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South Dakota Board of Regents 

GENERAL EDUCATION STEERING COMMITTEE 

MINUTES 

Pierre, SD 

April 8, 2015 

 

Present 

David Wolff (BHSU), Amy Fuqua (BHSU), V. Johnson (DSU), Dale Droge (DSU), 

Erin Fouberg (NSU), Linda DeVeaux (SDSM&T), James Feiszli (SDSM&T), Josh 

Westwick (SDSU), Lindsey Hamlin (EUC/SDSU), Kurt Cogswell (SDSU), Chuck 

Lubbers (USD), Kurt Hackemer (USD), Dale Pietzrak (USD), Paul Turman (BOR), Jay 

Perry (BOR) 

 

 

I. Background & Priority Review 

 

Summary of Discussions On Campuses 

P. Turman noted that Regents are paying attention to the actions of the General Ed Steering 

Committee as several discussed what they had read on the website at the last BOR meeting. 

 

SDSU reports their discussion indicate a campus willingness to replace the CAAP exam with 

other assessment tools and to eliminate IGRs (provided that aspects of their IGRs can be retained 

at the college or program level rather than as a general education component). 

 

P. Turman reviewed the list of agreed upon priorities/challenges that we need to keep in mind as 

we move forward, including transfer/swirling students, assessment, growth of distance education, 

and spatial placement of general education within programs (not all general education completed 

in first two years). 

 

General agreement to add institutionality to the list of things we want to accomplish. Committee 

had agreed it was important at the last meeting but also that it was a freestanding aspect of this 

process rather than one addressed by general education redesign. This may mean adding 

requirements to college/program/department level rather than expansion of System Graduation 

Requirements (SGRs). 

 

II. Learning Session Discussions 

 

WICHE Passport 

D. Wolff commented on the favorability of the transferability aspect of Passport and that it might 

help with transfer students from states near South Dakota.  

 

J. Feiszli liked the way Passport divided the knowledge content areas. D. Pietzrak commented on 

the favorability of working with industry and employers as a foundation for the framework. P. 

Turman likes the process for establishing learning outcomes through committees and revision. 

 

Multi-State Collaborative 
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K. Cogswell stated that assessment ideas were good but that there would be difficulty obtaining 

faculty buy in for the MSC processes. D. Pietzrak did not like their understanding of assessment 

and D. Droge did not think the project had national staying power. 

 

WGU and Comptency-based Education 

Committee members are in general agreement that a complete shift to a competency-based 

model would require more effort and expense that is feasible; not all members believe 

competency-based education is a preferred model for our general education core. Some members 

stated that there are aspects of the competency model that is appealing, especially for non-

traditional students. 

 

P. Turman noted that whatever the system comes up with for revised general education package, 

more competency-based programs in specific areas could be developed. 

 

Degree Qualification Profile 

V. Johnson likes that the assessment occurs over time, early and later in the education 

progression. P. Turman agreed with the importance of measuring students’ incremental growth. 

 

J. Feiszli liked the philosophy but noted that the DQP system is not well put together. 

 

K. Hackemer noted that while we may not use DQP, the DQP provides a good lesson in telling 

the story about the value of the general education that we are providing. 

 

LEAP 

P. Turman noted that in reviewing feedback from the national and regional initiatives, LEAP was 

the clear favorite among those presented. Many of the other programs originate from the LEAP 

framework. Are there aspects that we want to embrace or modify for our own use? (BOR staff 

clarified that aligning with LEAP as a framework did not necessarily mean South Dakota would 

officially join the initiative, this was more directed at frameworks South Dakota could use to 

organize redesign of system general education). 

 

E. Fouberg voiced concerns over the funding for the LEAP initiative because it ties to 

corporations who may ultimately become competitors in providing general education; this 

ultimately changes the how universities operate because general education brings in significant 

revenue. 

 

P. Turman, D. Droge, and D. Pietzrak commented that tremendous change in general education 

and how students consume it is already upon us through online courses, dual credit, test out 

options, MOOCs, early college programs, etc. P. Turman noted that it is the Regental system 

responsibility to determine how to combat this and deliver equivalent courses. 

 

Committee members generally agreed that South Dakota should develop a general education 

model using LEAP as model. 
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III. Essential Outcomes 

 

Purpose/Meaning of General Education 

 

J. Feiszli noted that right now people, including students, legislators, etc., look at general 

education like a checklist. The value and purpose need to be articulated better. 

 

K. Hackemer, D. Wolff, and D. Droge explained that we need to be more explicit about what a 

general education course means and is…faculty often want courses approved as general 

education to get more students into it without actually thinking about how the course relates to 

the purpose of general education. 

 

L. DeVeaux added that general education needs to be more about just adding courses or credits, 

we need to think about the skills that are the basis of having general education in the first place. 

General education needs to be a sampling that gives breadth to what students learn. 

 

E. Fouberg asked what it is it that we want students to get out of general education. Is it a skill 

set? We need to know the goal before we can establish assessments. 

 

General agreement that a better working definition and articulation of purpose for having general 

education should emerge from the committee. 

 

Importance of Transferability 

L. DeVeaux and D. Pietzrak stated that something like the WICHE Passport within the system 

might be needed that certifies a student has completed general education within the Regental 

system. 

 

Several committee members inquired about having a core of general education courses shared by 

the system with institutional options for additional requirements. After discussion, a consensus 

emerged that such a set up would leave us with the same problems with joint degrees, 

transferability, etc., that the IGRs have given the institutions. 

 

Should Bachelor’s Degree and Associate Degree General Education Totals Differ? 

D. Wolff worried that having different requirements might mess up transferability issues. 

 

D. Droge commented that by spatially placing general education requirements, we would likely 

end up with different general education packages for each degree anyway. J. Westwick agreed, 

especially if we moved to spatial placement of general education in addition to foundational 

versus mastery of competencies. 

 

A. Fuqua commented that the national average for general education is around 1/3 of total hours 

for a degree – with IGRs, South Dakota is close to that. 

 

E. Fouberg wants to see lower level general education have more assignments, more student 

feedback 
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General agreement emerged that differing totals at the bachelor and associate degree level make 

sense. 

 

P. Turman noted the system need to grow associate degree programs, especially those that are 

stackable and promote a seamless transition to a baccalaureate program. 

 

What Additional Components of General Education Should Be Considered? 

E. Fouberg opposes eliminating most general education requirements and pushed for preserving 

and possibly expanding the credits. 

 

Several committee members noted that programs at SDSM&T typically run above the 120 credit 

hour limits because of engineering accreditation issues. Adding more general education becomes 

a problem for students trying to graduate in four years. 

 

E. Fouberg thinks that NSU faculty would have a problem with eliminating the total credits they 

currently have for social sciences and humanities with their IGRs (note: NSU IGRs require six 

additional credits in these areas than other Regental institutions). 

 

A. Fuqua added that we should give some consideration to the addition of language 

requirements. 

 

J. Westwick reminded the group that SDSU is interested in adding diversity as an outcome, not 

necessarily requiring and additional general education course. 

 

Potential Addition of a Freshman Seminar Course 

A. Fuqua discussed literature she found suggesting that freshman seminars are highly 

recommended parts of general education (transfer students bringing in minimum number of 

hours would be exempt). There is interest in developing a more robust freshman experience 

course from an academic perspective. 

 

E. Fouberg noted that NSU has an unofficial version of a freshman seminar (it is not a graduation 

requirement but students are automatically enrolled in it) and would like it added as an SGR. 

 

Several committee members inquired about moving a freshman seminar to something conducted  

within departments. Kurt Cogswell added that there are different perspectives over what the 

seminar should be in each college, one size fits all approach might not be most effective or 

supported. 

 

L. DeVeaux opposed the addition of the seminar would be a problem for SDSM&T by adding 

additional credits that are already difficult for students to complete in four years. 

 

J. Westwick noted that there is a tendency to dump too many outcomes into such courses making 

them untenable. Something to be mindful of. 

 

Several noted that depending on how such seminars are structured, there might be workload 

problems for existing faculty. 
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P. Turman stated that while freshmen seminar is a good idea, we need to set it aside for the 

moment. It may be something we add to the system general ed but we would need to determine 

how we treat transfer students or those who change majors in regards to a freshmen seminar. We 

would need a way to make the seminar transferable across our institutions. We want to avoid 

making students repeat coursework. 

 

IGRs 

General consensus that wellness, an IGR at three institutions, does not need carried forward in 

new system general education requirements. At SDSU it is now part of college or program level 

requirements or done away with. General agreement that it can go away and does not fit with our 

mission of general education. Several members acknowledged that there will be some difficulties 

on the campuses that still have the wellness requirements 

 

V. Johnson and K. Cogswell offered that if IGRs became embedded in majors, that approach 

would be workable. 

 

E. Fouberg opposes eliminating IGRs and thinks faculty at NSU would agree with her. 

 

General agreement emerged that removing IGRs is a key to transferability between the campuses 

and that IGRs could be better served, if a campus wanted to retain them, at 

college/program/department levels. 

 

Assessment of General Education 

P. Turman stated that once CAAP is gone, assessment goes back to a burden of the faculty and 

grades alone will not be acceptable measure. 

 

P. Turman noted we several writing requirements embedded in our general education system 

now, as well as in discipline requirements, but we don’t have a good method of measuring what 

students learn and accomplish by having these requirements. We would need to develop rubrics 

or other evaluation tools for every learning outcome selected. (USD representatives noted that 

they are already doing this to some extent). 

 

D. Pietzrak stated that the HLC is changing the way they view assessments and that the system 

will have to have improved assessment system in the future; assessments will cease being a one-

time process but an ongoing process. 

 

A. Fuqua commented on importance of getting input of all campus assessment personnel before 

making final decisions. 
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D. Wolff noted that CAAP’s best use has been as a marketing tool to prove to legislators and 

others that students are learning something rather than serving as a real assessment. 

 

Several committee members inquired about making all disciplines include a capstone experience 

as an assessment. P. Turman remarked that we could move to that model and an advantage 

would be that students would have a clear understanding of when the assessment was occurring.  

L. DeVeaux stated that a capstone requirements would potentially pose problems for the 

requirements already required within engineering. E. Fouberg wants capstone courses to be 

writing intensive. C. Lubbers, however, noted that not all capstones are actually writing-based, 

they can be applied and be design or team oriented. General agreement that capstones, if 

implemented, will need to be discipline specific. 

 

D. Pietzrak commented that a portfolio model will require more direction and guidance on how 

to administer it so that there are uniform work products produces. 

 

P. Turman noted that system would likely bring in assessment consultants.  

 

General agreement emerged to explore new assessment methodologies to replace the CAAP 

examination. 

 

Forming an Ongoing General Education Committee 

General consensus emerged the system needs a mechanism in place for regulating what becomes 

a general education course. 

 

A. Fuqua, D. Droge, and D. Wolff agreed that a system syllabi or some other form of guidance 

on general ed courses should be provided – not telling faculty how to teach, but what is expected 

of a general education course. This is especially true of online courses. Perhaps something that 

the discipline councils can review. 

 

L. Hamlin agreed that an ongoing committee is needed to keep appropriate courses in the general 

education mix. 

 

General agreement that a revised system should include tightened process by which general 

education courses are approved. 

 

IV. Formulating BOR Recommendations 

 

E. Fouberg questioned whether this process is doing anything to assess, measure, or define what 

general education is as opposed to just cutting courses and trying to prevent students from taking 

additional credits. 

 

P. Turman is going to flesh out the preliminary action items/recommendations for the next BOR 

meeting. Drafts will be sent to committee members for review and comment.  The following 

general recommendations were agreed upon by the majority of members present: 
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●Restructure current System General Education curriculum to align with the skills and content 

knowledge areas proposed through the LEAP Essential Learning Outcomes. 

 

●Eliminate IGRs, either eliminating completely or placing such requirements within 

college/department/program level. 

 

●Investigate implementing three-tiered structure for general education progressing through 

foundational, investigative, and capstone/integration experiences. 

 

●Create distinctions between associate degree and bachelor’s degree credit hour requirements. 

 

●Assign faculty groups to evaluate the application of LEAP areas and related assessments.  

 

●Establish a General Education Council/Committee to continuously provide recommendations to 

the system Academic Affairs Council. 

 

●Replace the CAAP examination with an authentic assessment structure in compliance with 

HLC requirements. 

 


