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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM: 5.A 
 

DATE: May 12, 2010 
 

****************************************************************************** 
 
SUBJECT: EUC – Next Steps 
 

The Electronic University Consortium has been in place for more than a decade.  While it 
was established to control and to coordinate the delivery of quality courses and programs to off-
campus students, the changing nature of online education has required the consortium to shift 
focus.  Unfortunately, changes in leadership have limited the responses to these external factors.   
 

One major accomplishment is the establishment of the EUC as the reviewing entity for 
programs the campuses are moving to online delivery.  Quality assurance strategies developed by 
the system are at the core of the proposal to the Higher Learning Commission that allows 
campuses to deliver programs on-line through EUC without any additional Commission review.  
This proposal was accepted by the Commission and the Statement of Affiliation Status of each 
institution now reflects this. 
 

When the EUC was established, state funds were appropriated to provide modest support 
for the central office staff that directed and managed this operation.  This past session, this was 
defunded.  Simultaneously, the director resigned leaving the position vacant.  In sum, different 
models need to be considered as we move this forward.       
 

While this evolution does not change the underlying premise that EUC exists to support 
the campuses’ delivery of online and other distance education courses and programs, the 
environment today requires that the policies, guidelines and procedures that drive EUC must be 
revisited.  To frame this discussion, a brief overview and a scripted set of operational 
guidelines/issues that have historically shaped the efforts of the EUC are provided.  These are 
followed by a set of broader policy questions that need to be addressed.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
****************************************************************************** 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 
  

Discussion and Approval. 
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To move this agenda forward the following set of recommendations are made.  If 
approved, these will be used to guide the operations of EUC for the next year.   
 

• Even though the mission of the EUC will continue, a new name should be determined 
that better reflects its new foci. 

• The system will no longer “limit” campus plans to deliver programs online.  Rather than 
requiring Board approval to offer programs online, approval may be granted by the 
Executive Director who would then include this as part of the report on interim actions.   

• The system will develop a conceptual framework that will support the campuses as they 
develop programs in response to identified needs, and will ensure that the needs of all 
regions of the state are identified and addressed. 

• The system will continue to carry out system-wide quality assurance course reviews as 
well as system-wide reviews of support services provided to students enrolled in online 
programs to meet the HLC expectations.   

• The system will continue to coordinate the activities of EUC to promote cooperation and 
collaboration as courses, programs and services are delivered.  As part of this, the system 
will maintain the recently launched EUC website and will consider coordinating other 
marketing activities as needed.   

• The system will assign an administrator to these responsibilities for 5 hours/week and 
will dedicate 0.5 FTE administrative support staff to manage most of the day-to-day 
activities of the consortium. 
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Background:   
The Electronic University Consortium was established in 2000 to better coordinate online 
(distance education) offerings of the institutions to ensure that the system’s limited resources 
were used efficiently and effectively as the campuses developed and delivered courses and 
programs using this developing technology.  At that point in time, on-line education was in its 
infancy and it was primarily seen as a delivery mode that allowed campuses to better serve off-
campus students.  Developmental costs were significant as faculty and staff members worked to 
migrate course offerings into this environment.  For these and other related reasons, the 
Consortium focused on coordinating developments to minimize duplicative efforts by the 
separate campuses as courses and programs were brought online.   
 
Concern about quality was also an issue that leadership agreed the system needed to address.  
These realities were the foundation of the underlying principle that initially drove EUC actions; 
only one campus would develop and offer any given online course, resulting in savings at the 
other five institutions.  As part of this process, it was proposed that each course would be 
reviewed system-wide before it was offered.  This process became the core of the system’s 
proposal to the Higher Learning Commission that allows campuses to deliver programs on-line 
authorized by EUC without any additional Commission review.  This proposal was accepted and 
the Statement of Affiliation Status of each institution now reflects this. 
 
As course offerings grew, campuses strategically began to plan to offer all of the courses 
required for a given program online.  As with course development, EUC was expected to assert 
similar controls to promote efficient use of resources.  A five-year program plan was developed 
to identify the campus that was taking the lead in the development of any given program with 
clear understanding that duplication in any form would not be permitted.   
 
There have been significant changes in the past few years.  Online offerings are now ubiquitous 
and for a number of institutions in all sectors, these are a significant component of their 
offerings.  Enrollments in online courses continue to increase by 15-20% year, outpacing growth 
in face-to-face offerings.  The fact that online education is no longer synonymous with off-
campus learning is a factor.  At this point in time, students enrolled in online courses are as likely 
to be taking face-to-face courses and living in a dorm room on one of the system’s campuses as 
in a town several hundred miles from the nearest campus.  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 for all students enrolled.   
 
In sum, while this evolution does not change the underlying premise that EUC exists to support 
the campuses’ delivery of online and other distance education courses and programs, the 
environment today requires that the policies, guidelines and procedures that drive EUC must be 
revisited.  To frame this discussion, a couple of broader policy questions that need to be 
addressed are outlined.  These are followed by a more narrowly scripted set of operational 
guidelines/issues that have historically shaped the efforts of the EUC.   
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Original Premises:   
 
Coordinated Delivery of courses/programs:  The EUC was established to coordinate the 
development and delivery of online courses and programs.  This was captured in two simple 
principles, stated below, which still guide the operations of EUC to a certain extent.  However, 
given the rapid, continuing growth in online delivery, these premises need to be revisited. 
 

1. only one institution will teach any given common course 
2. only one institution will deliver any one program 

 
Accreditation:  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 are approved to deliver those 
online programs authorized through the EUC.  This does provide significant saving of time and 
money. 
 
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 was 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.   
 
Internal Coordination of Approval Processes: In addition, the review and approval processes 
internal to EUC were never meshed with other required system approval processes.  The most 
obvious example can be seen in the Board’s approval of campus requests to deliver programs 
online (new sites), a process that is for all intents and purposes not connected with any required 
EUC action.  This needs to be clarified. 
 
Marketing:  When EUC was established, there was an expectation that system-level marketing 
would be one of the roles assumed by the Consortium.  While some advertizing has been 
supported, most of this has focused on the creation of awareness of the EUC rather than on 
marketing specific programs or services.  This is a responsibility that may need to be rethought.   
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Policy Issues 
 
1.  Evolving Nature of Online Programming:  When EUC was established, online programming 
was considered to be within the domain of off-campus education.  However, at this point in time 
enrollment increases are primarily tied to on-campus students who appreciate the flexibility this 
provides.  As a result, the system 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.  This challenge is 
expanding with the current rapid growth in blended classes.  These offerings, courses which 
include some limited face-to-face interaction and some asynchronous online interaction, are 
making the environment even more complex.   
 
Further, funding models in place simply do not promote collaborative programming.  At this 
point in time, 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.   
 
This also plays out in the other ways within the academic realm.  There are a few faculty 
members who are expressing concern that students on their campus in their program are 
enrolling in common courses offered online by other system institutions.   
 
The system’s academic leadership will need to review policies, guidelines and procedures to 
make sure appropriate policies/controls are in place yet no unnecessary barriers are established.    
 
2.  Balancing Institutional/System Priorities:  As noted above, the Consortium was created to 
force the campuses to develop a broad array of courses and programs, in effect providing 
maximum opportunities for the state’s students using the limited resources available to the 
system.  Without this state-level focus, there was concern that all campuses would pursue the 
same small set of high demand courses and programs and target delivery of these to the same 
limited population centers.  This competition could easily lead to an environment where the 
state’s institutions provide fewer opportunities, giving for-profit and out-of-state providers 
opportunities to step in and fill needs.  This needs to be included as the operational model for 
EUC evolves.   
 
The established prohibitions against duplicative offering of courses and programs can no longer 
be maintained.  However, alternate strategies need to be established that will provide assurances 
that the institution and the system will remain responsive to all communities in the state.  One 
suggested framework would build on the recognition that by mission SDSU, USD and Mines 
operate in a broader market than do BHSU, DSU and NSU.  While a range of examples could be 
provided, a good recent example that supports this assertion is the establishment of “practitioner” 
MBA programs at BHSU and DSU with full recognition that USD will offer the only 
“professional” AACSB accredited program in the state.  Since USD’s program is online, students 
anywhere in SD, the nation, or the world may and do enroll.  It is expected that the offerings of 
the other two campuses will be more focused in narrower, local market niches.   
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Expanding this concept, a system could be defined that would be based on the recognition that 
each institution does have a service region that should be continued.  However, as the system 
continues to expand online offerings, BHSU, DSU and NSU would be assigned primary 
responsibility for addressing identified local needs.  These institutions would be expected to 
deliver approved programs/courses, to partner with other institutions in the state to deliver 
offerings that are outside of the campuses set of approved offerings, or, in very few cases, to 
broker an arrangement with another provider to meet an identified need.  In sum, much as with 
the discussions about dual credit programs, these campuses would be viewed as having primary 
responsibility for meeting the needs in identified areas of the state, serving as regional education 
providers.  Underlying this model would be a reconfigured EUC that would be responsible for 
maintaining cooperative arrangements between the campuses.   
 
Supporting Campus Efforts:  The two broad policy areas outlined above both speak to issues of 
central control/institutional independence.  In addition to this component of its purpose, EUC 
was established to promote collaborative efforts within the system.  For example, developing and 
maintaining a web presence for the system’s course and program offerings and supporting state-
level market research/marketing efforts would be examples of such services.  If it is agreed that 
EUC should continue to meet this part of its mission, strategies will need to be implemented to 
accomplish this.  In addition, these will need to be tied directly to funds available.  While a fee is 
in place, in the past few years the majority of these funds have been used to cover D2L licensing 
costs, to develop a new web site, to pay membership to organizations that benefit those 
developing and offering online courses such as Merlot, and to pay for some professional 
development activities for campus reps.  If it is agreed that efforts should continue and should be 
expanded, the budget will need to be revisited.   
 
For example, as noted above EUC has covered the D2L licensing fee which this year was 
$350,247.  While this may continue, as may support for some of the other items identified, these 
will need to be revisited because of the loss of general fund support for EUC. 
 
More broadly, this fee was established to support system efforts to develop, deliver and promote 
online courses and programs.  If the mission of the Consortium is changed significantly or if it is 
discontinued, this fee will logically be eliminated.   
 
Establishing System Support/Staffing Levels  
Finally, once the operational model is agreed upon, staffing and support levels will need to be 
determined.  Since general funds are no longer available, student fee money will be used to 
provide the support needed.  The budget for this fee will need to be reworked.  
 


