
ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM: 6.P 
 

DATE: July 9, 2009 
 

****************************************************************************** 
 
SUBJECT:  Centers and Institutes 
 

A request was forwarded from SDSM&T to have a discussion about how research centers 
are integrated with the academic programs on the system’s campuses.  As they deal with this 
topic, they are looking for policy guidance as well as established best practices.   
 

AAC discussed this topic in September of 2007 and this agenda item is provided 
(Attachment I) (see also AAC Agenda Item 6.P, September 2007).  In addition, the following 
statements from the minutes of this meeting reflect the group’s discussions. 
 

Item 6.P Definitions – Centers, Labs, and Institutes 
Sam reported that at the last AAC meeting, AAC talked briefly on how to change the 
name of an institute and whether the name change would need BOR level approval.  Jim 
Shekleton circulated a policy email that shows that the President has the authority to 
create and modify an administrative structure, subject to review by the BOR. If there is 
any money involved for the proposed change, it’s included in a different part of the 
policy. 
 
The other part of that discussion was the definitions of institute, center, and lab but Sam 
did not feel that AAC decided on definitions nor did a proposal move forward.  Karen 
said that SDSMT had proposed an organizational change and previously there was a 
system discussion on what may be included in a definition. Karen did not think that we 
really needed a common definition. AAC concurred that a system definition for labs, 
centers, or institutes was not needed. 
 
Which changes need to go to the board? Jim has determined that it goes to the board if 
there is money involved, or to change the name or create an institute it must have BOR 
review. It is part of the administrative organizations approved by the President, subject 
to review by the Board.  
 

 
(continued) 

****************************************************************************** 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 

  
 Discussion.      
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http://www.sdbor.edu/administration/academics/aac/documents/09-07AAC_6.P_definitions_centers-lab-institutes.pdf
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AAC did not feel that a system definition for centers, labs, and institutes was needed. Jim 
Shekleton has determined that changes go to the Board for consideration if there is 
money involved or to change the name or creating an institute. These changes are all 
part of the administrative organizations approved by the President, subject to review by 
the Board. 

 
These materials are provided for perspective.  It is recognized that centers and institutes 

are playing an ever more important role in the operations of our universities.  The system needs 
to make sure that policies and guidelines in place provide needed support and structure for the 
campuses.   
 

This topic is also being discussed by RAC.  As background for their deliberations, VP 
Jenski has forwarded a copy of an internal policy USD has developed and this too, is attached. 
(Attachment II) 
 

Members of AAC should be prepared to discuss how centers/institutes are managed on 
their home campus.  In addition, if there are specific issues or concerns that the campus is 
working on these should be identified.  Following this review, the Council will be asked to 
suggest steps that could be taken to better position the campuses.   
 
 
 
  



ATTACHMENT I 
ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 

 
 

AGENDA ITEM: 6.P 
 

DATE: September 27, 2007 
 

****************************************************************************** 
 
SUBJECT:  Definitions – Labs, Centers, Institutes 
 
 Last month’s AAC discussions prompted BOR staff to review past AAC minutes 
regarding the definitions of labs, centers, institutes and whether these proposals need to go to the 
BOR for consideration.  As outlined in the attached documents, definitions have been proposed 
in 2005 and comments from the institutions were compiled.  However, this never moved 
forward. 
 

In addition, as Dr. Shekleton noted after the last meeting, BOR policy1:6:H establishes 
that the creation of administrative organizations falls within the ambit of presidential power, 
subject to Board review and approval.   
 

1:6:H.  Determine the overall administrative organization of the institution 
and annually present to the Board an outline of the structure noting any 
recommended changes. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
****************************************************************************** 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 

Discussion.  
   

3 



 
March 2004 
Item 8.H SDSMT Proposal 
Lesta remarked that this is a re-organizational proposal to clarify three levels of research 
organization across the SDSMT campus.  The proposal supports and enhances the campus’s 
growing research mission.  This came to COPS yesterday and the President would like to move 
this forward to the March Board. 
 
Lesta felt that AAC should look at the definition of lab, center, and institute.  Cecelia suggested 
that everyone would all want to adopt those three definitions at the system level and would like 
to know which of these needs BOR approval.   
 
How does this relate to the collaboration discussions that also relate to the research proposals?  
Karen responded that the motivation behind this is that their research funding has quadrupled in 
the past 8 years.  They need an organizational structure to manage the research currently going 
on and for the future.  This will facilitate discussions of collaboration because right now they 
have a management void.  This structure will have a few new positions in it but they are all 
funded through the ARL funding.  Karen added that this is an internal reorganization and 
SDSMT was told they needed to get approval for this type of reorganization. 
 
Don is fine with moving the proposal forward but agrees with Cecelia that we need to know 
which of these need BOR approval and he would like to revise these definitions.   
 
The proposal is moving forward to the March BOR meeting.  USD did not want to adopt these 
definitions now.  The definitions will be put on the AAC agenda for April for discussion.  
Institutions will send their suggestions to Jodi and she will compile for the AAC meeting. 
 
 
 
 
 
The SDSMT proposal for a new center and new institute went to the March 04 BOR meeting.  
The definitions came back to AAC numerous times but were always deferred to another meeting.  
The last time it was on an agenda was May 2005, no discussion, and then it was removed from 
the agenda.  The item below was included in May 2005. 
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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM: 8.E 
 

DATE: May 19, 2005  
 

****************************************************************************** 
 
SUBJECT:  Definitions – Labs, Centers, Institutes 
 

AAC previously discussed the proposed definitions of laboratory, center, and institute 
from SDSMT.  The VPs were to provide comments to include in the next AAC item. The 
SDSMT definitions are included below.  Comments received are included in Attachment I.   

 
 
LABORATORIES – Single discipline, a more traditional unit with a single intellectual or 
technology focus. 
 
CENTER – A unit with single scientific or technological focus, but draws on an 
interdisciplinary, multi departmental and/or multi-institutional resources and projects. 
 
INSTITUTE – A cooperative configuration of several units (centers and/or laboratories) working 
on a broadly defined intellectual question or technology relevant to a sponsoring organization, 
industry or agency.  Projects are usually developed from a dialogue with key individuals from a 
sponsoring entity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
****************************************************************************** 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 

 Discussion and recommendation. 
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Attachment I 
 

SDSMT 
LABORATORIES – Single discipline, a more traditional unit with a single intellectual or 
technology focus. 
 
CENTER – A unit with single scientific or technological focus, but draws on an 
interdisciplinary, multi departmental and/or multi-institutional resources and projects. 
 
INSTITUTE – A cooperative configuration of several units (centers and/or laboratories) 
working on a broadly defined intellectual question or technology relevant to a sponsoring 
organization, industry or agency.  Projects are usually developed from a dialogue with key 
individuals from a sponsoring entity. 
 
 
 
Comments from BHSU 
I think the definitions are generally okay – the only area of concern would with the definition for 
centers – we have Tourism Research Center, Entrepreneurial Center, Health Disparities Center, 
etc – I am not sure they would fit under this definition. 
Dean Myers 
 
 
 
Comments from NSU 
"The definition for Institute is consistent with our Institute for Rural Education and Community 
Development." 
 
"Yes, we have a problem.  Biology labs are likely to be considered to be underused, class-wise, 
but they are also used for faculty research at NSU.  The fact of the matter is that we teach in our 
research laboratories."  
 
 
 
Comments from SDSU 
Dr. Peterson--Most of the definitions are broad enough to work, except for Laboratory.  There 
are multi-disciplinary Laboratories including our very own Image Processing Laboratory.  Their 
definition is too narrow. 
Lewis Brown 
 
I don’t have any problem with the definitions below.  I would have perhaps used the following 
definitions as related to an academic/ research/service setting.  Certainly the progression from 
laboratory to center to institute is one of increasing complexity and breath.  I would normally 
think of a laboratory as serving one to a small number of faculty level investigators working on a 
single or closely related set of ideas, usually within a departmental structure.  I think of a Center 
as involving collaborators from several departments, colleges and or institutions working on 
related agendas but having a fairly limited administrative/coordination structure.  I would see the 
faculty having appointments in their respective departments and their primary allegiance to the 
departments.  I think of an Institute as a relatively independent and complete administrative 
structure that parallels the necessary components of the college structures and reporting to 
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central administration.  In an institute, I would see the faculty having their primary allegiance to 
the Institute with perhaps adjunct appointments in departments. 
David Hilderbrand  
 
 
I’ll add this to Dave’s comments.  I think that Centers do not have to necessarily just involve 
scientific or technological focus…e.g., Center for Western Studies. In my view, it does not have 
to only be a scientific focus.  
Jerry Jorgensen 
 
 
Comments from USD 
Here are our preliminary thoughts. 
  
First, as we look at what we presently call “centers,” “institutes,” and “laboratories,” on our 
campus, it is clear that the proposed definitions don’t reflect how we have used these terms. 
  
Second, so far as we know, there is no standardized definition of these terms nationwide. In that 
context, we don’t see a great need to try to standardize the definitions in South Dakota. 
  
Third, and in a related way, many, if not most, of these units are supported by external funds. As 
a practical matter, then, what we call a particular organizational unit may be dictated by how the 
funding agency is using these terms. Given the importance of external funding in our scheme of 
things, we certainly would not want to put into Board policy definitions that might make 
securing external funds more difficult.  
 
 
If we need to have standardized definitions of the terms below, then I have the following 
comments: 
 
Laboratories- I am not sure what “more traditional” means in this context, and I think it doesn’t 
add to the definition. 
 
Center- I would not restrict this to scientific or technological.  For example, we have the Farber 
Center for Civic Leadership, the focus of which is neither scientific nor technological. 
 
Institute- I would omit the language related to sponsorship, because that could easily apply to 
laboratories and centers as well.  Also, the second sentence about project development seems too 
restrictive and not unique to institutes.   
Royce Engstrom 
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SOUTH DAKOTA BOARD OF REGENTS 

Policy Manual 
 
SUBJECT: Naming of Institutional Facilities, Programmatic Units or Funded Academic Honors 

  
NUMBER: 1:27 
 
 

The Board has a long-standing tradition of naming institutional facilities, programmatic 
units and funded academic honors in recognition of persons or entities who have made important 
contributions to enable or to advance the missions of the institutions. All naming in recognition 
of an honoree must be consistent with the Board’s role as a public trust. Accordingly, all such 
proposals shall be reviewed and approved in accordance with this policy. 

 
The Board shall approve the names of all new or existing campus facilities, such as 

roadways and buildings and additions (if they are to carry a different name from the original 
building), costing more than $250,000.  It shall also approve the naming of programmatic units 
such as colleges, schools, institutes, centers or departments. The presidents and superintendents 
may name wings, halls, rooms or other areas within buildings, and chairs, lecture series or other 
funded academic honors.  

1. When naming a facility or programmatic unit for a person, family, or organization where 
there is no gift, the proposed honoree shall have achieved distinction in one or more of 
the following ways:  

A. serving the university in an academic or administrative capacity with high 
distinction, or  

B. by contributing in other exceptional ways to the welfare and reputation of the 
university, to education, or to the community in general. 

2. When naming a facility or programmatic unit for a person, family, or organization where 
there is a gift to the institution, consideration shall be given to the following factors:  

A. the significance of the gift to the likely realization or success of a facility project 
or programmatic unit, based on the following guidelines:  

i. A name proposed for a new facility or a facility to be renovated so as 
to recognize a gift to the institution may be considered when the gift 
represents a substantial component of the projects' total cost.  

ii. A name proposed for an existing but presently untitled facility so as to 
recognize a gift to the institution may be considered when the gift 
represents a significant proportion of the value of the facility. 

iii. A name may be proposed for a programmatic unit to recognize an 
endowed gift to the institution if the gift is similar to donations 
received for comparable naming at peer institutions, provided that any 
associated endowment will be sufficient to sustain the program or a 
substantial portion of it, since the naming shall be in effect for the life 
of the program. 

iv. If a fund raising drive or a contractual agreement may involving 
naming that is subject to Board approval, the Board must be apprised 
of such initiatives in advance.  

v. Before recommending a name in honor of an individual, corporate, or 
commercial entity, institutions must avoid any appearance of 
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commercial influence or conflict of interest by taking additional due 
diligence. The naming for an individual associated with a corporation 
should be handled as any naming for an individual. 

a. . Corporate names may be used to designate individual rooms or 
suites of rooms, as well as endowed chairs and professorships. 
Plaques in public spaces within buildings may recognize the 
contributions of corporations. The size, design, and wording of 
plaques and other signs that acknowledge corporate generosity and 
express institutional appreciation should be modest in size and 
appropriate to the public university or school setting. 

B. the urgency or need for the project or program, or continuing support for the 
program,  

C. the standing of the individual, family, or entity in the community or profession,  
D. the nature and duration of the relationship of the proposed honoree to the 

university. 
3. Prior to recommending to the Board the naming of a facility or programmatic unit for a 

person, family or organization, the president or superintendent shall have a reasonable 
assurance that:  

A. the proposed name will bring additional honor and distinction to the institution,  
B. the recognition implied by the naming is appropriate for the behavior exhibited by 

the individual, family, or organization, and  
C. any philanthropic commitments connected with the naming can be realized. 

4. A name will generally be effective for the useful life of the facility or the designated use 
of the area. If a facility must be replaced or substantially renovated, or the use of an area 
re-designated, it may be named for a new donor, subject to the specific terms and 
conditions set forth in any gift agreements related to the prior naming action. 

5. Under ordinary circumstances, serving Regents, elected officials, and institution 
employees are not eligible for a naming.  

6. The Board may make exceptions to the standards and practices ordinarily required under 
this policy where, in its discretion, circumstances justify such departures to serve what it 
deems to be the best interests of the particular school or university or the system. 

7. A naming conferred in recognition of a pledge is contingent on fulfillment of that pledge 
and will be approved on that condition. 

8. If the institution proposes to change the function of a named facility or area, it must 
document the review of related gift agreements to determine if the proposed use is 
consistent with the restrictions that may have been previously stipulated. If the proposal 
for change in use is inconsistent, the institution shall consult with the General Counsel. 

9. Notwithstanding any contractual provision to the contrary, if at any time following the 
approval of a naming, circumstances change substantially so that the continued use of 
that name may compromise the public trust, the Board may authorize an institution to 
discontinue use of the name.  

 
 
SOURCE: BOR, June 1994, formerly Board Policy 6:10 (Naming of Campus Facilities); 

BOR, August 2006 
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   Policy for University Research Centers 
 

 

 

Policy number: ...........................ORSP 183 

Abstract: .....................................This policy sets forth criteria for establishing, reviewing, and 

closing research centers at The University of South Dakota. 

Current version: .........................March 24, 2009 (for implementation in FY10) 

Revisions: .................................... 

Responsible position: .................Vice President for Research 

Contact for information: ...........Office of Research and Sponsored Programs 

Related policies: BOR Policy 1:27 

 

 

 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of these guidelines is to define criteria and process for creation of new research 

centers, evaluation of existing research centers, and the discontinuation of centers at The 

University of South Dakota (USD). 

 

While academic, discipline-based departments continue to be the primary units for achieving 

USD’s research mission, research centers are an important means to advance the University’s 

objective of excellence as a research institution. Research centers achieve this objective by 

fostering research focused upon a topic or need, typically requiring multi-disciplinary efforts. 

They frequently arise in response to campus interest or external funding opportunities, or the 

strategic objectives of a school or college.  However, a research center is not intended to have an 

indefinite institutional life, and may cease to exist when its original objectives are met or when 

the center is no longer making progress toward its original objectives. 

 

Definition of a Research Center 

A research center is a multi-disciplinary unit organized to conduct research activities in a 

specified technical or specialized area of interest or need.  A center is not an autonomous unit 

within the organizational structure of the institution, replacing a department or college; the center 

director may report to one or more deans or directly to the vice president for research. Centers do 

not offer credit courses or degree programs but focus upon research, education, and engagement 

opportunities for faculty and students. Tenured or tenure-track faculty who are members of 

centers have their primary appointments in academic departments. 

 

http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/1-Governance/documents/1-27_000.pdf


Page 2 of 4 

 

Under the category of research center, an entity may be titled center, institute, laboratory, bureau, 

and so on.  Entities with combined research, service and training missions qualify as research 

centers. 

 

Criteria for Charter and Continuation of a Research Center 

Research centers must demonstrate fulfillment of the following minimal criteria: 

a. Mission, Objectives and By-laws.  A research center must have a mission statement 

consistent with that of the university, combined with objectives that are well aligned with 

the goals of the USD Strategic Plan, building upon the center’s unique expertise or 

technical strengths.  The need for the center must be demonstrated within the context of a 

core interest of faculty across several departments, or within the context of a unique 

opportunity for obtaining external funding from the State of South Dakota, a federal 

agency or other entity.  Each center should maintain up-to-date by-laws including but not 

limited to such issues as how strategic decisions are made, how funds are allocated, the 

role of the external advisory committee, and financial management procedures. 

 

b. Unifying Theme.  The center must have a core group of researchers who have created a 

focused niche with purpose and significant merit. The center will undertake research that 

otherwise would not exist, creating opportunities for faculty and students to achieve 

excellence in research.  Within its specialized niche, the center must facilitate and 

encourage collaborations across academic departmental boundaries. 

 

c. Visibility.  Each center must be highly visible on campus, in the state, and nationally; 

demonstrating applicable contributions to regional economic growth and societal benefit.  

Visibility is expected to attract high-quality graduate students, and aid in faculty 

recruitment and retention.  The center will demonstrate dedicated efforts to achieve 

visibility, such as public events, outreach programs, press releases, scholarly publications 

and presentations. 

 

d. Infrastructure.  The center must have a foundation of resources upon which to build, 

such as secretarial support, space and physical plant facilities, graduate students available 

as research assistants, and adequate equipment to meet objectives. The fiscal 

management of the center will include accounting procedures and identification of the 

individual responsible for fiscal management.  The center must have strong leadership 

with a designated director with a proven record of excellence in research and 

administrative skills, and dedicated administrative effort within his/her normal workload.  

The center director will negotiate the workload of researchers assigned to or paid through 

the center, as well as evaluation of these individuals, considering departmental 

assignment of effort and in coordination with department leadership.  Each center will 

have an advisory group that includes both internal and external members and meets in 

person or via video or teleconference at least semi-annually.  Information Technology 

Resources will be identified and conform to the centralized reporting structure through 

Information Technology Services. 
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e. Funding for Self-support and Sustainability.  Research centers are expected to support 

themselves financially from external grants and contracts, obtaining more research 

funding than could be achieved by individual researchers.  Centers must have a clear plan 

for achieving sustainability with an annual budget and plan for future funding that clearly 

places time limits on any institutional support. 

 

f. Excellence in Performance.  Each center will demonstrate excellence in performance, 

with measurable milestones developed with input from their advisory group, dean(s) and 

the vice president for research. Excellence in performance may be measured by a number 

of criteria, including but not limited to (i) grants received, (ii) peer-reviewed publications, 

(iii) presentations at professional conferences, (iv) graduate and undergraduate students 

participating in center research and achievements of these students, (v) financial 

contribution, and (vi) disclosure and commercialization of intellectual property.  Such 

defined measures will serve as annual benchmarks to be achieved, demonstrating 

excellence in performance. 

 

Center Review Process 
 

Establishing a new center:  Before submitting a proposal for a new research center, the 

proposed center director or core faculty members should confer with relevant department 

chairs/heads and dean(s) to obtain internal support for the proposed center.  A proposal for a new 

research center should be forwarded electronically to the vice president for research, with copies 

to department chairs/heads and dean(s). 

 

At a minimum, the proposal should provide the following information: 

1. An executive summary 

2. The mission and objectives of the proposed center, as well as a draft of proposed center 

by-laws for governance. 

3. The need (or opportunity) as well as the significance or technical merit of the center in 

advancing the USD research mission. 

4. The breadth and depth of participating faculty, demonstrating an inter- or multi-

disciplinary research approach and a critical mass of fully participating individuals who 

create a competitive collective. 

5. Leadership, identifying a director as well as recommendations for the center advisory 

committee.  

6. The funding sources for the center as well as assurance that infrastructure needs (support 

staff, physical facilities, etc.) are in place, and a proposed budget and justification for 

years 1 through 3. 

7. Opportunities to involve students as participants in the center. 

8. Contributions of the center to the visibility of USD in the State, region and nationally, to 

attract high-quality faculty and students as well as research funding.  
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The vice president for research will consider the proposal in collaboration with relevant 

department chairs/heads, dean(s) and other advisors, and make a recommendation to the 

president for chartering the proposed center. The recommendation of the vice president may be 

appealed to the president, and the decision of the president is final. 

 

Annual review of existing centers:  A review of research centers is conducted annually by the 

vice president for research, in consultation with the relevant department chairs/heads, dean(s), 

internal and external advisory bodies, vice president for finance and administration, and center 

directors.  No later than May 1 of each year, each center director will forward an annual report of 

accomplishments as well as plans for the coming fiscal year. The report should follow the outline 

of the Criteria a. through f. set forth above under Criteria for Charter and Continuation of a 

Research Center.  In addition, the annual report should include budget performance for the 

current year, as well as the budget planned for the next fiscal year. Finally, the report should also 

demonstrate actual benchmark performance measures against the projected measures. 

 

The annual report is submitted electronically to the vice president for research, with copies to the 

relevant department chairs/heads, dean(s), and vice president for finance and administration. The 

vice president for research shall meet with these administrators and advisory bodies to assess the 

centers’ progress and relevance. No later than June 1, the vice president for research will meet 

with each center director to provide feedback, as well as to communicate the recommendation to 

continue, modify, or terminate the work of the center for the next fiscal year. By June 15, the 

vice president for research shall make a recommendation to the president as to which centers 

should be continued for the next fiscal year. The recommendation of the vice president may be 

appealed to the president, and the decision of the president is final. 

 

Special provisions for major centers chartered outside USD:  Major research centers that 

have been chartered by the South Dakota Board of Regents under the State’s 2010 Initiative for 

Economic Development, by federal EPSCoR and IDeA programs, or by other comparable 

program-project grant programs may submit their annual reports to the sponsor in lieu of the 

report described above.  A copy of the annual progress report with budget should be submitted to 

the vice president for research by May 1.  These centers will undergo campus-level review as 

described above. 

 

 

Benefits to Research Centers 

The primary benefit to faculty participating in research centers is the opportunity to develop 

research programs not possible in typical department units.  Centers provide direct access to a 

broader range of expertise as well as priority use of facilities.  Successful centers will have 

access to resources and recognition specified for centers, such as matching funds for faculty 

development programs, opportunities for F&A revenue investments for center growth, 

recognition as an institutional priority in appropriation requests (when applicable), special 

opportunities for space negotiations and research workload assignments, and designated 

consultation for marketing and media relations. 
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