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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
 

AGENDA ITEM: 5.B 
 

DATE: June 12, 2008 
 

****************************************************************************** 
 
SUBJECT: EUC Update – Task Force Report and Recommendations 
 

Last fall members of the EUC, AAC, and, to a certain extent, system leadership all were 
involved in discussions that raised questions about some of the operational aspects of the 
consortium.  It was agreed that a more formal review would be helpful in clarifying these issues 
and in suggesting strategies to move EUC forward.  To this end, a taskforce was established and 
this group was asked to review/address issues in two areas.  The following were asked and 
agreed to serve as members of the taskforce: Laurie Becvar, USD; Rajeev Bukralia, BHSU; 
Mary Kay Helling, SDSU; Peg O’Brien, DSU; Gail Tidemann, SDSU; and Sam Gingerich, BOR 
staff. 
 

First, EUC has established a robust quality assurance process that is based on a course 
review model.  The system needs to make sure this review/approval system can be fully 
implemented.  In addition, as more programs move on-line, strategies need to be established to 
review the broader array of services that are expected components of program delivery.  These 
course and programmatic reviews and approvals are critical since they serve as the foundation 
for the role assigned to EUC by the Higher Learning Commission (HLC).    
 

The task force was also asked to address how EUC ties in with the administrative 
structure of the system.  While EUC has been effective these past few years, some activities of 
EUC are not well integrated with system activities.  For example at the system level, program 
planning and delivery needs to be better understood.  Further, as EUC developed there were 
discussions of expanding the assignment of this group from on-line programming to include 
broader responsibilities for off-campus delivery.  This may make sense as the system works to 
make sure that resources are used to efficiently and effectively provide an appropriate array of 
programs to the citizens of the state. 
 

The taskforce met a few times this spring, discussed these issues and drafted a set of 
recommendations.  These have been reviewed by EUC and this group has forwarded these to 
AAC for consideration.  While this may be forwarded to COPS and possibly the Board, AAC 
will be asked to review, modify if needed, and authorize the recommendations and proposed 
action steps listed.  
 

The report and recommendations are attached.  Members of AAC may wish to discuss 
this with EUC representatives before the meeting. 

 
****************************************************************************** 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 

  
Discussion and recommendation.  
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EUC Taskforce 
Report and Recommendations 

 
Formation of the Taskforce:  In the fall of 2007, it became apparent to the academic leadership 
of the system that there were a series of broad issues facing the Electronic University 
Consortium (EUC) and that these could probably be best addressed through a more formal 
review/planning process.  Specifically, members of the EUC, AAC, and, to a certain extent, 
system leadership all were involved in discussions that raised questions about some of the 
operational aspects of the consortium so it was agreed that a more formal review would be 
helpful in clarifying these issues and in suggesting strategies to move EUC forward. 
 
This taskforce was asked to review/address issues in two areas.  First, EUC has established a 
robust quality assurance process that is based on a course review model.  The system needs to 
make sure this review/approval system can be fully implemented.  In addition, as more programs 
move on-line, strategies need to be established to review the broader array of services that are 
expected components of program delivery.  These course and programmatic reviews and 
approvals are critical since they serve as the foundation for the role assigned to EUC by the 
Higher Learning Commission (HLC).    
 
The task force was also asked to address how EUC ties in with the administrative structure of the 
system.  While EUC has been effective these past few years, some activities of EUC are not well 
integrated in with system activities.  For example, at the system level, program planning and 
delivery needs to be better understood.  Further, as EUC developed, there were discussions of 
expanding the assignment of this group from on-line programming to include broader 
responsibilities for off-campus delivery.  This may make sense as the system works to make sure 
that resources are used to efficiently and effectively provide an appropriate array of programs to 
the citizens of the state. 
 
The following were asked and agreed to serve as members of the taskforce. 

Laurie Becvar, USD 
Rajeev Bukralia, BHSU 
Mary Kay Helling, SDSU 
Peg O’Brien, DSU 
Gail Tidemann, SDSU 
Sam Gingerich, BOR Staff 

 
Taskforce Activities:  The taskforce met by conference call on February 4.  The charge to the 
group was reviewed and an approach was agreed upon.  The group discussed a range of issues 
and agreed upon a strategy to flesh these out as a first step in the process.  The task force met in 
Sioux Falls on March 14 and talked through the issues that had been raised.   
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Recommendations 
 
1.  Vision/Mission. The Electronic University Consortium was established to make cost-effective 
use of the resources of each campus by coordinating distance education, defined as instruction 
without a face-to-face requirement.  When EUC was created in 2000, on-line education was in its 
infancy and it was seen as a delivery mode that would allow campuses to better serve off-campus 
students.  Because of this, the Consortium focused on coordinating the development of courses 
and programs to minimize duplicative efforts by the separate campuses.  However, online 
education and other forms of distance education, such as videoconference and correspondence 
study, are no longer synonymous with off-campus learning.  At this point in time, students 
enrolled in online courses are as likely to be living in a dorm room on one of the system’s 
campuses as in a town several hundred miles from the nearest campus.  While this may not 
change the underlying premise that EUC exists to coordinate the delivery of online and other 
distance education courses and programs, it will shape some of the processes and procedures that 
have been established and are being followed.  Further, as “blending” of courses continues with 
asynchronous online instruction replacing some of the scheduled lecture time, online education is 
playing an ever increasing role as campuses provide educational opportunities.  Even though the 
on campus/off campus distinction may not be as clear, the quality assurance review processes 
will continue to be critical core system-level functions of the EUC.   
 
Action steps: Discuss with EUC/AAC. 
 
2.  Policy Issues.  Board Policy 1:7:10 states the purpose of the Electronic University 
Consortium and, in Section 3, it establishes a Distance Education Committee that is created to 
facilitate the development and delivery of electronic courses and programs.  Online courses and 
programs currently register a significant number of on-campus students and this percentage will 
continue to grow.  Because of this, the system-level committee that will be responsible for 
coordination should be affiliated with the EUC and not with “distance education” 
 
Action steps: Recommend a revision to policy 1:7:10 changing the name of the  
Distance Education Committee to the Electronic University Consortium Committee. 
 
3.  Coordination of Program Planning, Development and Delivery.  The EUC has developed a 
five-year program development plan and this plan has been routinely shared with AAC.  
However, it appears that this document is not a plan but rather a tentative list.  It is apparent that 
programs not on the list are being developed and submitted for approval while others listed are 
not being developed since the date for development has passed.  Since coordination of the 
development of online programs and quality assurance reviews prior to delivery are two of the 
more important assignments given to EUC, written guidelines establishing procedures to be 
followed need to be developed to ensure that this aspect of the mission is fulfilled. 
 
  



4 
 

Action Steps:   
a. Develop a five-year program plan to include: 1.) establishing guidelines that campuses will 
follow to submit programs for the plan; 2.) establishing timelines for EUC and AAC review of 
the submissions and addition of these to the plan; 3.) establishing guidelines and schedules for 
review of the plan; and 4.) establishing guidelines for adding programs to the list for 
development in less than five years or for deleting programs from the list.   
b. Immediately have campuses review the existing five-year plan and, using this as background, 
develop a list of programs that are being developed or that will be developed and submitted for 
approval before June 30, 2010.  This list will be reviewed and approved by EUC and ACC and 
then it will be used by the Board Office as a guide for submissions coming in the next two years. 
 
4.  Coordination of Course Planning, Development and Delivery.  As noted, EUC was 
established to coordinate the development and delivery of on-line and other distance education 
courses.  This drove the creation of the “Intent to Develop” form for online courses which was 
implemented to reduce duplication/replication of courses by encouraging campuses to use online 
courses created by other campuses.  However, online courses are now ubiquitous with campuses 
offering these for on-campus student populations as well as for off-campus students.  In this 
environment, on-line course development and delivery has become an integral part of the course 
delivery plan of each of the campuses.  In fact, with the continuing increase in courses supported 
by a Learning Management System like D2L, the web presence of all offerings continues to 
increase rapidly.  In this environment, it makes less sense to control the development of online 
courses.  Rather, as with other offerings, it may make sense to monitor enrollments and if a 
campus offers a course(s) in a specific discipline that shows low enrollments, steps should be 
taken to limit offerings as has been done with the system’s 7/10 rule. 
 
Action Steps:   
a.)  Allow campuses to develop courses without the EUC review and approval process required 
by the “Intent to Develop” form.  Establish a rubric to monitor enrollments in on-line courses.    
Implement policies to encourage collaborative efforts between institutions including the 
opportunity to jointly offer courses in situations where there is not sufficient demand to offer 
multiple sections.   
 
b.)  Develop a “Course Authorship Agreement” form which faculty would be required to sign 
before a course is developed.  This form would cover the full range of issues involved with 
creation and delivery of a quality learning experience.  Once an Agreement was completed on a 
campus, the course information could be added to the EUC portal once the agreement was 
signed. 
 
5.  Quality Assurance Course Reviews.  The quality assurance course review rubric and process 
in place in South Dakota is derived directly from the FIPSE funded Quality Matters Project at the 
University of Maryland.  This review and approval strategy is at the foundation of EUC’s role in 
approving campus approval of new on-line programs, a responsibility assigned by the Higher 
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Learning Commission.  However, as this course review process is being fully implemented, 
issues are evolving with parts of these processes.  Strategies need to be developed to provide 
training as well as to support ongoing review and modification of the rubric.   
 
Action Steps: 
a.)  Develop and implement a plan to establish and to maintain a cadre of “trainers” who can 
train faculty and staff to be course reviewers. 
b.)  Develop and implement a plan to establish and to maintain a cadre of course reviewers who 
will be responsible for reviewing courses at the campus and at the system level. 
c.)  Develop and implement a plan to review and to modify as needed the rubric used for the 
quality assurance course reviews.   
d.)  Develop guidelines to drive campus reporting of all course reviews planned and completed at 
that level. 
e.) Develop and implement guidelines to drive a system-wide review of an identified set of 
courses each year.  
 
6.  Review and Approval Program Delivery.  The Higher Learning Commission has assigned to 
EUC the responsibility to review and approve requests from the campuses to deliver programs 
online.  This authorization, granted by HLC following a request submitted by the system, is 
recognized on the Statement of Affiliation Status of each of the institutions.  Rather than seeking 
authorization from the Commission prior to offering a program online, the campuses must have 
the request reviewed and approved by EUC.  As noted above, the current standards for approval 
being implemented by EUC focus on a course-level review.  While this model is well accepted, 
the campuses recognize that program delivery also requires assurances about the range of 
academic and student support services available to students in these programs.  While some 
initial steps have been taken to conduct this review, the standards to be met need to be articulated 
and a review rubric needs to be approved.  As a note, this approval process needs to recognize 
and be linked with the five-year program plan.  
 
To date, this approval processes has been tied to the systems guidelines and procedures for 
approving the delivery of a program to a new site.  That is, campuses proposing to deliver a 
program on-line are required to follow the guidelines and to complete the “Request to Offer an 
Existing Degree Program at a New Site” form.  This made sense when online delivery was 
designed for off-campus learners.  However, with the blurring of this distinction, it makes sense 
to consider developing a different set of guidelines and requirements for this approval process. 
 
Action Steps: 
a.)  Develop and implement a set of policies, procedures, and guidelines to govern the EUC 
review and approval of campus proposals to deliver a program online or in any other distance 
education modality.   
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b.)  Develop and implement a plan to establish and to maintain a cadre of reviewers who will be 
responsible for reviewing proposals to deliver programs online or via any other distance 
education mode. 
c.)  Develop and implement a plan to review and to modify as needed the guidelines used for the 
review of proposals to deliver a distance education program as defined by the Higher Learning 
Commission as not requiring any face-to-face instruction.   
d.)  Develop guidelines to drive reporting of all initial and continuing reviews planned and 
completed. 
e.) Develop and submit for approval a set of processes and a new form to guide the EUC and 
Board approvals of proposals to deliver distance education programs.  
 
7.  Web Presence of EUC.  When EUC was established, work was done to establish a strong web 
presence.  While these initial activities did develop a range of pages, most of this is not well 
integrated or fully developed.  For all intents and purposes, the goal of the EUC to establish a 
system-level strong point of presence for on-line offerings has not succeeded.  While a few 
students may be directed to the campuses through the EUC, it appears that most of the students 
enrolled in on-line offerings are enrolling through the separate campuses.  Further, Web design 
has evolved rapidly in the past few years and the EUC simply has not maintained currency.  
Finally, the policies and procedures of the system may need to be reviewed.  In an environment 
where individuals are able to initiate and complete a wide range of transactions, it makes sense to 
develop procedures that would allow some students to apply, be admitted, register for and pay 
for a course all in one session.  Unfortunately, system policies and procedures preclude this.   
 
Action Steps:  
a.)  Develop and implement a plan to create a better “store front” presence for EUC.  This 
presence should build on a common expectation for the role EUC plays in marketing and 
recruiting students to the online and other distance education courses and programs offered by 
the campuses. 
b.)  Develop and implement plans to link EUC with Colleague/Web Advisor to ensure that the 
information systems used do support potential and current students searching for on-line and 
other distance education courses and programs. 
c.)  Review system policies and procedures that govern enrollment management functions to see 
if these need to be revised to meet the expectations of students looking for on-line courses. 
 
8.  Marketing.  When EUC was established, there was an expectation that system-level 
marketing would be one of the roles assumed.  While some advertizing has been supported, most 
of this has focused on the creation of an awareness of the EUC rather than on marketing specific 
programs or services.  This is an important responsibility that needs to be better developed.  
Clearly, this analysis needs to focus on existing and evolving needs within the state.  Clearly, 
labor market analyses, discussions with other state agencies, as well as some surveying of 
businesses and employers are all sources of data that need to be tapped.  In addition, since on-
line programs are web-based, marketing strategies that reflect this environment need to be 
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developed.  In essence, e-marketing can develop programs that target select populations 
anywhere a web presence exists.  This is especially important for programs with capacity. 
 
Action Steps:   
a.)  Develop and implement plans to do market studies to include the identification of programs 
needed by the state and to develop institutional or shared programs to meet the needs identified. 
 
b.)  Develop e-marketing strategies that can promote EUC and the campuses’ courses and 
programs more broadly. 
 
9.  Other.  The evolving nature of on-line programming is a theme that played through the work 
of this taskforce.  When EUC was established, on-line programming was considered to be almost 
totally within the domain of off-campus education.  This distinction is being or has been erased.  
Therefore, the system needs to rethink on-line education.  This will be especially important for 
AAC and this group will be challenged to review system policies and procedures that were 
established to govern an environment where on-campus students were in classrooms in campus 
buildings and on-line/off-campus students were somewhere else.  In fact, with the current rapid 
growth in blended classes, courses which include some limited face-to-face interaction and some 
asynchronous online interaction, the environment is becoming more complex.  Further, funding 
models in place simply do not promote collaborative programming.  As was noted by the task 
force, if a student pursuing a program at one campus enrolls in an on-line course offered by a 
second campus, all tuition dollars flow to the campus offering the course even though the home 
campus will still provide services.  In this environment, campuses have an incentive to direct 
students to courses they are offering rather than to recommend other offerings within the system.   
 
Action Steps:  EUC needs to drive an on-going discussion with AAC and with other Councils 
about this changing environment.   
 


