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South Dakota Board of Regents 
GENERAL EDUCATION REVIEW STEERING COMMITTEE 

Cedar Shore Resort – Missouri Winds Conference Room 
December 10, 2014 

 
MINUTES 

 
Present:     
     

David Wolff BHSU  Josh Westwick SDSU 
Amy Fuqua BHSU  Chuck Lubbers USD 
Viki Johnson DSU  Kurt Hackemer USD 
Dale Droge DSU  Lindsey Hamlin EUC/SDSU 
Erin Fouberg NSU  Dale Pietrzak USD 
Linda DeVeaux SDSM&T  Paul Turman BOR 
James Feiszli SDSM&T  Jay Perry BOR 
Kurt Cogswell SDSU    
     
Absent:     
     

David Grettler NSU    
     
Support Staff:     
     

Katie Maley BOR    
     

 
I. Introductions 

Paul Turman opened the meeting with general remarks on the purpose behind this group 
gathering to discuss the review of current general education requirements within the 
system.  He has met with five of the six campuses to discuss the work of the General Ed 
Steering Committee. The final meeting is scheduled for NSU next week. 
 

II. Hopes and Fears (Best Case/Worst Case Scenarios for the General Education 
Review) 
 
Viki Johnson, James Feiszli, and David Wolff expressed concerns that project would 
result in the loss of campus uniqueness as well as potential cuts to courses and faculty. 
They want to ensure to maintain institutional uniqueness and that not any one major or 
area is not overlooked.  Another concern was voiced regarding the arts and humanities 
area and how these changes would affect it. 
 
Kurt Hackemer and Lindsey Hamlin noted that while the current system works well, they 
have heard positive feedback about the general education review project.  Chuck Lubbers 
noted many faculty members do not have enough information about the project yet to 
make an informed opinion. 
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Erin Fouberg reminded the committee to keep general education in mind from the student 
point of view (concerns about course costs, value of general education courses, etc.) 
 
Paul Turman asked the group “what is lacking in our general education system now?” 
and if they thought the current system was student-centered. 
 
Amy Fuqua remarked that our general education system must have a good assessment 
mechanism or general education courses will become less rigorous or “dumbed down.” 
 
Dale Droge noted that there is a student belief that general education has no structure and 
is just a series of classes… we need an initiative that lets students know why general 
education is important. Erin Fouberg noted that general education is currently presented 
to students as something “to get out of the way.” 
  
Erin Fouberg noted that we need Gen Eds that are robust.  Look at it from the student 
point of view and making the money they are spending on these courses put to the best 
use for them.  Due to all of the freedoms that students have to take coursework, we need 
to be sure there is robustness amongst all forms so again, students are paying for the best 
education possible.  We also need to look at not necessarily what students are being 
taught, but how they are being taught. There is a mentality amongst some students that 
college is like high school in that you are there for four years and then you get your 
diploma.  However, they need to see and eventually learn that you have to work for it.  
Gen Eds should not be sold to students as a basic box they need to check on their way to 
their degree; they should be sold as education points. 
 
IGR Discussion 
Paul Turman asked the group “what makes the institutions unique? Is it the Institutional 
Graduation Requirements (IGRs), and if so, why?” 
 
James Feiszli noted that IGRs do not define what is unique about SDSM&T as they have 
not IGRs. 
 
Lindsey Hamlin noted that IGRs clearly do not work the way we want them to and that 
swirling students makes IGRs more difficult to complete degrees from the student 
perspective. 
 
Kurt Hackemer stated that since USD has a mandate as a liberal arts school, the IGRs are 
viewed as a tool to fill in important liberal arts elements that general education misses. 
 
Amy Fuqua summed up the discussion by noting that each institution clearly sees things, 
including general education, differently. 
 
Online Education and General Ed 
Kurt Hackemer noted that the group should incorporate distance education into their 
discussion as it will only increase. Lindsey Hamlin agreed by noting students frequently 



3 
 

seek online opportunities from other schools, especially when on campus sections of 
courses they want are closed. 
 
David Wolff noted that online courses can create distrust among campuses about the 
rigor of a course. 
 
Erin Fouberg added that students will continue to look for cheaper course options through 
online universities; general education revisions should consider ways to keep those 
students at our institutions for general education courses. The student is a smart 
consumer.  If they can take a similar and potentially even higher quality course that they 
want/need from an online competitor cheaper and then transfer the credits in, they will.   
 
Amy Fuqua stated that the committee should also be mindful of what is happening in K-
12 education such as new models of teaching and learning (more activity, less “sitting in 
rows,” etc.). The changing dynamics of teachers and new learning models start there with 
students.   
 
James Feiszle stated that whether we like it or not, we as a system and institutions may 
need to begin to come to the full realization/acceptance that the learning environments 
are changing similar to that of when robots were introduced into the manufacturing 
world.  We may need to come to the realization that some courses should be pushed more 
to efficient courses like those that could eventually be offered through third parties such 
as Pearson, and therefore cut back on the campuses.  Especially, if doing so is better for 
the student.   
 
Assessment Concerns 
Paul Turman asked “what assessment concerns do campuses have other than the CAAP 
exam?” 
 
Once the paradigm is chosen, the barrier(s) will be better determined.  Campuses noted 
they really only look at CAAP to see if a student could move on or not; it really does not 
serve much other purpose in terms of assessment. 
 
Amy Fuqua commented that accreditation agencies will look at the assessment as a key 
component. The committee should consider assessment in directing the final product of 
the committee. 
 
David Wolff stated that BHSU is currently looking at new assessment methods. 
 
Dale Pietrzak commented that changes in assessment strategies also required 
philosophical shifts on campuses about assessment. 
 
Paul Turman noted that in relation to general education, a course is approved as a general 
education course because it meets certain goals and learning objectives. However, faculty 
amend courses to fit their own objectives, making assessment challenging. This is 
something that needs monitored. 
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Dale Droge, Dale Pietrzak, and Paul Turman noted that curriculum should drive 
assessment and that the committee should determine what students should learn first, and 
then fit in assessment and courses. 
 
Paul Turman added that some mistrust exists between campuses about rigor in certain 
courses. To minimize this, assessment tools should have agreement from all campuses. 
 
Current General Ed Goals and Learning Outcomes/Problems 
Paul Turman reviewed Board Policy 2.7 on General Education, including current system 
goals and learning outcomes. He asked the group “from the current version, what do you 
see as problems?” 
 
Kurt Hackemer stated that decentralized budget model on some campuses means that 
general education revisions could have budget implications for some departments. Erin 
Fouberg added that all disciplines are valuable, but we should not be in a roll of 
protecting particular classes. 
 

III. Overview of Selected National and Regional Initiatives Related to General 
Education 
 
J. Perry gave a brief overview of some of the regional and national initiatives occurring 
that relate to general education. He stated that the BOR office is working on setting up 
some webinars to provide additional information on these. Steering Committee members 
are encouraged to research these for themselves. The intent is to see if there are any 
initiatives that it makes sense for South Dakota to join, or if not, to model aspects of our 
general education system after. 

 
a. Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education’s Interstate Passport 

Establishes block transfer of lower-level general education credits between schools 
and states. Currently seven states participating. 

 
South Dakota is committed to participation. This will involve teams from selected 
disciplines at BOR schools to work with WICHE on creating accepted learning 
outcomes and it is preferred to have General Education Steering Committee members 
represented. Passport learning outcomes and our final general ed learning outcomes 
do not need to be identical.     

 
b. Association of American Colleges and Universities LEAP 

Broad program establishing broad learning frameworks applicable across the 
curriculum. Ten states currently involved in a national initiative. Many curriculum 
and assessment projects happening nationally use LEAP as a basis. 
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c. Degree Qualifications Profile (DQP) 
Establishes reference points for what students should know as they progress through 
each level of postsecondary studies (associate, baccalaureate, master’s). Four hundred 
participating institutions. 

 
d. State Higher Education Executive Officers’ Multi-state Collaborative to 

Advance Learning Outcomes 
Assessment project emphasizing authentic student work (research projects, papers, 
etc.) rather than test scores. Sixty-eight institutions in nine states participating. Builds 
off of LEAP frameworks. 

 
e. Complete College America’s Guided Pathways to Success (GPS) 

Emphasizes strategies for college completion rather than learning outcomes, but 
overlaps with general education by (examples): 
Establishing “meta major” pathways prior to major selection (e.g., “health care” 
pathway that narrows to major selection in nursing, health sciences, etc.) or aligning 
math requirements specific to major (e.g., replacing algebra with statistics or 
quantitative literacy for non-STEM fields). 

 
IV. Emerging Challenges – System/Institutional Barriers 
 

• Growing Number of Transfer and Swirling Students 
Paul Turman noted that only 25% of students graduate from our schools having 
earned all of their credits from the school from which they graduate. We need to 
make transitions between schools as seamless as possible. 

 
• Joint/Dual Degree Programs 

Paul Turman noted IGRs limit campus collaboration on dual degree programs, 
students must complete IGRs at both institutions. Others noted that joint/dual degree 
programs can benefit students by providing intellectual diversity through contact with 
new groups of students and classmates. 
 

• General Education Assessment – CAAP Examination 
Paul Turman noted CAAP does not assess what we want it to assess. Score results 
correlate too closely to ACT and SAT scores so CAAP does not indicate learning that 
occurred during college. 
 

Recommendations for a CAAP waiver taken to the Board of Regents at 
December, 2014 meeting: 
http://www.sdbor.edu/theboard/agenda/2014/December/III_A4_CommA1214.pdf 

 
• Competency Based Courses/Programs 

Paul Turman noted Competency based programs is a national trend. Such options 
may be a way for South Dakota to improve our ratio of students sent out of state for 
college vs. those students we get from out of state (currently 2-1 in SD favor). 
 

http://www.sdbor.edu/theboard/agenda/2014/December/III_A4_CommA1214.pdf
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• Absence of Community College Structure (AS Degrees) 
We promote bachelor’s degrees, but we never really market associate degrees from 
the ground up.  We have some associate degree programs, but not many students take 
advantage of them due to the lack of attention brought to them from the get go.  Paul 
Turman noted that our lack of community colleges means we have a need for 
stackable programs (e.g., certificate to associate to baccalaureate). We need to define 
the role of general education in this process. 

 
What would the general education curriculum look like if all we got were certificate 
students?  What would it look like at the associate degree level and its foundation?  
What would it look like at the bachelor’s level? 

 
David Wolff noted that we need to acknowledge that some regional community 
colleges are competitors. 

 
• Growth of Distance Education 

Faculty have expressed that they do not like online courses; they do not trust them.  
However, this mistrust does not stop campuses from offering them.  Paul Turman 
noted that in South Dakota, one out of every three students at any one time is an 
online student. The trend is increasing so we need to recognize it and embrace it in 
our general education offerings. 

 
• Program Level Course Alignment 

Paul Turman noted that we need to better at matching courses with learning 
outcomes. As an example, the DOE wants students to take certain courses, not reach 
certain learning outcomes, which requires some duplication of course work. 

 
• Spatial Placement – First 64 Hours 

Paul Turman noted that it is important for students to get some coursework in their 
chosen fields early in their academic careers. 
 
Linda DeVeaux commented that with engineering courses require special sequencing 
and that all general education cannot be taken at the beginning of a program or it 
messes up the sequencing and on-time graduation. 
 
Dale Droge and Kurt Hackemer noted that it makes sense for some general education 
to come later in a program as students are better prepared for them (e.g., exploring 
competing viewpoints in disciplines may be a better fit later in a program). 

 
• E-Text and E-Resource Expansion 
 
• Hidden Pre-requisites 

Paul Turman noted that some courses have hidden prerequisites that hinder student 
graduation in a timely manner, increasing student costs. 
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V. Prioritizing the System/Institutional Barriers (Breakout session to discuss 
additional/prioritization of barriers/concerns from individual campuses) 

 
Group 1 Identified Issues as Follows: 
 

1. Overarching Issues / Top Priorities 
o Growing number of transfer/swirling students 
o CAAP exam & assessment 
o Growth of distance education 

 
2. New & Innovative Offering needed to remain competitive 

o Competency based courses/programs 
o Absence of community college structure 
o E-Text / E-Resource expansion 

 
3. Granular Details/Procedural/Operational 

o Joint dual degree programs 
o Program level course alignment 
o Special placement 
o Hidden Pre-requisites 

 
Group 2 Identified Issues as Follows: 
 

1. Campus distinctiveness 
o IGRs and uniqueness 

2. CAAP exam & assessment structure 
3. Transfer/swirling students 
4. Growth of distance education 
5. Spatial placement 

 
 

General Comments: 
Several members offered opinion that current general education structure is not 
necessarily wrong, just a matter of making it work better.  

  
The common primary three issues that emerged between the two groups and were agreed 
to be priority are: 

o Growing number of transfer/swirling students 
o CAAP Exam & Assessment Structure 
o Growth of Distance Education 

 
 

VI. Other Pressing Issues 
On a matrix form, it may be beneficial to show the difference between the institutional 
IGRs.  We may find in some cases while the language may be slightly different, the 



8 
 

overall outcome is the same for some.  In which case they could be united and outlaid the 
same. 
 

VII. Next Steps 
 
Within the next few days, P. Turman will ask members to think about and respond to the 
following questions (via email): 
  

o What do we want general education to do? 
o What do we want as a result of this process? 

 
As we have these meetings in the future, representatives are asked to communicate these 
discussions to others on their campuses.  Keep constituents aware of what’s happening so 
any issues that others may have can emerge on the direction this is going and be worked 
through before this gets brought to a higher level of change/integration.   
 
The next meeting will occur in January sometime. 
 
 

 
~ Meeting Adjourned at 2:30pm CT ~ 


