
ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
 

AGENDA ITEM:  5.A 

DATE:  December 17, 2008 

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

SUBJECT: EUC - Fall 2008 Systems Course Review  
 

In September it was determined that the Systems Review was a priority and the 
implementation of this strategy under the quality assurance process was planned with a start date 
of October-November of 2008.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
****************************************************************************** 

 RECOMMENDED ACTION OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Information Only.  



Attachment I 
 
 
 
 
 
EUC Committee members: BHSU – Rajeev Bukralia, Dorothy Fuller; DSU – Peg O’Brien; 
NSU – Debbie Bumpous, Wendy Stubbs; SDSM&T – Duane Hrncir; SDSU – Gail Tidemann, 
John Howard; USD – Laurie Becvar; UC – Sharon Sopko; ESC - Colleen Riediger; CUC – Ron 
Woodburn; BOR – Sam Gingerich, Cathy Anderson; RIS – Rose Hansen 
 
EUC Task Force Participants: Rajeev Bukralia, Peg O'Brien, Mary Kay Helling, Gail 
Tidemann, Laurie Becvar, Sam Gingerich 
 
In March of 2008, the EUC Task Force established the goal of conducting quality assurance 
reviews at the systems level.  The goals of the EUC Task Force were approved by the AAC 
Committee in the Fall of 2008.  Because the system review was deemed a priority, the EUC 
Committee implemented the system review of online courses in the Fall of 2008.  
Fall 2008 Systems Course Review:  
 
In September it was determined that the Systems Review was a priority and the implementation 
of this strategy under the quality assurance process was planned with a start date of October-
November of 2008.  The EUC Committee representatives from each university identified system 
reviewers and they were as follows: 

 
SDSU:  John Howard, Jason Kremnitz; DSU:  MingMing Shao, Haomin Wang; USD:  Eric 
Mosterd, Don Versteeg; SDSMT:  V.J. Hedrick, Sally Palmer; BHSU:  Andy Stanfield, Christian 
Nsiah 
 
Six percent of online course offerings from each university, with the exception of SDSMT, were 
randomly selected by RIS. This resulted in a selection of 48 courses to be reviewed.  Due to 
various reasons, such as duplicate sections of courses selected, courses that were not actually 
online, low course enrollment (which resulted in the instructor converting the course to 
independent study), etc., the number of courses reviewed dropped to approximately 42.  This 
placed the selection of courses to review within the acceptable range of 5% of courses offered 
online for the fall semester.   
 
The EUC representative informed faculty of the quality assurance review and that their courses 
were selected.  The Quality Matters 2005-2006 Rubric was provided to these faculty who were 
then given the opportunity to conduct a course self-review.  Each university team was assigned 
approximately five-eight courses to review from another university.  The EUC Committee 
recommended that the teams have access to the courses on D2L as a student.  The system review 
teams were also provided with instructors’ self-reviews.  In addition to these reviews, the EUC 
Academic Coordinator conducted reviews of all courses selected.  The system reviewers, the 
faculty, and the EUC Academic Coordinator all used the same rubric for the system course 
review.   

2 



The reviews were completed by November 14 at which time all of the rubrics were electronically 
submitted to the EUC Academic Coordinator to review and compile a report based upon the 
findings of the systems review teams.  Based upon a review of the Quality Assurance Rubrics a 
summary report will be composed which will identify opportunities for improvement and best 
practices of course development, delivery and use of technology.   
 
The system course review did have some challenges in implementation.  These included a 
determination of the role and which permissions a system course reviewer should have in 
reviewing courses. Ultimately it was decided that the reviewer should have access to a course as 
a student.  Unfortunately, this meant enrolling the reviewer in the class list as a student, which 
caused some confusion to faculty. There were also some concerns expressed regarding 
confidentiality of student comments and work, if the reviewer had full access to reviewing 
student submissions.  In the future, the reviewer will have the role of a quality reviewer. 
Permissions have not been determined however, it may be logical that the reviewer would 
observe the course as a student.    
 
Recommendations for improvement in the process include that review teams be split across 
universities, with one reviewer from outside the university and one at the delivering university to 
coordinate and communicate with the faculty instructing the courses.  This internal reviewer can 
also communicate why things may need to be done differently at the delivering university that 
affects the design of the course.  In this way, the concerns regarding the differing levels of 
experience and training of the reviewers may also be better balanced.  Other observations include 
having content experts review the courses, etc.  Further discussion and recommendations for 
improvement will occur at a future EUC meeting prior to the spring semester system quality 
assurance review.  

3 


