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General Education Steering Committee members submitted responses to question prompts at the 

conclusion of our phone conversation with representatives from the AAC&U LEAP Project. The 

responses are included below. All responses included below are unedited unless the nature of the 

response identified the respondent; when necessary, BOR staff made edits to retain the nature of 

the statement while hiding the identity of the respondent. 

Executive Summary of Survey Results: Committee members generally agree that the LEAP 

framework would benefit the South Dakota system although it may need customized to work 

within the South Dakota system. The familiarity with LEAP and AAC&U would help gain faculty 

support. Some members expressed concerns that LEAP did not address distance education issues 

adequatey. 

 

 

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

 

1. During the face-to-face meeting in December the steering committee identified 1) 

Growing Number of Transfer/Swirling Students, 2) Assessment, and 3) Growth of 

Distance Education as the three priorities for future refinement of the system’s approach 

to General Education. Based on the conference call and background material on the 

LEAP project, could the structure for this initiative serve as a framework to help the 

system address challenges that exist in these three priority areas?  

 

 I believe the LEAP framework offers a solution to the primary markers identified by the 

group. 

 

 Yes. It is broad enough to encompass the 3 priorities. However, individual initiatives within 

the general framework will need to be included to address each of the 3 priorities. 

 

 This initiative appears best able to address the General Education and Assessment process 

and will be assistive for distance education.  There would be no reason it could not be used 

to address the transfer/swirling questions as well.  In truth it appears to me that programs 

like WICHE seem to be a band-aide solution relative to gen ed.  While some think like 

WICHE is designed to address the transfer process it does not really Gen Ed.  The LEAP 

focus allows the process to more naturally grow from the goals>GEN ED Objective>GEN 

ED SLO>Assessment to develop.  The trick with it, as with any of them, is what you want 

the goals to be.  If common assessment processes are in place, which this process supports, 

it may be possible to address transfer issues with it as well. They have core tools for 

assessment developed and ready to implement which if adopted can be a relative strength.  

It seems like this process is less likely to create conflict with student data management 

systems internal to the state or between states (transfers). 

 

 Not sure yet 
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 I think the LEAP project would address all three issues much better than the WICHE 

Passport, mainly because it is more well-known and perhaps "tested".  In addition, the 

curriculum library would be a great asset in helping faculty to understand and determine 

the types of assignments and projects which could be utilized for determining proficiency 

and/or assessment.   

 

 LEAP is a true framework for gen ed, as opposed to Interstate Passport that exists to solve 

specific problems.  LEAP would allow all three priority issues to be addressed to some 

extent by integrating our state's gen ed program with a structure that has national stature.  

To the extent that SD and other states incorporate LEAP principles into their gen ed 

programs, one would expect these gen ed programs to be sufficiently similar in nature to 

ease transfer/swirling/distance issues.  LEAP is particularly strong on Assessment, which 

I see as being a particular weakness of Passport. 

 

 It does not specifically address distance education.  However, neither does WICHE.  It 

does provide a much better framework for assessment.   

 

 The face-to-face meeting identified four priorities rather than three, with the fourth being 

Campus Distinctiveness.  Based on the conference call, I think LEAP would fit all four 

categories reasonably well.  Its emphasis on learning outcomes not only matches well with 

current practice in the BOR system, but it also potentially simplifies the transfer process. 

The VALUE rubrics that AAC&U created to go alone with this project have worked well 

in our assessment process and should work well at the system level. There is nothing about 

the core values of LEAP that shouldn't transition well to distance education, and the 

prospect of universal learning outcomes that could be met differently at the institutional 

level makes campus distinctiveness feasible while solving the current transfer issues with 

IGR's. 

 

 I believe that the LEAP initiative has been developed and implemented with the first two 

(transfer/swirling and assessment) in mind.  I don't know that any of the initiatives really 

offers anything specific in dealing with the growth of DE.  LEAP has developed a process 

that starts with the definition of goals and works through the stages to implementation and 

assessment.  It's up to the campus/system to define the goals.  I also believe that the system 

is created in such a way that differences in mission on the various campuses can be 

accounted for in the creation/administration of the program.   

 

 As presented, the LEAP program offers a comprehensive guide to what the developers 

believe a secondary education should achieve. The issues of transfer/swirling students and 

assessment are part of the program's guidelines. If those parts can be extracted from LEAP, 

then it could be helpful. But, it is difficult to tell how practical it would be just to use what 

we want. 
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2. What barriers or challenges exist for how the LEAP project fits with our current general 

education structure, and/or the processes and procedures we have in place for managing 

general education? 

 

 I think LEAP will require a complete redesign of the general education structure. I do not 

believe the current timeline offered by the BOR will allow us to do this effectively. 

 

 IGR's would have to be eliminated to move forward with LEAP. 

 

 The trick is not with programs like LEAP, or perhaps even with the Gen Eds we have now.  

The trick, it seems to me, is trying to find agreement upon uniformity of objectives across 

institutions and how that plays out in the institutional delivery.  If common assessment 

processes are in place, which this process supports, it may   

 

 One committee member put it well: how do we maintain institutional identity amid a 

common systems gen ed.?   

 

 Perhaps the biggest challenges would be getting faculty on board and determining which 

assignments, projects, etc., could, would, or should be used for determining proficiency.   

 

 I see more hard but do-able work here than barriers or challenges.  For example, 

implementing the Authentic Assessment portion of LEAP would take some time and effort, 

but is the sort of work academics at which academics excel.  It would have real value for 

our system. 

 

 As with WICHE, there would have to be buy-in from faculty.  However, the LEAP project 

appears to have already addressed much of this, and with the VALUE rubrics in place. 

much of the work that appeared daunting with WICHE has already been taken care of.   

 

 I see no significant barriers that would prevent LEAP from fitting in with either our current 

Gen Ed structure or working within the confines of our current processes and procedures. 

While our current model may require some tweaking, we already have the core elements 

of LEAP in place in the form of outcomes-based measures for inclusion in the Gen Ed that 

allow for both common and unique courses in the Gen Ed.  There are still some challenges, 

First, I think, would be the discussion about how to expand the Gen Ed beyond the first 

two years of college. We do that to some degree but probably not to the extent envisioned 

by the LEAP project. Second, we would need to more deliberately discuss the role of 

Inclusive Excellence in a Gen Ed curriculum, especially the question of equitable access 

to learning outcomes. 

 

 Above I noted that it's up to the campus/system to define the goals.  I think that this is a 

great asset to any program.  It will require, however, that there is general agreement on the 

goals. 
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 Since our conversation dealt with the sweep of LEAP, it really is difficult to see how it fits 

with our current general education structure. The presenters referred us to the University 

of Wisconsin-Oshkosh and to University of California -- Northridge, stating that those 

schools have adopted general education programs derived from LEAP. In looking at those 

programs, it became evident that those two programs are quite different. The California 

program looked something like SD's, but the Wisconsin program was quite different. To 

me, the challenge is to see figure out how they do fit. 

 

 

3. What additional issues/questions still exist for your as a committee member regarding 

the way the LEAP project is structured that we should seek to uncover? 

 

 I am very concern that we may lose the oral and written communication requirements that 

are currently in place. 

 

 LEAP in of itself is not overly useful if not implemented in concert with its individual 

initiatives such as DQP, Tuning, VALUE, and Passport. These individual initiatives need 

to be explored to see if the framework will work for us. 

 

 None right now. 

 

 Is South Dakota really the only system with a common gen ed?  Very interesting question. 

 

 The LEAP project is much more well-known on our campus, so I think it would be received 

much better than WICHE.  However, if a more specific plan or framework was laid down 

as to how we would approach or use it in our university system in South Dakota in terms 

of determining transfer credits, and the changes that it would create for the General Studies 

curriculum, it would be helpful.   

 

 I have no major "problematic" type issues/questions, but would benefit from learning more 

overall and would likely generate more-informed questions as I go. 

 

 I would like to see the VALUE rubrics, and how other institutions have implemented their 

initiatives.  It seems to me it is a much better thought-out initiative and places a higher 

value on the education rather than the administration of general education.   

 

 No major questions at this point. The LEAP representatives gave us some good information 

to follow up on. 

 

 I don't know that there are major issues.  I would certainly like to see how it was 

implemented in a multi-campus arrangement.  I think we would also need to determine at 

what level we would want to participate.  The LEAP initiative contains several programs, 

and we would need to determine which of the programs we wanted to include.  It seems to 

me that the LEAP program is the foundation for the other programs that we're looking at 

adopting.  Those programs appear to be methods of implementing the LEAP philosophy.  
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If that's the case, then why not just adopt the LEAP program yourself and set it up the way 

you want to? 

 

 The LEAP project is quite comprehensive, and it is still unclear to me as how general 

education modifications would be handled from a practical sense. I don't yet have a grasp 

of that. 

 


