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SUBJECT: E-Text Review Committee 

 

Over the past year a system committee has been working toward negotiating contracts with 

major publishers to integrate their e-materials into our D2L and to move to a direct bill model.  The 

contracts would likely cover e-texts as well as e-materials (course materials, quizzes and testing, 

bundled e-book).  A series of discovery calls were scheduled with McGraw Hill, Pearson, Elsevier, 

W.W. Norton, Cengage, and Wiley in Spring 2016 and Attachments I and II provide background 

materials that were sent to the vendors that outlined the vision for the project.  The purpose of the 

calls were to share system e-material goals and actions to see if they align with the way these 

engagements and related contracts are usually structured.  The vendors were complimentary of the 

approach and anxious to move things forward, generally agreeing that eliminating access codes 

was a strategic move.  The vendors had several questions about a proposed tiered pricing model 

and had a preference for steering the model toward standard discounts or even flat 

pricing.  Ultimately, the goal is to put the business model in place that will work for the universities 

and for students, and give faculty another option to choose from when selecting their course 

materials and formats.  Several faculty are already using e-materials or e-texts and we want to 

make sure the support is in place for students and faculty and that the experience is seamless for 

the student.   

 

During these discussions, in-depth conversations occurred about using an aggregator or e-

book reader vendor to accomplish integration.  Most of the publishers have their own e-platforms 

that they use with their e-materials which would allow the system to move forward without the e-

reader vendor, but if we want to provide only the e-text, we would need to partner with an e-reader 

vendor.  The e-reader partnership also seemed to address a number of concerns including the opt-

out requirement, extended access to materials and (necessary when e-materials were not required) 

potentially could simplify integration.  After the conversations, it seemed clear that we need an 

aggregator/e-reader vendor as part of our solution. 

 

Derek Peterson, the Director of Business and Auxiliary Operations at SDSU, will be 

leading a review of e-reader vendors.  He has already started a dialogue with the bookstore 

managers and the three primary vendors.  Campuses were asked to identify faculty and student 

representatives to assist with the review process for the e-reader platform.  Currently, the following 



E-Text Review Committee 

June 8, 2016 

Page 2 of 7 

 

 

 

 

individuals have been identified to serve on the committee with the work intended to occur during 

Summer 2016:  
 

Black Hills State University 

Laura Kramer 

Benjamin Steever – Student Representative 

Justin Logue – Student Representative 

 

Dakota State University 

Gabe Mydland – Assoc. Professor College of Education 

Linda Parks – Health Information Management 

 

Northern State University 

Sara Schmidt – Department Chair and Assistant Professor/School of Business 

Lindsey Huber – Instructional Designer/Technology Services 

Todd Muehler – Asst. Professor of Banking and Financial Services 

Ashtin McClemans – Student Representative 

Danica Mickelson – Student Representative 

 

South Dakota School of Mines & Technology 

Scott Rausch 

 

South Dakota State University 

Mike Dianovsky – Chemistry Education 

Steven Wingate – English 

Venita Winterboer – Nursing 

Cole Hinz – Student Federation Representative 
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South Dakota Board of Regents 

E-Materials Background 

 

Project Goals: 

1. Eliminate access codes and move to direct bill model that allows direct access to materials 

through our learning management system. 

2. Negotiate pricing that is reasonable and affordable and possibly tiered in some fashion.   

3. Work out acceptable and reasonable terms and conditions for e-content contracts. 

4. Expand the period of time materials can be accessed by users that are needed to support 

their field of study. 

 

Internal Business Goals: 

Goals 
1. Keep the university directly involved in textbook sales and service 

a. Keep the revenue on campus 

b. Provide a service center for students and faculty 

c. Consider 24/7 support for access and availability (not content) 

2. Make sure the process is easy, affordable, and consistent for students 

a. Students will pay one of three rates (tiered pricing) by publisher 

b. Students will be direct billed with their tuition 

c. Students will have immediate access to the course materials in D2L 

Actions 

1. Create structured agreements with the publishers to support a direct bill model 

a. Establish agreements on a per semester basis 

b. Use a tiered approach for ease in assessment; this will reduce the number of rates 

being assessed 

2. E-text materials are tied directly to the course and available in D2L 

a. Students are billed with tuition 

b. Students have immediate access in D2L 

3. University policy will identify the Bookstore as the processing center for all textbooks 

a. All textbook orders must go through the Bookstore 

b. Faculty should not work out individual deals with publishers for assessment 

 

Direct Bill vs. Access Codes.   

Providers need a mechanism to charge for their electronic materials.  In most of our work to date, 

that has been managed by selling access codes to students.  While using access codes to gain access 

to the materials meets the need, it also presents challenges.   

 

 Those codes are sold in the campus bookstore but many times can also be purchased via 

other avenues.  There is little coordination and oftentimes trouble shooting is very difficult. 

 Access codes can present issues to students when they lose, forget, or otherwise don’t have 

the right code at the point of entering it.  At that point, they seek support from their faculty 

member, local help desk, or bookstore.  The University is being asked to provide support 

without an opportunity to receive revenue to support the service.   

 Whether the faculty member selects a printed material or electronic material, a subset of 

students defer acquiring the material until they determine it’s actually needed/warranted.  
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This issue is not unique to access codes but we’ve seen instances where students delay 

purchasing until sometime after the semester has started.  Further, we have seen instances 

where students have attempted to share access codes and turned in support calls when that 

approach won’t work.  The faculty want to find a better model to support an environment 

where the students have the required material at the start of the class. 

 

So, in reviewing the challenges, the SD System determined a better approach is to assess the 

student for the class materials when they register for the class.  That changes the business model 

and access model.  In this model: 

 

 The University assesses the student for the e-materials at the point of registration.  Access 

can be provided to all students who have registered at the start of the semester. 

 

 At a predetermined point(s) in time, the University remits payment to the provider based 

on the number of students enrolled at the agreed upon price for the materials.   In setting 

up contracts with multiple providers, a University or system will want to have consistent 

terms in this area.   

o The refund policy should be considered when establishing the enrollment census. 

o A University should recognize classes can start/end at any point.  SD implemented 

a policy with one vendor where a classes that started during the first week had a 

census date at X point.  The census for all others is taken the following semester. 

 

 The duration and availability of the access is managed by the University.  The University 

determines where to locate the link to access the material.  And, in doing so, 

students/faculty are usually provided a single sign-on experience where no further 

authentication is required when accessing the providers material. 

o Many times, the provider also tracks student usage to ensure both the University 

and provider are ‘in sync’ in terms of number of students accessing the material. 

 

 The University needs to implement an administrative process that not only collects the 

instructional material from the faculty, pricing that material, and ordering that material but 

also needs to coordinate with the local bursar’s office to include an assessment on the 

course for the e-materials.   Timing is important. 

o Electronic materials that span multiple terms may create challenges and need to be 

worked through with the material providers and the bursar’s office. 

o Refund amounts need to be identified should a student drop out of the program part 

way through a multi-semester course. 

o Markup amounts need to be established under the direct bill model understanding 

the University needs to address support cost but things like freight, bookstore 

staffing, and overhead costs may not be similar. 

o Markup should be consistent across the campus so students are provided a similar 

experience across disciplines. 

o Staff in the Bursar’s/AR office also voice concerns about the growth potential and 

the impact it would have on their operation.  If each class used a material that had 

a specific dollar amount associated with it, they would have to access each class 

and add that specific amount.  They were concerned about the time to complete 
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those tasks and the risk in creating errors.  The recommendation was to create 

pricing tiers and then negotiate pricing by tiers.  

o In negotiating pricing, providers’ discounts are made available based on volume.  

The larger the volume, the greater the discount.  The University community will 

be better served to negotiate volume discounts.   

 

 Our observation is providers are generally open to discussing the direct bill model as they 

don’t like access codes either given the problems/challenges associated with them. 

 

2. Access 

In using electronic materials and surveying our students, we received a number of comments 

about access.  They largely center on three areas: 

a. Internet access to support reading/working with the materials 

b. Limits on what could be downloaded for ‘off line’ use  

c. Length of time a student would be allowed to access the material after the course had 

ended. 

 

Internet Access: 

As we piloted the various e-material products, we received comments from students regarding 

the importance of a reliable, ‘fast’ network connection to the success in using the products.  Even 

in the dorms, where a wired connection is available, students wanted to have the flexibility to use 

wireless.  If that wireless connection was not performing at a level consistent with their service 

expectations, they supported it would be more productive for them to purchase the printed material 

than work with the electronic material.  They were not willing to commit to using a wired 

connection as an alternative. 

 

Off-Line use: 

In some instances, students wanted to work on homework assignments when an internet 

connection was not available.  That could be on athletic trips, at home/off campus where a 

workable internet connection was not available, or when resources weren’t available for them to 

connect even if available.   The provider response is to download material when connection is 

available and work on it later.  That approach will work with e-text but will not work with the 

adaptive learning materials that require a live connection.  To continue, that approach works to a 

degree but vendors typically limit the number of pages that can be downloaded at one time.  So, 

our students found those limitations to challenge their needs.  In the end, I think that approach 

worked for some but in the end, if a student had to download e-material to perform their work, 

they were more likely to purchase a book. 

 

Duration of Access: 

The last issue was associated with length of access.  In most cases with e-materials, students 

are renting the material for the duration of the course.  While that can work for courses outside of 

the student’s discipline of study, students also wanted the option to retain access to materials that 

were relevant to their degree.  Providers didn’t have a model to support that type of continued 

access.  While it’s possible to provide options to solve that challenge of extended access, it would 

also mean providing students an alternate mechanism to access materials external to the current 

approach where the University controls access largely by embedding links within the course in 
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their learning management system (LMS).  Also, when we raised this item with providers, while 

they supported the position of providing access for an extended period, they also added it would 

need to be for the version of the material the student had licensed.  So, if a new version was 

released, the vendor would not commit to retaining prior versions for an indefinite period of time.  

It’s likely there would be a matrix of sorts where the student would be able to select access for 

three different time periods, as an example; 180 days, 360 days, 720 days.   And, each option 

would have varying costs.   We haven’t fleshed out needs or options as yet. 

 

Contracts 

Going forward, we plan to negotiate agreements with providers to support direct billing 

capabilities for the reasons noted above.   The SD BOR goal is to have contracts in place to support 

additional direct bill opportunities for the upcoming Fall 2016 semester.    
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March 16, 2013 
 

 

To:  Textbook Publisher Contacts 

 

From: Monte R. Kramer 

 System VP of Finance and Administration 

 

RE: e-Materials Contracts 

 

Dear Educational Partner;  

 

The South Dakota Board of Regents six public universities are interested in engaging 

textbook publishers/e-materials providers in a dialogue about e-materials.   The system has worked 

with aggregators in the past as well as individual publishers to provide e-texts and e-materials.  We 

have deployed courses supplemented with electronic textbooks only, and others fully supported 

with adaptive learning materials.  In doing so, we have negotiated contracts with multiple vendors 

to support the use of their electronic materials.  Going forward, the administration, with input from 

the faculty and students have identified goals for the e-materials program.  The solution will be 

impacted by our ability to work together and implement integrated solutions that support the needs 

of all stakeholders.   We would like to discuss our goals with you, and, hopefully, that will lead to 

a contract that would be beneficial to all concerned.   

 

I have attached some background information that documents some of the issues that we 

have struggled with relative to e-materials the last few years.  We have also identified some goals 

and outcomes for our path forward.  This background should help with the conversation we have 

scheduled with you. 

 

You may already know many of the people that will join the call, but as background here 

are the names and roles: 

 
Monte Kramer – System VP of Finance and Administration 

Kathy Johnson – Black Hills State University, VP of Finance and Administration 

Eric Mosterd – e-Education Oversight Strategy Committee, System Lead 

Dave Hansen – System CIO 

Derek Peterson – South Dakota State University, Director of Business and Auxiliary Operations 

Ruth Peters – Technology Project Manager 

 

I look forward to our upcoming meeting and finding solutions to make the e-materials 

experience all that it should be for students and faculty. 

 


