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Overall Ranking of all National Initiatives Discussed 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Please rank the frameworks of the following five national initiatives/concepts discussed on a scale of 
1-5, with 1 being your most liked and 5 being the least liked. 

Name MSC CBE 

Degree 
Qualifications 

Profile 
Passport 
Project LEAP 

Dale Pietrzak 5 4 2 3 1 
Amy Fuqua 4 3 2 5 1 
Kurt Hackemer 4 3 2 5 1 
Dave Grettler 3 5  5 3 
Viki Johnson 5 4 1 3 2 
David Wolff 4 5 3 1 2 
Dale Droge 3 5 1 4 2 
Chuck Lubbers 2 4 5 3 1 
Lindsey Hamlin 3 5 2 4 1 
Joshua Westwick 5 4 3 2 1 
Kurt Cogswell 3 5 2 4 1 

Total 41 47 23 39 16 
 

Based on your responses from the previous question, you chose "____________" as your highest 
rated/most liked initiative.  Which feature(s) of this initiative/concept do you like the most? 

• LEAP – It appears to be the only one with the flexibility to allow us to develop our own set of Gen.Ed 
requirements.  It has core assessment tools available. 

 
• LEAP – This is the model that seems to best address what skills, knowledge and abilities we wish to 

teach in higher education. 
 
• LEAP – LEAP provides a sufficiently flexible format that will allow us to craft a Gen Ed curriculum 

that best serves the BOR system. The LEAP learning objectives are my up-to-date than what we are 
currently using, and the LEAP framework feels like something that could be implemented in our 
current technical and staffing environment. 

• LEAP – This one is the least designed to make higher education into credentialing agencies.  The 
more often the term "unbundled" is used, the less we want to consider that model. 

 
• Degree Qualifications Profile – I like the notions about education being a process and the categories 

of competencies.  I also believe that it would not be a huge obstacle to come up with appropriate 
assessment criteria. 

 



• Passport Project – The fact that it is designed with transfer students in mind, and it is focused on 
general education aspects of the degree programs. LEAP and DQP can address general education, but 
those programs are more designed to rethink the entire degree process. 

 
• Degree Qualifications Profile – Clear statement of goal areas and the flexibility to tune the program.  

I liked the combination of discipline specific outcomes with an emphasis on the development of 
intellectual skills. 

 
• LEAP – LEAP appears to be the foundation for several other programs currently in development.  It 

is a comprehensive program that I believe could be used to develop a general education system in SD. 
 
• LEAP – It has the most comprehensive framework to address all of the issues we are looking at. 
 
• LEAP – We head about LEAP in most of our sessions and there appears to be some merit to this 

initiative. I believe that LEAP provides the flexibility needed to address the issues within our entire 
system. I also believe that it allows us to address the core concerns raised by this group. 

 
• LEAP – LEAP is clearly and effectively designed to provide a framework for general education and 

assessment thereof.  DQP would seem to work in concert with LEAP, as opposed to instead of LEAP. 
 

 

Rate the following initiatives/concepts according to your level of agreement that the initiative 
provides a useful framework for South Dakota's system of general education requirements. 

Name MSC CBE 

Degree 
Qualifications 

Profile 
Passport 
Project LEAP 

Dale Pietrzak 0 0 1 0 3 
Amy Fuqua 0 0 4 0 4 
Kurt Hackemer 1 2 3 0 4 
Dave Grettler 2 0 1 1 2 
Viki Johnson 1 2 3 2 2 
David Wolff 1 0 2 3 2 
Dale Droge 1 0 4 3 3 
Chuck Lubbers 3 1 1 2 4 
Lindsey Hamlin 1 1 1 1 4 
Joshua Westwick 0 1 1 4 4 
Kurt Cogswell 2 0 3 0 4 

Total 12 7 24 16 36 
      
Strongly Disagree = 0     
Disagree = 1     
Neutral = 2     
Agree = 3     
Strongly Agree = 4     
 

 



If you could select different components from each of the five national initiatives/concepts to create 
your own ideal framework, which features would those be and why? 

• In addition to LEAP there are some elements of the DQP that have possible utility.  The general 
certification of the meeting one or more Gen Eds at an institution has use. However, it does not have 
to operate within the DQP framework but does require a system general education committee. 
 

• I would actually stick close to LEAP but consider elements of DQP. The LEAP goals, while directed 
toward a full program, do pretty well also for General Education.  The elements listed under 
"Intellectual and Practical Skills" and other "Personal and Social Responsibility" together would 
make excellent learning outcomes for a coherent education program without the need to add much 
except perhaps more specific language written in full sentences. I particularly like this model because 
it covers both what it calls both "economic" and "civic" concerns. DQP, if I understand it correctly, 
suggests the need for foreign language. This seems like something we should also consider. For the 
LEAP list:  https://www.aacu.org/leap/essential-learning-outcomes. 

 
• Almost every project that we have evaluated derives from LEAP, with each project designed to tackle 

a specific issue like transferability or degree preparation. I think we should cut to the chase and do the 
same by starting with the LEAP learning objectives and then making any necessary modifications to 
best suit our particularly environment. 
 

• Instead of aligning ourselves to some outside model, I'd like to work from the Gen Ed we already 
have and have been talking about for years. 
 

• I would select the ones which most closely fit with the General Studies requirements that we have in 
place now.  I realize that tweaking the current system is not the goal, however, I do think we have a 
lot of strengths with our current system and if we could just resolve the IGRs and how they work in 
terms of transfer students and online students, as well as a few other kinks, I do think we will have 
addressed the issues of the current system without completely throwing it out.  In addition, I do think 
our current system lends itself well to incorporating more direct measures of achievements and 
assessments, as well as critical thinking and similar skills that the five other General Studies programs 
/ initiatives stress.  I guess what I am trying to say is that all five have assets and liabilities much like 
our current system, e.g., none of them will effectively resolve all of the issues that we hope to have 
addressed by implementing a new General Studies program.   
 

• It seems that a learning outcomes based system makes sense, and right now, Passport seems to match 
most closely with what SD currently does. However, several of the learning outcomes from LEAP or 
DQP could also be adapted. I appreciate the civic learning aspect of DQP and/or the democratic and 
global citizenship in LEAP.  What Passport seems to be missing at this point is an adequate 
assessment tool that could replace the CAAP. 
 

• The organizing framework of the DQP with evaluation using the LEAP rubrics.  If there is a need for 
a broader comparison of outcomes, then using the MSC assessment protocols may be desirable.  
Although there are some problems, CBE courses could be developed for basic skills courses like math 
and composition. 
 

• I would use the LEAP system as the basis for any program.  However, other programs did a better 
job, I believe, of operationalizing and assessing the outcomes.   
 

https://www.aacu.org/leap/essential-learning-outcomes


• I would choose the LEAP framework and incorporate the individual initiatives within that broader 
framework. 
 

• I love the idea that we would establish our own ideal framework. I love the 21st century values 
established by LEAP. I would not use anything involving the multi-state collaborative. The DQP 
brings in perspectives from outside stakeholders and that is valuable. Passport seems clear and simple 
which is useful. 
 

• Assessment features of either LEAP or DQP would be substantial improvements over CAAP. 

 

How might any of these initiatives be used to address issues with Institutional Graduation 
Requirements (IGRs)? 

• None of these really seemed to address differing IGR's across institutions.  The only viable 
system appears to be some sort of standardization of IGR's or waving them for transfer students 
who meet Gen Eds at the initial institution. 
 

• Maybe we don't need IGRs at all but rather a very robust, sound General Education program. I 
think the IGRs came from a sense that the overall program we have is fairly weak; IGRs were not 
so much a way of articulating difference among the institutions as a way of preventing erosion 
after the last revision cut the number of credit hours in a number of key fields. 
 

• I think LEAP can be adapted to address issues with our IGRs. Our current IGRs are a mix of 
system-developed outcomes that are met locally, and institution-developed outcomes that are also 
met locally. The former cause transfer issues because the emphasis is on the courses meeting the 
outcomes rather than the outcomes themselves, and the latter are problematic because they are 
TOO unique. As I understand LEAP, we could have a system of universal learning outcomes at 
the IGR level that would allow for institutional uniqueness. The key is to mandate a universal set 
of IGR outcomes and then to also mandate that satisfying the IGR (likely with institutionally 
unique courses) at one BOR institution means that the IGR is satisfied at any BOR institution. We 
already do this with minors, so precedent certainly exists. 
 

• I'm not sure on this one, but I think the IGRs could present a problem in whatever direction we 
take if we are looking at more uniformity and transferability.   
 

• If the same learning outcomes are adopted across the system, that would solve a portion of the 
IGR transfer problem. Currently, there is some variation in types of courses required. The other 
part of the IGR issue is that some universities require more classes in specific areas. In a new 
system, some campuses could still require more classes to satisfy a particular learning outcome. 
But then if more credit hours are required at one school vs. another that would make defining 
"proficiency" a moving target. How could a student be defined as proficient at one campus, but 
then be told that another class is needed to become proficient at a second campus? If a learning 
outcome system is adopted, and the requirements are consistent across the system, the IGRs 
would be lost. To balance that loss perhaps more content classes, which some people see as 
critical to their programs, could be integrated into expanded majors. 
 



• I am not sure how well any of the initiatives would address IGR's. Some of the IGR's are 
additional courses in general education arts and sciences disciplines so would fit into the use of 
DQP outcomes and LEAP rubrics. Possible use of CBE for computer courses. 
 

• One of the reasons that I like the LEAP program (along with application components from other 
models) is that I believe it would allow individual institutions to establish IGRs that met student 
GE needs. 
 

• The DQP could be used to integrate the IGR's into the new general education requirements. 
 

• I am not sure that they do. I think we have a major issue in that we are trying to make a system-
wide change and everyone in the system is not on the same page. Removal of the IGRs should not 
be a problem. However, we may need to add requirements to the SGRs to keep everyone happy. 
 

• It's not clear to me that any of these will address issues related to IGR's. 

 

 


