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BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION 

The High School Dual Credit (HSDC) Program began in FY2015 as an initiative of 

Governor Daugaard. In 2018, the legislature formally established the program in state law 

as SDCL 13-28-37.1. The intent of the program is to provide academically qualified 

students an opportunity to take courses that count simultaneously as high school and 

college credits at a reduced cost. The end goals include providing high schools with greater 

flexibility in course offerings, making postsecondary degrees more affordable, and 

decreasing the time to a degree for postsecondary students. Under the Board’s policies for 

the HSDC programs, participants are limited to juniors and seniors meeting specific 

admission criteria. Available coursework is limited to general education courses unless the 

Board has granted a specific exception, thereby ensuring that credits earned apply to 

graduation requirements at all six public universities. To participate, academically 

qualified high school students pay a reduced rate for HSDC courses of $48.33 per credit 

hour and the state pays institutions $96.67 per credit hour from state general funds (the 

institutions receive a total of $145 per credit hour).  

 

The Board has received several reports since the inception of the HSDC program analyzing 

student outcomes and financial implications. Those reports include: 

 

 October 2016: Dual Credit – Reduced Tuition Program – Summer 2016 Grade 

Report & Fall 2016 Enrollment Report 

 October 2016: Dual Credit Outcomes & Cost Analysis 

 October 2017: High School Dual Credit Enrollment and Grade Report 

 December 2017: High School Dual Credit (HSDC) Fiscal Analysis 

 December 2017: High School Dual Credit (HSDC) Matriculation Report 

 

https://sdlegislature.gov/Statutes/Codified_Laws/DisplayStatute.aspx?Type=Statute&Statute=13-28-37.1
https://sdlegislature.gov/statutes/Codified_laws/DisplayStatute.aspx?Statute=13-28-37&Type=Statute
https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/academic-affairs-guidelines/Documents/7_Guidelines/7_1_Guideline.pdf
https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/accountabilityReports/Documents/HSDC_Program_Grade_Enrollment_Report.pdf
https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/accountabilityReports/Documents/Dual_Credit_Outcomes_Cost_Analysis.pdf
https://www.sdbor.edu/the-board/agendaitems/2014AgendaItems/2017%20Agenda%20Items/October0317/6_J_BOR1017.pdf
https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/accountabilityReports/Documents/HSDC_Fiscal_Analysis.pdf
https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/accountabilityReports/Documents/HSDC_Matriculation_Report.pdf
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The following report builds on these earlier analyses and combines academic outcomes, 

matriculation, retention, and the financial impact on public universities into one 

comprehensive report. Key elements of the following report include: 

 

Key Financial Findings 

 For students, the tuition rate for HSDC students is equivalent to an 83% and 86% 

discount depending on the delivery mode of the course (i.e., on-campus, online). 

 For public universities, tuition receipts from HSDC courses are significantly lower 

than those received from regular college students. For example, a traditional student 

at public university taking an online course results $351.25 per credit hour in tuition 

for a university, while a HSDC student taking the same course results in $145.00 

per credit hour in tuition (a difference of $206.25 per credit hour in tuition to the 

university). 

 Calculating HSDC’s direct financial impact on the public university system 

requires knowing how many HSDC credits each university delivered and an 

estimate of credits each university hypothetically would have delivered to the same 

students if HSDC did not exist. Using this methodology, the HSDC program has 

resulted in a net revenue loss of approximately $1.25 million to the public 

universities. 

 The financial impact of the HSDC credit program varies greatly by institution. For 

example, BHSU and NSU have both benefitted by over $500,000 since FY2015. In 

contrast, SDSU has lost nearly $2 million in revenue. 

 

Key Academic Findings 

 Between FY2015 and FY2019, HSDC headcount enrollment at public universities 

has grown from 1,588 to 4,086. The total number of HSDC credits delivered has 

increased from 8,059 to 23,316. 

 HSDC students have tended to achieve higher success rates than have college-level 

students enrolling in the same course sections (92.1% of high school students 

enrolling in HSDC sections earned a C or higher, compared to only 76.2% of 

traditional college students). 

 Over 90% of students who have taken HSDC courses have enrolled in at least one 

US postsecondary institution during the first fall term after high school. Of those, 

55% matriculated to a South Dakota public university, 15% enrolled at an in-state 

institution other than a public university, and just over 20% enrolled at an institution 

outside South Dakota. 

 Students who took at least one HSDC course attempt 1.2 more credits in their first 

year of college and complete 3.7 more credits in their first year as compared to 

those that did not take HSDC courses. 
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 Students who took at least one HSDC course have a higher grade point average in 

their first year of college as compared to those that did not take HSDC courses (3.23 

compared to 2.76). 

 

IMPACT AND RECOMMENDATION 

HSDC program participants appear more likely than the general high school graduate 

population to matriculate to postsecondary institutions and to succeed in college-level 

coursework.  However, this is in part due to the high level of academic aptitude required 

of students aspiring to enter the program.  

 

The drastic disparity in the tuition revenue and losses among public universities (and 

overall losses to the university system) requires further examination of the current HSDC 

program model. Additional questions for the Board’s consideration include:  

 

 What changes, if any, will make the program more financially sustainable?  

 How might the university system accomplish greater fairness in revenue 

distribution?  

 How might the HSDC program provide equitable access to low income families? 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment I – Special Data Analysis: South Dakota’s Dual Credit Program – A Review 

of Data 



 

 

 *** Special Data Analysis *** 
 

 South Dakota’s 
Dual Credit Program: 

A Review of Data 
 

 
 

 

South Dakota’s high school dual credit (HSDC) program was established in 2014 both to foster 
improved academic opportunities for the state’s high school students and to advance “a more 
efficient use of state resources.”1  By providing qualified students with the option to earn college 
credit early – and at a greatly discounted price – the program aimed to help students lay the 
groundwork for successful postsecondary study, while at the same time improving the linkages 
between the state’s K12 and postsecondary institutions.  Accordingly, this program was expected to 
deliver valuable benefits to South Dakota students, families, and taxpayers alike.  Responding to 
renewed interest in the impacts of the dual credit program, the following report attempts to 
synthesize data on a variety of measureable program outcomes, including enrollment trends, course 
success, matriculation patterns, postsecondary progression, and fiscal impact. 

 

 

 
Program in Brief 
 
The South Dakota high school dual credit (HSDC) program allows eligible high school students in South Dakota to 
complete college-level courses while still in high school.  As its name implies, students successfully completing such 
coursework are granted official, transcripted credit both at the high school level and at the college level.  Coursework 
taken under the HSDC program is distinct from other “dual enrollment” programs in that dual credit coursework is led 
by a college-level faculty member rather than a high school instructor (in contrast to concurrent credit courses, 
Advanced Placement courses, and the like). 
 
South Dakota’s HSDC program emerged in its current form following the passage of enabling legislation and a 
commitment of legislative base appropriations beginning in 2014.2  Introduced by Governor Dennis Daugaard in his 
2014 State of the State Address, the state’s dual credit program was meant to deliver a multitude of benefits: 
 

“Dual credit opportunities are a win-win-win-win. Students who start college or tech schools with some credits already 
earned are more likely to complete on time and at less cost. Universities and technical institutes get the opportunity to 
make themselves known to prospective students and to help prepare them for success when they graduate. High schools 
gain flexibility to offer more opportunities to students at no cost to the district, and the state gets more young people who 
are ready to succeed, live, and work here in South Dakota.” 

 
HSDC coursework currently is offered by all public universities and technical institutes in South Dakota, primarily 
through internet-based delivery.  In the regental system, all courses offered under the HSDC program are approved by 
the board and must fulfill at least one system graduation requirement.3  Student eligibility rules are established by the 
board on the basis of academic qualifications, including ACT scores, student GPA, and class rank.  Students enrolling in 
HSDC coursework pay a reduced tuition charge of $48.33 per credit hour.  This amount is paired with a subsidy of 
$96.67 per credit hour from state general funds.  Altogether, a combined total of $145.00 in gross revenue per credit 
hour is received by the offering institution.4 

                                                 
1 Joint powers agreement between the South Dakota Department of Education and the South Dakota Board of Regents (2014), p.1. 
2 The HSDC program was formally enacted through SB 182 – a governor-sponsored bill – during the 2014 legislative session, and 
subsequently was codified in SDCL 13-28-37. 
3 In the regental system, the HSDC program is coordinated by the system Vice President for Academic Affairs as directed under 
Academic Affairs Guidelines. 
4 South Dakota’s dual credit pricing structure exists within a diverse array of approaches used in neighboring states.  In North Dakota, 
students and their families are responsible for the full cost of college credits taken under the state’s dual credit program. In other 
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Student cost figures and institutional revenue figures (which are not the same due to the influence of the state subsidy) 
are summarized in Table 1a and Table 1b below.5   As shown in Table 1a, students enrolling in HSDC courses receive a 
discount of approximately 84 percent per credit hour compared with the regular charges assessed for standard on-campus 
courses.  Students similarly receive a discount of approximately 86 percent per credit hour compared with the regular 
charges assessed for standard off-campus courses. 
 

Table 1a 
Student Perspective: Tuition and Fee Costs per Credit Hour 

 

 
BHSU
Total 
Cost 

DSU 
Total 
Cost 

NSU 
Total 
Cost 

SDSMT 
Total 
Cost 

SDSU 
Total 
Cost 

USD 
Total 
Cost 

Standard On-Campus Course $300.30 $291.40 $291.70 $306.80 $303.80 $311.05
HSDC Course $  48.33 $  48.33 $  48.33 $  48.33 $  48.33 $  48.33
HSDC Discount -83.9% -83.4% -83.4% -84.2% -84.1% -84.5%
       
Standard Off-Campus Course $351.25 $351.25 $351.25 $351.25 $351.25 $351.25
HSDC Course $  48.33 $  48.33 $  48.33 $  48.33 $  48.33 $  48.33
HSDC Discount -86.2% -86.2% -86.2% -86.2% -86.2% -86.2%

 
Table 1b shows that regental universities receive roughly 52 percent less revenue per credit hour for courses delivered 
through the HSDC program than for standard on-campus courses.  An even greater loss in revenue per credit hour – 
around 59 percent – is realized when the comparison is made against standard off-campus courses.  These figures illustrate 
that, in effect, participating institutions heavily subsidize the credits taken by HSDC students. 
 

Table 1b 
Institutional Perspective: Tuition and Fee Revenues per Credit Hour 

 

 
BHSU
Total 

Revenue

DSU 
Total 

Revenue

NSU 
Total 

Revenue

SDSMT 
Total 

Revenue

SDSU 
Total 

Revenue 

USD 
Total 

Revenue
Standard On-Campus Course $300.30 $291.40 $291.70 $306.80 $303.80 $311.05
HSDC Course $145.00 $145.00 $145.00 $145.00 $145.00 $145.00
HSDC Discount -51.7% -50.2% -50.3% -52.7% -52.3% -53.4%
       
Standard Off-Campus Course $351.25 $351.25 $351.25 $351.25 $351.25 $351.25
HSDC Course $145.00 $145.00 $145.00 $145.00 $145.00 $145.00
HSDC Discount -58.7% -58.7% -58.7% -58.7% -58.7% -58.7%

 
The HSDC program holds considerable promise as a means not only to improve college affordability, but also to 
facilitate student success.  A student who completes 15 credit hours of coursework through the HSDC program not only 
will save almost $4,000 in future tuition and fee charges, but also will leap forward on the path to degree completion by 
finishing an entire semester’s worth of credits before even finishing high school.   
 
And yet while the HSDC program’s many promising aspects are widely known, its actual consequences are somewhat 
less well understood.  The reasons for this, by and large, flow from the complexity of the subject matter.  The HSDC 
program does not exist in a vacuum, but rather operates within the context of a complex and increasingly non-linear 
higher education marketplace.  This context alone makes the simple “effects” of the program somewhat difficult to 
ascertain.  Though objective data are readily available in some areas (e.g., student enrollments), other areas (e.g., fiscal 
impact) require a number of assumptions that are sure to oversimplify the issues at play. 
 
The goal of this analysis is to – the above challenges notwithstanding – review an array of available data in order to 
report broadly on “what we know” about the academic and operational impacts of the HSDC program.  This work 
represents a compilation of both old and new reporting on this topic that, it is hoped, will help to inform future decision 
making related to the implementation of this initiative. 

                                                                                                                                                             
states (e.g., Wyoming, Iowa), school districts subsidize all or part of students’ dual credit costs.  Montana allows high school students 
to take up to two dual credit courses free of charge. Minnesota’s model is perhaps the closest to South Dakota’s in that the state 
reimburses postsecondary institutions at a flat, reduced rate for dual credit courses taken by high school students. 
5 Tables 1a and 1b are based on tuition and fee charges as set in the FY2020 SDBOR Tuition and Fee Schedule.  Cost estimates and 
revenue estimates shown here include resident undergraduate tuition and general activity fees only, as applicable. 
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Enrollment Trends 
 
If measured on the basis of popularity alone, the HSDC program would be considered a runaway success.  After almost 
five years in existence, participation in regental HSDC course sections has increased substantially across all major 
enrollment indicators.6  Figure 1, which displays year-by-year regental enrollment data for the HSDC program, indicates 
that headcount enrollment in the HSDC program rose by a staggering 157.3 percent from FY2015 to FY2019.  Over the 
same period, total enrollment in the program rose by 191.3 percent, while credit hour delivery through the program rose 
by 189.3 percent.7  
 
 

Figure 1 
HSDC Major Enrollment Indicators, FY2015-FY2019 

 
 
 
The general direction of these trends comes in sharp contrast to wider enrollment patterns in the university system.  
Data from the SDBOR Fall Enrollment Dashboard shows that, with high school students excluded, system headcount 
enrollment has fallen by 6.8 percent over the last five fall terms.8  Headcount enrollment by all high school students 
(constituted mainly by HSDC participants) has risen by 94.9 percent over the same period, and now represents 9.0 
percent of all headcount records depicted in official SDBOR fall enrollment reporting.  As by far the largest dual 
enrollment program currently available through state institutions, the HSDC program has become an increasingly 
important source of students for the university system. 
 
 

                                                 
6 Enrollment data presented in this section are sourced from university census date extracts.  For purposes of this section, the 
“headcount enrollment” indicator includes each student once per year per institution, while the “total enrollment” indicator includes 
each student once per year per institution per section enrolled.  It is important to note that the dual credit program was not instituted 
until Fall 2014, so FY2015 should be considered a partial year of implementation. 
7 The vast majority of regental HSDC credit hours are delivered via internet delivery.  Regental section location data indicate that, in 
FY2019, 88.1 percent of HSDC credits were delivered online,  3.6 percent were delivered at university main campuses, 3.5 percent 
were delivered at university center locations, 3.0 percent were delivered at high schools, and 1.8 percent were delivered at 
miscellaneous other locations. 
8 The SDBOR Fall Enrollment Dashboard is available at https://www.sdbor.edu/dashboards.   
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Table 2a (headcount enrollment), Table 2b (total enrollment), and Table 2c (credit hours delivered) provide institutional 
detail for the overall measures shown above.  Since the program’s inception, USD consistently has been the university 
system’s single largest institutional participant in the HSDC program.   In FY2019 specifically, USD delivered 28.4 
percent of all HSDC credit hours in the university system, followed closely by SDSU (22.5 percent), BHSU (20.9 
percent), and NSU (19.9 percent).  DSU (6.8 percent) and SDSMT (1.5 percent) have engaged with the program with 
somewhat less intensity.  All institutions, however, have experienced immense growth in HSDC program activity over 
the last five years. 
 
As discussed above with reference to system-level figures, institutional gains in high school enrollment (chiefly as a 
function of the HSDC program) have produced a new climate in which a sizable proportion of most institutions’ student 
bodies are now high school students.  For instance, the data below indicate that NSU has led all other institutions in 
five-year HSDC enrollment growth, regardless of which metric is used.  Data from the SDBOR Fall Enrollment 
Dashboard, consequently, show that high school enrollments at NSU have risen to the point that they now account for 
27.0 percent of NSU’s total fall headcount enrollment.  This trend is neither good nor bad on its face, but does reflect a 
fundamental shift in the overall student population served by the public universities.  And while this shift no doubt was 
underway even before the HSDC program took root, the program’s implementation has significantly accelerated the 
speed of change. 
 
 

Table 2a 
Headcount Enrollment by University, FY2015-FY2019 

 

 BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD System 
FY2015 296 140 187 34 349 582 1,588 
FY2016 443 255 480 55 702 834 2,769 
FY2017 500 221 613 76 746 998 3,154 
FY2018 657 331 717 44 878 1,247 3,874 
FY2019 725 390 755 57 982 1,177 4,086 
Change 144.9% 178.6% 303.7% 67.6% 181.4% 102.2% 157.3% 

 
 

Table 2b 
Total Enrollment by University, FY2015-FY2019 

 

 BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD System 
FY2015 577 184 350 79 564 982 2,736 
FY2016 855 375 881 132 1,188 1,548 4,979 
FY2017 1,031 360 1,066 183 1,394 1,939 5,973 
FY2018 1,511 476 1,353 121 1,713 2,450 7,624 
FY2019 1,685 548 1,576 125 1,777 2,259 7,970 
Change 192.0% 197.8% 350.3% 58.2% 215.1% 130.0% 191.3% 

 
 

Table 2c 
Credits Hours Delivered by University, FY2015-FY2019 

 

 BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD System 
FY2015 1,707 564 979 228 1,641 2,940 8,059 
FY2016 2,548 1,120 2,598 388 3,460 4,604 14,718 
FY2017 3,014 1,013 3,215 482 4,065 5,757 17,546 
FY2018 4,421 1,357 4,025 332 5,020 7,158 22,313 
FY2019 4,882 1,578 4,646 347 5,249 6,614 23,316 
Change 186.0% 179.8% 374.6% 52.2% 219.9% 125.0% 189.3% 
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Course Success 
 
The HSDC program is premised on the expectation that course sections offered under the program will apply the same 
academic standards observed in regular course sections.  In fact, the distinction between “dual credit” course sections 
and “regular” course sections is somewhat imprecise, since all course sections enrolling HSDC students are expected to 
enroll traditional college students simultaneously.  In other words, no course sections (with limited approved exceptions) 
should be offered that enroll HSDC students exclusively.9 
 
This section presents data on course success outcomes (i.e., student grades) for the HSDC program.  For simplicity, 
attention is focused on a single indicator of success: the percentage of students earning a C or higher in a given course 
section.  For purposes of this discussion, the term “HSDC section” will be used to describe any course section that is set up to allow 
enrollment by high school dual credit participants (AND) actually enrolls at least one such student.   
 
Figure 2 indicates that – among HSDC sections offered over the last five years – high school students have tended to 
achieve higher success rates than have college-level students enrolling in the same course sections.  Across the university 
system, 92.1 percent of high school students enrolling in HSDC sections earned a C or higher, compared to only 76.2 
percent of traditional college students.   Though not shown in this chart, these rates have remained stable over time, 
neither rising nor falling meaningfully over the duration of the program.10  Success rates also tend to be similar across 
delivery methods.11 
 
 
 

Figure 2 
Success Rates in HSDC Sections by University and Student Type, FY2015-FY2019 

(Percentages) 

 
 
 

                                                 
9 It may be worthwhile to note that only about 20 percent of all students enrolled in HSDC sections over the last five years have been 
actual high school students, with the remaining balance being made up of traditional college students.  While high school students’ 
share of total enrollment in these sections has increased somewhat over the last five years, they still account for only about a quarter 
of all enrollments in HSDC sections. 
10 Success rates of high school students in HSDC sections were highest in FY2017 (93.1 percent) and lowest in FY2016 (91.6) 
percent. 
11 From FY2015-FY2019, high school students enrolling in HSDC course sections offered via face-to-face delivery recorded a 
combined success rate of 92.9 percent.  The analogous success rate for internet-delivered sections was 91.9 percent. 
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In hindsight, these results should come as no surprise.  The HSDC program is designed to allow enrollment by only 
those high school students in the upper echelon of academic ability.  In fact, high school students seeking to enroll in 
HSDC coursework are subject to higher academic requirements than are students seeking regular admission to the 
university system.  Consequently, HSDC students tend to demonstrate higher academic qualifications than the general 
college population, particularly in the context of the general education coursework offered under the dual credit 
program.12   
 
The above discussion suggests that, while high school students tend to outperform traditional college students in HSDC 
course sections, this performance advantage may owe at least in part to differences in academic ability.  But another data 
point in this area also is worth considering.  Figure 3 shows success rates in all courses (as opposed to sections) that ever 
have been offered by the university system under the HSDC program.  All sections of such courses are subdivided into 
two groups: “HSDC sections” (those individual sections actually offered via the HSDC program), and “regular sections” 
(those individual sections not offered through the HSDC program).13  This approach offers an accountability check on 
grading practices used in HSDC sections, insofar as it provides a means to compare the grading equivalency of HSDC 
and non-HSDC sections of the same courses.  As shown below, data indicate that success rates are roughly similar (and 
in fact slightly lower) in HSDC sections as compared to non-HSDC sections of the same courses.  Overall then, while 
high school students tend to succeed in HSDC coursework at uncommonly high rates, this does not appear to be 
attributable to any categorical difference between HSDC sections and their non-HSDC cousins. 
 
 
 

Figure 3 
Success Rates in HSDC-Offered Courses by University and Student Type, FY2015-FY2019 

(Percentages) 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
12 For instance, high school students enrolling in HSDC coursework over the history of the program have reported an average ACT 
composite score of 24.0, compared to an average of 22.7 among their college-level counterparts enrolled in the same sections. 
13 For example, if a given course (e.g., MATH-102) has been offered even once under the HSDC program, all sections of that course 
will be included here (even those not offered in HSDC format).  In other words, if 100 sections of a given course were offered – 50 in 
HSDC format and 50 in non-HSDC format – this chart will show comparative success rates for each of these subgroups. 
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Matriculation Patterns 
 
Having noted that high school students typically perform well in HSDC coursework, we now turn to a consideration of 
another important success marker: matriculation to college following high school.  Given their presumptive level of 
preparedness for college, it logically could be expected that these students – particularly in light of their involvement in 
the HSDC program – would be especially likely to pursue further education after high school. 
 
The analysis presented in this section includes all students who both: 
 

1) enrolled (and earned a C or higher) in at least one HSDC section offered by a regental university (AND) 
2) graduated from high school between FY2015 and FY2018. 

 
To track the postsecondary matriculations of these students – including those who may have enrolled outside the South 
Dakota university system – a roster of HSDC participants was submitted to the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC), 
a national repository of enrollment data for nearly all American postsecondary institutions.  To be counted as “enrolled” 
in this analysis, a student must have been enrolled at least part-time at any postsecondary institution in the United States 
during the first fall term immediately following (anticipated) high school graduation.14 
 
A total of 6,271 students from South Dakota high schools were included in the NSC search. As depicted in Figure 4, 
resulting data indicate that an overwhelming majority of these students (90.7 percent) enrolled in at least one US 
postsecondary institution during the first fall term after high school.   This rate did not vary appreciably over the four 
student cohorts examined in this analysis.15 
 
 

Figure 4 
Postsecondary Matriculation of FY2015-FY2018 Graduating HSDC Participants, Overall 

(Percentages) 

 
 
 
 
Figure 5 (below) displays a more detailed breakdown of these students’ enrollment destinations.  Overall, more than half 
of these students (55.2 percent) matriculated to a regental university.16  About fifteen percent enrolled at an in-state 
institution other than a regental university, and just over twenty percent enrolled at an institution outside South Dakota.  
As with the overall matriculation rate, enrollment patterns across these detailed institutional categories have not shifted 
significantly over time. 
 

                                                 
14 Here, “anticipated high school graduation” is inferred based on a combination of section term and student grade level. 
15 Overall matriculation rates ranged from a low of 88.2 percent for the FY2015 cohort to a high of 92.4 percent for the FY2017 
cohort. 
16 Detailed institutional groupings are assigned hierarchically.  Students enrolling at multiple institutions are reported in the “Regental” 
category if applicable, followed by the “Other SD” category if applicable, followed by the “Outside SD” category. 
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Figure 5 
Postsecondary Matriculation of FY2015-FY2018 Graduating HSDC Participants, Detailed 

 
 
Both of the key indicators shown above – the overall matriculation rate of 90.7 percent and the regental matriculation 
rate of 55.2 percent – are comparatively high in the South Dakota context.  The SDBOR College Matriculation 
Dashboard, which displays college enrollment outcomes for all South Dakota high school graduates, indicates that only 
about 66.9 percent of all South Dakota high school graduates pursue postsecondary education within 16 months of high 
school graduation.17  An even smaller share (35.5 percent) of these students matriculate to the public university system 
specifically.  In comparison then, dual credit participants appear to be far more likely than the general student population 
not just to enroll in higher education, but to enroll in regental universities specifically.   
 
Figure 6 and Figure 7 (next page) examine college matriculation patterns by HSDC enrollment intensity.  These charts 
disaggregate HSDC participants into three groups: 1) those successfully completing three or fewer HSDC credit hours, 
2) those successfully completing more than three but fewer than twelve HSDC credit hours, and those successfully 
completing twelve or more HSDC credit hours.  As before, credit hours are counted as “successfully completed” as long 
as the student earned a C or higher.   
 
Figure 6 shows that postsecondary matriculation to any college or university does not vary much by HSDC enrollment 
intensity.  About 93.9 percent of students completing twelve or more credit hours of HSDC coursework ultimately 
matriculated to a postsecondary institution after high school, compared with approximately 87.5 percent of students 
completing three or fewer credit hours under the HSDC program.  However, Figure 7 indicates that matriculation rates 
to regental universities climb substantially with rising HSDC enrollment intensity.  Around 60.8 percent of students who 
successfully completed twelve or more credit hours of HSDC coursework later matriculated to a regental university, 
while the same was true of only 48.6 percent of students completing three or fewer credit hours. 
 
The reasons for this difference are not immediately clear.  One possible explanation is that, through their repeated 
experiences with regental faculty and staff, HSDC students may develop a sense of familiarity that later influences their 
decisions about college choice.  Another possibility is that students who already intend to enroll at a regental university 
may feel especially uninhibited about enrolling in HSDC coursework given their knowledge that regental HSDC 
coursework is guaranteed to meet regental graduation requirements, and thus will be imminently valuable.  Whatever the 
actual reason(s), this inclination of heavily-enrolled HSDC students to later matriculate to a regental university may have 
multiple ramifications – both positive and negative – on university operations. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
17 The SDBOR College Matriculation Dashboard is available at https://www.sdbor.edu/dashboards.  It should be pointed out that 
the current analysis uses a different (and more restrictive) search window than the dashboard.  While the current analysis searched for 
subsequent enrollments during the fall term immediately following high school graduation, the dashboard uses a 16-month search period 
following high school graduation.  Given the “tougher” standard imposed in the current analysis, the long-run matriculation rate for 
HSDC students almost certainly is understated here. 
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Figure 6 

Postsecondary Matriculation of FY2015-FY2018 Graduating HSDC Participants by HSDC Credits Taken, Overall 
(Percentages) 

 
 
 
 

Figure 7 
Postsecondary Matriculation of FY2015-FY2018 Graduating HSDC Participants by HSDC Credits Taken, Detailed 

(Percentages) 

 
 
 
 
In a related vein, it bears mentioning that HSDC students matriculating to the regental system have – over the history of 
the program – tended to enter the system with a relatively small number of HSDC credits already in hand. Over the last 
four cohorts combined, about 53.6 percent of former HSDC students entered the university system having earned only 
six or fewer HSDC credits, while 46.4 percent entered the system having earned more than six HSDC credits.  However, 
these percentages have changed considerably over time.  While the share of HSDC students entering the system having 
earned six or fewer credits fell from 58.3 percent to 45.5 percent over the last three entering cohorts, the percentage 
earning more than six credits rose from 41.7 percent to 54.6 percent over the same period.  System universities, then, 
have begun to see a noticeable rise in the number of college credits being carried in by these students.   This uptick in 
credits – as will be seen in a subsequent section of this report – has begun to have an increasingly pronounced impact on 
university balance sheets. 
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Postsecondary Progression 
 
The forgoing analysis shows that an overwhelming majority of HSDC students choose to formally enter higher 
education following high school.  But how well do these students fare once enrolled as regular college students?  This 
report now presents a series of success indicators that summarize the subsequent academic performance of these 
students. 
 
For purposes of this section, the reported student population includes all first-time, full-time, degree-seeking 
undergraduates entering the university system in any fall term from FY2015 through FY2018.18   These students are split 
into two subgroups: those who attempted and earned a C or higher in at least one HSDC course section prior to 
matriculation (labeled as “Former HSDC Students” below), and those who did not (i.e., “All Other Students”).   
 
Figure 8a (mean attempted credits), Figure 8b (mean completed credits), and Figure 8c (mean grade point averages) 
display three key indicators of student success in regental course sections.  For all three charts, data refer to all course 
sections attempted by students during the full fiscal year of entry.  Results indicate a clear differential favoring the HSDC 
group, in that HSDC students fared better than non-HSDC students on all three measures.  And though not depicted 
below, subsequent analysis confirms that former HSDC students outperformed their non-HSDC counterparts even 
when controlling for incoming academic readiness (i.e., ACT composite scores).19 
 
 

Figure 8a 
First-Year Mean Attempted Credits by Student Type, FY2015-FY2018 Entering Cohorts 

 
 

Figure 8b 
First-Year Mean Completed Credits by Student Type, FY2015-FY2018 Entering Cohorts 

 
 

Figure 8c 
First-Year Mean Grade Point Averages by Student Type, FY2015-FY2018 Entering Cohorts 

 
 
 

                                                 
18 More specifically, the analysis is limited to first-time, full-time degree-seeking undergraduate federal cohort members only. 
19 Performance gaps between HSDC students and non-HSDC students were evident at every ACT scoring range examined in this 
analysis.  For instance, even when limiting the analysis to only those students with composite ACT scores of 30 or higher, the HDSC 
group took more credits, completed more credits, and accumulated higher mean grade point averages than the non-HSDC group. 
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Beyond measures of student success in individual course sections, another important progression indicator is student 
persistence, that is, the extent to which students remain in school until completing a degree.  In this analysis, student-
level “persistence” is defined as either:  
 

1) continuing to enroll at any regental university during a fall term subsequent to entry (OR) 
2) completing an undergraduate degree from any regental university.   

 
This measure offers a summative success indicator that reflects both retention outcomes and graduation outcomes. 
 
Figure 9 displays longitudinal persistence data for all cohorts included in the analysis.20  As with other persistence 
analyses, a “flat” persistence plot indicates greater persistence, while a “drooping” plot indicates greater attrition.  The 
results below could not be more clear: The former HSDC participants examined in this analysis were much more likely 
to persist toward degree completion than were students who had not participated in the HSDC program.  By the second 
year of study, nearly nine in ten former HSDC students (act. 89.7 percent) continued to persist in the university system, 
compared with only 76.0 percent of non-HSDC students.  This divergence continued to widen through the end of the 
fourth year of study, by which time 84.4 percent of former HSDC students continued to persist, in comparison with 
only 65.2 percent of non-HSDC students.  This nearly 20-point spread in fourth-year outcomes is cavernous in the 
world of persistence rates, and plainly underscores the tendency of HSDC students to commit to their college careers in 
a sustained way.21  
 
 

Figure 9 
Persistence in Regental Universities by Student Type, FY2015-FY2018 Entering Cohorts 

(Percent of Starting Cohort) 

 
 

                                                 
20 For any given cohort, data are shown for all available years.  Consequently, fewer years of data are shown for newer cohorts (e.g., 
the FY2017 cohort) than for older cohorts (e.g., the FY2015 cohort). 
21 As with the course section indicators discussed previously, similar persistence gaps were found at all ACT scoring ranges.  For 
example, even when limiting the analysis to only those students with composite ACT scores of 30 or higher, the HSDC group “out-
persisted” the non-HSDC group by more than ten percentage points (92.7 percent to 81.7 percent) by the fourth year of study. 

100.0

76.0

67.6 65.2

100.0

89.7
86.3 84.4

0.0

20.0

40.0

60.0

80.0

100.0

120.0

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 5

All Other Students Former HSDC Students

ATTACHMENT I     14



 

 

Fiscal Impact 
 
 Background 
 
Up to now, this report has reviewed quantitative evidence that – particularly from the student perspective – powerfully 
reinforces the merits of the HSDC program.   Dual credit participation appears to be strongly associated with a range of 
desirable outcomes, and in light of the rapid enrollment growth seen in the HSDC program in recent years, it appears 
that students and their families increasingly have begun to recognize these benefits. 
 
But even with the academic case seemingly settled, a pressing set of policy questions lingers with respect to the fiscal 
impact of the program.  Regardless of how successful its participants might be, the program still must be underwritten 
by state general funds in order to remain operationally sustainable.  As such – and also given that participating 
institutions collect significantly lower revenues from dual credit sections – the financial aspects of the HSDC program 
have attracted considerable attention from many stakeholders. 
 
Yet, analysis of the HSDC program’s fiscal impact is vexed by a number of largely unanswerable questions.  Many of 
these questions, like some of the following, often flow from uncertainty about consumer behavior patterns associated 
with program participation: 
 
 

- Do students attempt additional (or different) courses than they otherwise would have as a result of 
the HSDC program?  Or would they simply have completed the same courses later (and by what 
means?) once enrolled as a regular college student? 

 
- Do students’ experiences in HSDC coursework influence their subsequent college choice decisions, 

including whether to matriculate permanently to HSDC-offering institutions?  Further, do these 
experiences shape students’ future decisions about subsequent coursework or fields of study? 

 
- Does the HSDC program attract new prospective college students that otherwise would not pursue 

postsecondary study? 
 

- For offering universities, does the HSDC program bring about any direct or indirect changes in 
course scheduling and/or organizational staffing that affect institutional spending? 

 
- For the state, what financial and social gains are realized as a result of the HSDC program?  For 

instance, are personal savings that accrue to students and their families from participation in the 
program translated into other “goods” (e.g., quicker entry to the workforce, reduced demand for 
social service programs, increased spending on taxable consumer goods) that benefit the state in other 
ways? 

 
 
Without answers to these questions, the complete fiscal impact of the HSDC program cannot be definitively determined.  
However, with the help of a few analytic assumptions, and by limiting the analysis to a more manageable scope, HSDC 
program data can be used in an effort to better understand the program’s basic financial consequences.  This closing 
section of the report undertakes one such analysis. 
 
It should be noted at the outset that this analysis is inherently limited, focusing only on the direct revenue gains and losses 
from the HSDC program experienced by regental universities.  Specifically, the analysis centers on the following research 
question: How do the revenues collected by regental universities through the dual credit program compare with the hypothetical revenues that 
otherwise would have been collected in the absence of the program?  While this question does not address all potential impacts of the 
HSDC program, it does address the direct effects the program has on the public universities’ balance sheets.   
 
The pages below provide a brief description of the conceptual model used to examine the above question, and also 
review the results emerging from the analysis.  But the approach taken in this analysis is by no means the only possible 
method for examining the fiscal impact of the HSDC program, and as such, the model’s assumptions and limitations will 
be further discussed below. 
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 Conceptual Model 
 
Expressed arithmetically, the basic impact calculation used in this analysis can be written as: 

 
Actual Revenues – Hypothetical Revenues = Fiscal Impact 

 
For any given university and student cohort, actual revenues (i.e., those collected from the cohort under the HSDC 
program) and hypothetical revenues (i.e., those that would have been collected from the cohort if not for the HSDC 
program) can be calculated as determined by three different credit delivery scenarios: 
 

 Scenario 1: “Eating our own lunch” 
 

University Z delivers dual credits to a student who later enrolls as a regular student at University Z.  
These credits result in a per-credit financial loss, since the credits otherwise would have been 
delivered later at full price.  Accordingly, actual revenues will be lower than hypothetical revenues. 

 
Scenario 2: “Eating someone else’s lunch” 

 
University Z delivers dual credits to a student who does not later enroll as a regular student at 
University Z.  These credits result in a per-credit financial gain, since the university otherwise would 
not have delivered the credits at all.  In this scenario, actual revenues will be higher than hypothetical 
revenues (which always will be zero). 

 
Scenario 3: “Someone ate our lunch” 

 
A competitor university delivers dual credits to a student who later enrolls as a regular student at 
University Z.  These credits – which now cannot be delivered by University Z – result in a per-credit 
financial loss for University Z, since the university did not deliver credits that it otherwise would have 
(at full price).  Actual revenues (always zero) will be lower than hypothetical revenues in this scenario. 

 
 
Actual revenues and hypothetical revenues are calculated in the model – for any given cohort and university – based on 
scenario type, institutional tuition and fee charges, and the number of credit hours actually delivered through the HSDC 
program to students in the relevant high school graduating cohort. 
 
Table 3 below provides a sample model calculation for one university (NSU) and student cohort (FY2015).  Model data 
show that NSU delivered 199 dual credit hours to students who later enrolled at NSU.  NSU collected $28,855 in 
revenue from these credits, about half of the revenue it would have collected ($52,317) under hypothetical estimates (i.e., 
had the program not existed).  At the same time, NSU delivered 573 dual credit hours to students who did not later 
enroll at NSU.  The university collected $83,085 in revenue from these credits, none of which would have been collected 
had the program not existed.  However, other regental universities delivered 78 dual credit hours to students who later 
enrolled at NSU.  NSU accordingly collected no revenue from these credits; if not for the dual credit program, NSU 
would have collected $20,506 from these credits. 
 
 

Table 3 
Sample Fiscal Impact Calculation, NSU, FY2015 Cohort 

 

 Credit 
Count 

Actual
Rate 

Actual
Revenue

Hypothetical
Rate 

Hypothetical 
Revenue 

Revenue
Difference 

“Scenario 1” students 199 $145.00 $28,855 $262.90 $52,317 -$23,462
“Scenario 2” students 573 $145.00 $83,085 $0.00 $0 +$83,085
“Scenario 3” students 78 $0.00 $0 $262.90 $20,506 -$20,506
  Total  $111,940 $72,823 +$39,117

 
 
Overall then, the estimated revenue difference (or “fiscal impact”) of the HSDC program was – for this university and 
cohort – net-positive.  NSU collected $111,940 in actual revenue from this cohort through the HSDC program, 
compared to the $72,823 it would have collected in the absence of the program.  This net difference of +$39,117 
represents the net fiscal impact of the HSDC program for NSU for the FY2015 cohort. 
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Assumptions and Limitations 
 
Altogether then, evaluating the HSDC program’s direct financial impact not only requires knowing how many 
credits each university actually delivered through the program, but also requires an estimate of how many 
credits each university hypothetically would have delivered to the same students had the program never been 
implemented.22  While the first component (actual revenues) is analytically straightforward, the latter 
component (hypothetical revenues) – which is premised on students’ subsequent enrollment decisions – is 
murkier, and requires a number of assumptions.  The major assumptions of the model are listed below: 
 

- The analysis defines students “who later enrolled” at a given university as any student who enrolled at 
that university as a degree-seeking undergraduate during the first fall term following high school 
graduation (with that university listed as the student’s “home” university in said term). 

 

- The analysis assumes that any course sections taken by students through the HSDC program would 
have been taken subsequently (wherever the student later enrolled as a regular college student) had the 
HSDC program not been available. 

 

- For revenue estimation purposes, the analysis assumes that students would have taken the relevant 
credits (i.e., those taken via dual credit) during the first year of regular college study, and thus would 
have paid the tuition and fee rates in effect during the first year of enrollment.23  Revenue estimates 
also assume that all such credits would have been taken on-campus, and thus would have been billed 
at the resident on-campus rate for tuition and fees. Consequently, the analysis likely understates the 
hypothetical revenue gains that would have been realized if not for the HSDC program. 

 

- The analysis includes all dual credits delivered by regental universities since the formal beginning of 
the HSDC program (Fall 2014).  The analysis does not consider any dual credits taken from the state’s 
technical institutes.  Had those credits been included in the analysis, they all would have fallen into the 
“Scenario 3” category described above, resulting in further losses in university revenue.  For this 
reason, the analysis likely understates actual revenue losses from the HSDC program. 

 
Results 

 
Model estimates were calculated for all six regental universities and all four high school graduating cohorts from 
FY2015-FY2018.  Figure 10 outlines the high-level results.  Combining data from all four cohorts, regental universities 
experienced a net revenue loss of approximately $1.25 million from the HSDC program.   SDSU showed by far the 
largest loss, at nearly $2 million.  NSU, in contrast, experienced a net gain of roughly $700,000 over the same period. 
 

Figure 10 
Fiscal Impact by University, FY2015-FY2018 Cohorts 

 
                                                 
22 To reiterate, the current model focuses only on the direct revenue effects of the HSDC program.  It does not consider the indirect 
or secondary “ripple” effects (e.g., entry of new students, macroeconomic benefits, etc.) that may result from the program.   
23 Revenue estimates are based on credits recorded in census date extracts.   While these credits will vary slightly from credits actually 
billed and collected, any such differences were not expected to bias results of the model.  Credit details are shown in Appendix A. 
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Figure 11 shows institutional fiscal impact estimates over time.  While some institutions (e.g., USD) have seen relatively 
little change in net impact over time, other institutions have experienced significant growth (e.g., NSU) or decline (e.g. 
SDSU).  The data clearly show a diverging pattern over time, with the gaps between net-positive institutions and net-
negative institutions growing with each year of implementation.  For instance, in FY2015, the gap between the most net-
positive university (BHSU) and the most net-negative university (SDSU) amounted to about $350,000.  By FY2018, this 
gap (now between NSU and SDSU) had widened to more than $1 million. 
 
 

Figure 11 
Fiscal Impact by University and Cohort 

 

 
 
 
The reasons for these institutional disparities are complex, but generally speaking, institutions with net-positive impacts 
tend to do three related things:  
 

1) They tend to deliver a modest number of dual credits to students who later enroll there (“Scenario 1” students) 
2) They tend to deliver many dual credits to students who do not later enroll there (“Scenario 2” students) 
3) They tend to enroll few students who took dual credits from other institutions  (“Scenario 3 students) 

 
Examples of this pattern are easy to find.  For instance, among students in the FY2018 cohort, NSU delivered about 700 
dual credits to students who later enrolled at NSU.  In the same cohort, NSU delivered more than 3,000 dual credits to 
students who did not later enroll there, while only about 400 dual credits were delivered by other universities to students 
who later enrolled at NSU.  It is important to recall that dual credits are, by definition, siphoned from the institutions at 
which students later enroll.  That is, if NSU delivers three credits to a student who later enrolls at SDSU, SDSU is 
preempted from delivering the same credits itself: NSU’s gain will result in SDSU’s loss. 
 
Further, the entire program is assured to have a net-negative impact, since even if there was no exchange of students 
whatsoever between institutions – that is, if institutions delivered dual credits to their future college students only – all 
institutions still would be guaranteed to lose revenue due to the program’s reduced tuition rates.  The general takeaway, 
then, is that the best option for pragmatic institutions seeking to stay in the black with respect to the HSDC program is 
to deliver as many dual credits as possible to students who later will enroll elsewhere (or will not enroll at all). 
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Summary 
 
Ample evidence exists to highlight the impressive performance of HSDC program participants, who appear to excel not 
only in HSDC coursework itself, but also in subsequent college-level work.  HSDC program participants appear more 
likely than the general student population to succeed in HSDC coursework, to matriculate to postsecondary institutions 
after high school, to perform well in subsequent college-level coursework, and to persist in college once enrolled.  But, 
as discussed above, these outcomes were never in serious question in light of the high level of academic ability required 
of students aspiring to enter the program.  Since only the highest-caliber students are allowed into the program in the 
first place, it stands to reason that their subsequent academic records would be demonstrably strong. 
 
In this light, policymakers may be well advised to begin shifting focus from understanding the program’s academic 
benefits to optimizing its operational framework.  Given the considerable expenditure of state resources on the HSDC 
program, and also given the program’s striking disparities in institutional fiscal impact, it seems that program 
stakeholders may benefit from further examining the structures and processes under which the program currently 
operates.   
 
The ongoing policy questions surrounding this task are plentiful.  What changes, if any, can be made to make the 
program more financially sustainable?  How might the program be structured to promote greater fairness in revenue 
distribution?  Can the program be modified in such a way that unintended consequences and perverse incentives – to the 
extent that they exist now – are reduced?  With five years of implementation now complete and the core challenges now 
clear, tackling these high-level operational questions will be important for ensuring the long-term viability of the dual 
credit program in South Dakota. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT I     19



 

 

Appendix A 
Credit Data for Fiscal Impact Model 

 
 
 
 
The table below provides all credit data used for revenue estimation purposes in this report’s fiscal impact analysis.  For 
each cohort under analysis, HSDC credit data – sourced from university census date extracts – are shown by offering 
university and delivery scenario.  Reprinted from the main report, scenario descriptions are as follows: 
 

 Scenario 1: “Eating our own lunch” 
 

University Z delivers dual credits to a student who later enrolls as a regular student at University Z.  
These credits result in a per-credit financial loss, since the credits otherwise would have been 
delivered later at full price.  Accordingly, actual revenues will be lower than hypothetical revenues. 

 
Scenario 2: “Eating someone else’s lunch” 

 
University Z delivers dual credits to a student who does not later enroll as a regular student at 
University Z.  These credits result in a per-credit financial gain, since the university otherwise would 
not have delivered the credits at all.  In this scenario, actual revenues will be higher than hypothetical 
revenues (which always will be zero). 

 
Scenario 3: “Someone ate our lunch” 

 
A competitor university delivers dual credits to a student who later enrolls as a regular student at 
University Z.  These credits – which now cannot be delivered by University Z – result in a per-credit 
financial loss, since the university did not deliver credits that it otherwise would have (at full price).  
Actual revenues (always zero) will be lower than hypothetical revenues in this scenario. 

 
 

Table A1 
HSDC Credits by University and Scenario Type 

 

FY2015 Cohort 
 

 BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD 
“Scenario 1” students 246 149 199 59 630 623 
“Scenario 2” students 1,102 309 573 151 612 1,448 
“Scenario 3” students 92 96 78 204 891 296 

 
FY2016 Cohort 

 

 BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD 
“Scenario 1” students 582 300 253 87 1,203 1,137 
“Scenario 2” students 1,510 572 1,786 189 1,613 2,875 
“Scenario 3” students 275 298 195 550 1,564 740 

 
FY2017 Cohort 

 

 BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD 
“Scenario 1” students 686 267 319 224 1,525 1,193 
“Scenario 2” students 2,014 801 2,424 226 2,127 4,029 
“Scenario 3” students 322 312 257 610 2,559 1,208 

 
FY2018 Cohort 

 

 BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD 
“Scenario 1” students 1,044 325 671 120 2,181 1,695 
“Scenario 2” students 3,075 888 3,019 197 2,683 4,888 
“Scenario 3” students 256 466 375 686 2,952 1,312 
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