidentifying details have been removed or modified for confidentiality.
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