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Executive Summary 
 
This report offers a succinct overview of Regental universities’ activities in the area of distance course delivery 
during FY2013.  Analysis is based on end-of-term extract data provided by Regents Information Systems staff.  
The report is intended as a means to explore SDBOR’s distance delivery offerings along a variety of 
performance metrics. 
 
As described in the main body of the report (Attachment II), analysis of FY2013 data produced several key 
observations: 
 
 Student Characteristics 

 

o In general, those students enrolling in distance-based coursework in FY2013 tended to be 
undergraduates (75.5%), part-time enrollers (69.9%), and females (64.0%).  “SPEC” (i.e., non-
degree seeking) was the most common major code among these students.  Though most distance-
based students in FY2013 were South Dakota residents, out-of-state students have come to 
represent an increasing share of the distance-based student body.  

  
 Headcount, Total Enrollment, and Credit Hours 

 

o Unduplicated annual headcount rose 8.5% from FY2012 to FY2013, an increase that augments 
strong five-year gains (65.3%).  Nearly 22,000 unique students enrolled in at least one SDBOR 
distance course in FY2013. 

o Total enrollment, average enrollment, total credit hours, and average credit hours have increased – 
often by large margins – each year since FY2009. 

 
 Enrollment Characteristics 

 

o USD accounted for a plurality (34.4%) of students enrolling in distance courses in FY2013. 
o Most distance-based undergraduates utilized distance courses as a supplement to other face-to-

face courses during the fall and spring semesters.  Distance-based undergraduates completed only 
45.0% (fall) and 43.8% (spring) of total coursework (on average) via distance delivery in FY2013.   
Graduate students were more likely to enroll exclusively via distance education. 

 
 Course Sections Offered 

 

o The number of unduplicated course sections offered via distance (n=3,173) rose by 11.0% from 
FY2012 to FY2013, and the number of unique course names offered by distance (n=1,660) rose 
by 9.1%.  Distance-based courses tended to be oriented toward general education coursework. 

o USD provided a plurality (37.9%) of all course sections offered by distance. 
o Synchronous internet courses have continued to supplant correspondence courses as the dominant 

delivery format among distance-based sections. 
 
 Summary of Major Indicators 

 

o All major indicators for distance education activity were up in FY2013 (ΔFY13 column below), 
affirming other recent analyses of SDBOR’s off-campus growth.  However, annual growth rates 
were somewhat smaller than those reported in last year’s Distance Education Report (ΔFY12 
column). 

 
Table ES1.  Major Performance Indicators, FY2011 to FY2012 to FY2013 

     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

              

    FY11 ΔFY12 FY12 ΔFY13 FY13   
  Annual Unduplicated Headcount 17,916 +13.0% 20,245 +8.5% 21,963   
  Total Course Enrollment 43,796 +18.9% 52,055 +9.9% 57,221   
  Total Credit Hours 115,433 +18.4% 136,649 +13.5% 155,145   
  Sections Offered (All) 2,971 +15.6% 3,433 +6.6% 3,661   
  Sections Offered  (Unduplicated) 2,453 +16.6% 2,859 +11.0% 3,173   
  Unique Courses Offered 1,251 +21.7% 1,522 +9.1% 1,660   

http://www.sdbor.edu/theboard/agenda/2013/August/PlanningSession/1.pdf
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Full Report 
 
Background, Purpose, and Structure of the Report 
 
The South Dakota Board of Regents operates two major off-campus education ventures.  First, in 2000, 
SDBOR initiated the Electronic University Consortium (EUC) for the purpose of coordinating a 
statewide system of distance course offerings.  The system offers students the opportunity to pursue 
coursework (and entire degree programs) through a variety of delivery mechanisms, including but not 
limited to the internet, DDN, and personal correspondence.1  Second, SDBOR has continued to expand 
its off-campus attendance center capacity through the development of delivery sites in Sioux Falls, 
Rapid City, Pierre, Watertown, Huron, and Mitchell.  These facilities allow for the delivery of 
classroom-based instruction in population centers not served by a residential campus.  SDBOR also 
has worked in recent years to develop a system-wide common course catalogue to give greater 
flexibility to students seeking coursework from multiple institutions.  Combined, these initiatives are 
intended to expand the availability of educational opportunities to the state’s population of place-
bound, adult, and otherwise non-traditional learners. 
 
With this broader context in mind, this report provides a concise summary of student and course 
section data with reference to the state’s distance delivery infrastructure.  The goal of the report is to 
offer a means for evaluating the overall performance of this rapidly developing network.  
Consequently, the report considers a variety of data points, including student characteristics, 
participation indicators, enrollment trajectories, course offerings, and delivery methods.2   
 
One observation about the “blending” of data points is worth noting.  As is discussed later in the 
report, off-campus students tend to rely on multiple coursework sites. For example, only 33.4% of 
undergraduates taking an online course in FY2013 took all courses online; most distance-based 
students took courses through some combination of distance, on-campus, and university center 
coursework.  Readers would do well to remain mindful of students’ mixing and matching of courses 
from various on- and off-campus sites.   
 
Also, while this report focuses mainly on courses delivered by distance, it also makes occasional 
reference to courses offered both at main campuses and at university centers.  Readers should be aware 
that while distance, on-campus, and university center data are depicted in this report as representing 
separate delivery options, some data unavoidably overlap these categories.  For example, a DDN 
course transmitted from the SFUC facility is defined as both a university center course and a distance 
delivery course.  With this point in mind, the report now proceeds with an examination of distance-
based students and sections. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
1 This general class of delivery methods is referred to in this report by the generic titles distance or distance delivery. 
2 Data used in this report come from end-of-term extracts provided by Regents Information Systems staff; data are 
presented on a fiscal year (SU-FA-SP) basis.  Unit records (individual students and sections) were queried under the 
following definition of “distance” delivery: Delivery method ≠ 001 (or) 028 (or) 050.   
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Student Characteristics 

 
Coursework delivered via distance delivery has generated – and continues to generate – considerable 
enrollment activity for the Regental system.  The tables below provide a basic profile of the state’s 
FY2013 distance-based student body.3  As seen in Table 1, students enrolling in distance courses in 
FY2013 tended to be undergraduates (75.5%), and also tended to be part-time students (69.9%).4  
Further, distance students were overwhelmingly female (64.0%).   
 
 

  Table 1.  Student Demographics, FY2013   
            

    UG GR All   
  n Students 16,585 5,373 21,963   
  % Students 75.5% 24.5% 100.0%   

            
  Average Age 24.3 36.9 27.4   
            
  Enrolled FT 36.5% 10.4% 30.1%   
  Enrolled PT 63.5% 89.6% 69.9%   
            
  Female 63.0% 67.0% 64.0%   
  Male 37.0% 33.0% 36.0%   
            
  from SD 69.9% 71.3% 70.2%   
  not from SD 30.1% 28.7% 29.8%   
            

 
 
In FY2013, the state’s distance education system primarily served in-state students: 70.2% of distance 
students were South Dakota residents (see Table 1).5  At the same time, distance delivery courses have 
begun to attract an increasing number of out-of-state students to Regental courses.  In FY2007, 
n=2,399 out-of-state students enrolled in a Regental distance delivery course; by FY2013, this number 
had climbed 167 percent to n=6,394.  Out-of-state students now occupy a larger share of distance 
delivery enrollments than in FY2007.  Approximately 23.9% of distance students were classified as 
out-of-state residents in FY2007, a figure that now stands at 29.8%.   
 
 
 
 

                                                           
3 Data figures presented in this section are based on data that have been unduplicated by fiscal year (i.e., all duplicate 
student IDs were removed across the entire 2013 fiscal year).  In cases where a single student ID appeared in multiple terms 
within the dataset, the earliest (by term) iteration was retained. 
4 Table 1 shows that n=21,963 students took at least one distance course in FY2013; this includes n=4 law students and n=1 
medical student who are not tallied under the UG or GR columns.  These students are excluded elsewhere in this table. 
5 These data points include only those students whose legal state of residence is known (approximately 97.8% of students). 
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Figure 1 provides a geospatial distribution of distance students’ states of residence in FY2013.  
Minnesota (n=1,975), Iowa (n=1,192), Nebraska (n=570), and Wyoming (n=360) represented the 
largest “suppliers” of out-of-state students enrolling in distance delivery courses in FY2013.  Please 
note that caution is warranted in interpreting these data.  Because SDBOR data systems currently do 
not track the physical locations of distance-based students, this distribution is based on state of 
residence data only.   

 
 
 

Figure 1. States of Residence of Distance-Enrolled Students, FY2013 

 
 

 
 

Examining the academic major codes of FY2013 distance-based students (see Table 2), it can be seen 
that distance learning opportunities were utilized most commonly by students with a major code of 
SPEC (non-degree seeking) among undergraduates and post-graduates alike.6  Nursing (e.g., nursing, 
pre-nursing) and education (e.g., elementary education, education administration, curriculum and 
instruction) majors also were common constituents of distance delivery systems.   Table 2 provides 
ranked lists of the top five major codes among undergraduate and graduate students in FY2013.  Little 
change was seen in the ordering of these lists between FY2012 and FY2013. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
6 It should be noted here that a major code of SPEC (i.e., non-degree seeking) does not necessarily imply that a student has 
no intent to seek a formal degree major.  In many cases, this classification is used for students whose major is undecided, or 
for students awaiting formal acceptance into certain pre-professional programs (e.g., business, education, nursing).  
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  Table 2.  Most Common Major Codes, FY2013   
                  

  UG Students   GR Students   
                  

    Total (n) Total (%)     Total (n) Total (%)   
  Non-degree 5,123 30.9%   Non-degree 3,299 61.4%   
  Nursing 889 5.4%   Ed. Admin. 254 4.7%   
  Elem. Ed. 570 3.4%   Bus. Admin. 179 3.3%   
 Pre-Nursing 512 3.1%  Admn. Studies 157 2.9%  
  Biology 383 2.3%   Curric. & Inst. 145 2.7%   
                  

 
 
Student Headcount 
 
Table 3 provides longitudinal headcount figures for the Regental distance delivery system, broken out by 
student level.7  This table points to enormous growth in the number of students being served through 
Regental distance delivery offerings.  Overall, distance headcount grew 8.5% from FY2012 to FY2013, 
which is slightly less than last year’s growth rate of 13.0%.  This rate of change seems especially 
impressive given its underlying numeric magnitude.  The 8.5% annual growth rate recorded for FY2013 
amounts to a numeric increase of n=1,718 students.  That nearly 22,000 unique students enrolled in at least 
one distance course in FY2013 is perhaps the most notable observation from this table.  
 

Table 3.  Annual Unduplicated Headcount 
            

    UG GR All   
  FY2009 10,419 2,864 13,286   
  FY2010 12,333 3,632 15,973   
  FY2011 13,839 4,069 17,916   
  FY2012 15,579 4,649 20,245   
 FY2013 16,585 5,373 21,963  
  % Δ (1-yr) 6.5% 15.6% 8.5%   
  % Δ (5-yr) 59.2% 87.6% 65.3%   
            

 
 
Total Enrollment and Credit Hours 
 
Total enrollment in distance-based sections showed strong growth during the most recent year (see Table 
4); enrollments rose 9.9% for distance courses from FY2012 to FY2013.  This increase falls into line with 
consistent growth seen over the last five years.  Since FY2009, distance enrollments have nearly doubled 
(95.7% growth).  Average enrollment (enrollments per course section) also rose somewhat in FY2013.  
Distance delivery sections in FY2013 enrolled an average of 15.63 students, a 3.1% increase from FY2012.  
Average enrollment figures have climbed 70.1% over the most recent five-year period.   
 
 

                                                           
7 Headcount figures presented in this section were calculated by tallying the number of unique student IDs in each year.  
Students were included in this dataset on the basis that they had enrolled in at least one course delivered via distance. 
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Table 4.  Enrollments and Credit Hours Delivered - All (Duplicated) Sections 
              

    
Total 

Enrollment 
Average 

Enrollment 
Total         

Credit Hours 
Average  

Credit Hours   
  FY2009 29,240 9.19 81,342 6.12   
  FY2010 36,687 13.87 99,346 6.22   
  FY2011 43,796 14.74 115,433 6.44   
 FY2012 52,055 15.16 136,649 6.75  
  FY2013 57,221 15.63 155,145 7.06   
  % Δ (1-yr) 9.9% 3.1% 13.5% 4.6%   
  % Δ (5-yr) 95.7% 70.1% 90.7% 15.4%   
              

 
The above enrollment gains brought with them similar increases in credit hours.  Total credit hours jumped 
13.5% among distance sections in FY2013.  This one-year increase augmented existing five-year gains in 
total credit hours (90.7% since FY2009).  After dividing total credit hours by unduplicated annual 
headcount values, it can be seen that the average number of credit hours per enrolled student rose modestly 
(+4.6%) among distance students.  This one-year change is consistent with past trending.  
 
Clearly then, students are participating in distance courses more so now than ever before.  And looking 
deeper, evidence suggests that – with respect to course completion rates – distance-based students hold 
their own when compared to students in face-to-face classes.  A previous analysis of AY2011-2012 
academic data found that students registering for distance-based classes completed those classes at a similar 
rate (77.5%) as students taking face-to-face courses (83.5%).  Excluding students who dropped or withdrew 
before the end of the semester, a higher percentage distance-based students (91.8%) earned a creditable 
grade than did face-to-face students (91.1%).8   
 
Enrollment Characteristics 
 
Given the myriad delivery methods and locations available to off-campus students in South Dakota, the 
coursework configurations and sequencing pursued by these students are topics of high interest.  To begin 
exploring the Regental enrollment patterns of distance-based students, Table 5 provides “home institution” 
breakouts for all students enrolling in at least one distance course.9  Data from FY2013 show that USD 
accounted for more distance-based students than any other Regental institution (34.4% of distance students, 
which is slightly more than its share of all SDBOR students (28.2%)).  Combined, USD and SDSU 
accounted for 67.8% of all distance students. 
 

Table 5. Students by Home Institution 
                  

    BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD   
  FY2009       1,594        1,187        1,111          193        5,161        4,040   
  FY2010       1,869        1,368        1,118          251        5,687        5,680    
  FY2011       2,632        1,553        1,626          329        6,184        5,592    
  FY2012       3,085        1,658        2,068          383        6,826        6,225    
  FY2013 2,894 1,713 2,014 442 7,339 7,561   
  % (FY2013) 13.2% 7.8% 9.2% 2.0% 33.4% 34.4%   
                  

                                                           
8 Analysis presented to the Board in May 2013; see http://www.sdbor.edu/theboard/agenda/2013/May/18.pdf 
9 As above, data shown in this table have been unduplicated by fiscal year; first chronological records were retained. 

http://www.sdbor.edu/theboard/agenda/2013/May/18.pdf
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These home institution designations help to show the composition of the state’s distance-based student 
body, but are not particularly helpful in tracking the enrollment behavior of these students.10  Table 6 
(below) begins to reveal the extent to which distance-based students tap multiple educational outlets in their 
pursuit of post-secondary coursework.  For every term under analysis, the table displays the average 
proportion of enrolled students’ coursework that was completed via distance education.  Undergraduate and 
graduate students are presented separately.   
 
First, it can be seen that undergraduates completed only 45.0% of total coursework (on average) via 
distance delivery in Fall 2012, and only 43.8% of coursework in Spring 2013.  These observations suggest 
that most distance-based undergraduates used distance courses as a supplement to face-to-face classes 
during the fall and spring terms.  This was not the case during the summer term, however, as indicated by a 
value of 88.1%.  The historic trend among undergraduates not to enroll exclusively in distance courses 
appears not to be the case for graduate students, whose FY2013 values exceeded 80.0% in every term. 
 

Table 6.  Distance Students: Average Percentage of Credit Hours Taken by Distance 
                      
                      

    Summer Term   Fall Term   Spring Term   
                      

    UG GR   UG GR   UG GR   
  FY2009 83.2% 83.8%   41.5% 83.5%   42.3% 82.5%   
  FY2010 84.4% 90.2%   39.8% 85.3%   41.5% 79.5%   
  FY2011 86.1% 84.9%   41.1% 83.9%   43.2% 84.6%   
  FY2012 86.0% 90.1%   42.1% 86.6%   43.7% 86.2%   
  FY2013 88.1% 91.2%  45.0% 90.1%  43.8% 87.8%   
                      

 
Clearly then, “enrollment exclusivity” can be seen to vary considerably by student level and term.  Given 
that many distance-based students are not monogamous in their enrollment behavior, what can be said 
about the site combinations that these students tend to favor?  Figures 2 and 3 go further to illuminate these 
students’ enrollment trends by drilling down to their specific location combinations.  In these figures, the 
five most common enrollment combinations are presented with unique output for undergraduate and 
graduate students.11 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     
 

                                                           
10 One reason that the usefulness of home institution distributions is limited is that many students complete courses outside 
the home institution.  A 2011 analysis showed that among distance-based seniors (i.e., students with 96+ completed credits 
taking at least one distance course) in Fall 2010, only 35.7% had completed all career credits from a single (home) 
institution. 
11 Combinations are based on completed credit.  As discussed in the first page of the Full Report, data may be duplicated 
between distance and physical sites.  Students with DWF-only outcomes at a particular site will not be counted. 

65.7% 

9.7% 

4.6% 2.9% 2.2% 

Figure 3.  Most Common Site Combinations 
(GR only; FY2012) 

Distance only

USD/Dist.

UCRC/Dist.

SDSU/Dist.

NSU/Dist.

34.7% 

20.6% 

8.9% 

5.9% 4.5% 

Figure 2.  Most Common Site Combinations 
(UG only; FY2012) 

Distance only

SDSU/Dist.

USD/Dist.

UCSF/Dist.

BHSU/Dist.



ATTACHMENT II     8 
 

  

Looking first at undergraduates, it appears that a plurality of students completed credits only via 
distance, though the magnitude of this plurality was small.  Approximately 33.4% of undergraduate 
students enrolling in at least one distance course in FY2013 completed no credits at any physical site 
(residential campus or university center).  Of those who did, SDSU, USD, UCSF, and BHSU were the 
sites most commonly paired with distance courses.  A majority (60.3%) of distance-based graduate 
students completed distance courses only in FY2013.  USD, UCRC, SDSU, and NSU served as the 
most common paired sites among students taking a mix of distance and on-site courses.   
 
Course Sections Offered 
 
The report now turns to a review of the course sections offered through distance delivery.  It is 
important to note that, as was the case with student data, querying constraints are such that section data 
frequently are duplicated between distance and physical sites.  Further, discussion of course data also 
is complicated by the occurrence of cross-listed sections.  Regental sections may be cross-listed by 
level (e.g., 404-504), department (e.g., POLS-ECON), site (e.g., UCSF-distance), institution (e.g., 
SDSU-USD), delivery method (e.g., DDN-correspondence) or any combination of the above.  This 
leads to additional duplication of course sections in the data in that multiple sections may exist for any 
single course offering, sections that may have different delivery sites, titles, etc.  For this reason, the 
following tables will oscillate between “unduplicated” and “duplicated” section data, depending on the 
nature of the metric. 
 
Table 7 indicates that 3,661 total sections were offered via distance delivery in FY2013.12  The number 
of distance sections grew by 6.6% from the previous year, and amounts to a five-year increase of 
15.1%.  In light of the Board’s 2009 decision to move online courses to a self-support fee structure, 
most sections reported below (beginning in FY2010) were offered via self-support.    
 

Table 7.  Sections Offered by Year 
          

    
All 

Sections 
Unduplicated 

Sections   
  FY2009 3,182 2,079   
  FY2010 2,645 2,158   
  FY2011 2,971 2,453   
  FY2012 3,433 2,859   
  FY2013 3,661 3,173   
  % Δ (1-yr) 6.6% 11.0%   
  % Δ (5-yr) 15.1% 52.6%   
          

 
 
Table 7 also displays the number of unduplicated sections over the same period; these figures more 
precisely reflect the total number of unique courses (as opposed to sections) offered via distance 
delivery.13  It can be seen that this metric rose 11.0% last year, and generally has trended upward since 
FY2009, with total unduplicated sections rising 52.6% over this period.   
 

                                                           
12 These figures include all cross-listed sections. 
13 These figures are based on section data remaining after the removal of duplicate primary section IDs. 



ATTACHMENT II     9 
 

  

Looking again at duplicated section counts, it can be seen in Table 8 that USD accounted for more 
distance delivery sections (37.9%) than any other Regental institution in FY2013.   Inter-institutional 
parity appears reasonably high, with four institutions (BHSU, DSU, SDSU, and USD) accounting for 
at least 10.0% of all (duplicated) distance sections. 
 

Table 8. All Sections by Institution 
                  

    BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD   
  FY2009         342          444          320            20        1,022        1,034    
  FY2010         272          372          202            24          781          994    
  FY2011         377          437          265            42          841        1,009    
  FY2012         421          508            44          324          927        1,209    
 FY2013 441 487 358 49 937 1,389   
  % (FY2012) 12.1% 13.3% 9.8% 1.3% 25.6% 37.9%   
                  

 
 
Over time, the delivery method distribution for distance course sections has become relatively 
concentrated.  Table 9 indicates that distance courses are dominated by the synchronous internet 
delivery format, a method that gradually has supplanted the once-popular correspondence format.  
Sections offered via synchronous internet delivery accounted for 65.3% of all sections in FY2013.14   
 

Table 9.  All Sections by Delivery Method 
                

    FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013   
  Correspondence 17.3% 13.6% 8.9% 6.7% 5.5%   
  Internet - Asynchronous 4.4% 0.8% 3.2% 7.2% 10.5%   
  Internet - Synchronous 63.1% 64.8% 69.3% 66.9% 65.3%   
  DDN Host/Receive 10.3% 12.2% 10.4% 8.7% 7.2%   
 Hybrid 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.1% 5.5%  
  All Others 4.9% 8.6% 8.3% 6.4% 6.1%   
  Total (n) 3,182 2,645 2,971 3,433 3,661   
                

 
 
Course Offerings 
 
Table 10 (next page) shows that the number of unique course names offered via distance increased 
again in FY2013.  Over 1,600 unique course names were offered via distance delivery in FY2013, up 
21.7% from the previous year.15  Table 10 further indicates that Regental institutions have shown 
regular progress since FY2009 in expanding the number of course offerings available via distance.   
 

                                                           
14 As recently as FY2007, correspondence courses still accounted for more than one quarter of all distance courses offered 
in the SDBOR system.  In reviewing this table, it should be noted that the delivery method code for blended/hybrid delivery 
(i.e., 030) was not implemented until January 2011, and that hybrid courses offered prior to the summer of 2011 cannot be 
identified as such in Colleague.  Prior to this time, delivery method codes (either face-to-face or internet-delivery) were 
assigned to hybrid courses on a case-by-case basis as determined by campus staff. 
15 These figures were derived using section data that remained following the removal of duplicate primary section IDs and 
section names.  Each course name was counted only once per fiscal year. 



ATTACHMENT II     10 
 

  

 
Table 10.  Number of Unique Course Names by Year 

                      

    FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013   
% Δ 

(1-yr) 
% Δ 

(5-yr)   
  n Course Names 953 1,122 1,251 1,522 1,660   9.1% 74.2%   
                      

 
 
 

Table 11 helps to further describe the “menu” of distance delivery coursework in the Regental system.  
This table presents a list of the top ten unduplicated course names offered in FY2013, and shows that 
classes delivered via distance delivery tend to be oriented toward general education coursework, with 
such courses as SPCM 101, ENGL 201, MATH 102, ENGL 101, and PSYC 101 occupying the top 
positions on the FY2013 list.  These figures are suggestive of year-to-year consistency, as most courses 
from the FY2012 top ten list reappeared in FY2013.   
 
 

Table 11.  Top Course Names by Number of Unduplicated Sections per Year, FY2013 
 

            

    
FY2012 

(n) 
FY2013 

(n) 
FY2011 
(Rank)   

  SPCM 101 Fundamentals of Speech 36 50 2   
  ENGL 201 Composition II 39 43 1  
  MATH 102 College Algebra 28 31 4   
  ENGL 101 Composition I 30 30 3   
 PSYC 101 General Psychology 25 29 5   
  SOC 100 Introduction to Sociology 21 27 8   
  ENGL 210 Introduction to Literature 23 27 6   
  INED 411 South Dakota Indian Studies 20 23 9   
  EDFN 475 Human Relations 16 22 13   
  ARTH 100 Art Appreciation 23 21 7   
            

 
 
 
 
 
Closing Summary 
 
Longitudinal data suggest that the human footprint of SDBOR’s distance education initiative is large, 
and continues to grow.  A range of measures – from student participation to course offerings – has 
shown evidence of strong growth in recent years.    Looking at data from the most recent year, it can be 
seen that distance education had another year of robust expansion in FY2013.  Virtually all major 
performance indicators (e.g., unduplicated headcount, total enrollment, credit hours delivered, course 
sections offered) climbed in FY2013 by large margins.  However, because most of these indicators 
showed somewhat slower growth rates in FY2013 than in FY2012, continued performance monitoring 
in this area will be an ongoing analytic priority for SDBOR staff. 
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Appendix A: Available Programs 
 
This table provides a full inventory of all degree programs offered by SDBOR institutions through 
distance delivery, as listed on the EUC website as of September 2013.  Programs are sorted by type, by 
university, and then alphabetically. 

 
Table A1.  SDBOR Distance Programs 

 
Type University Title 
Bachelor BHSU Business Administration - Management Specialization 
Bachelor BHSU General Studies 
Bachelor DSU Business Technology 
Bachelor DSU Computer Science 
Bachelor DSU Elementary Education and Special Education 
Bachelor DSU General Studies 
Bachelor DSU Health Information Administration 
Bachelor DSU Information Systems 
Bachelor DSU Management 
Bachelor DSU Management Information Systems 
Bachelor DSU Marketing 
Bachelor DSU Professional and Technical Communications 
Bachelor NSU Banking and Financial Services 
Bachelor NSU Business Administration 
Bachelor NSU General Studies 
Bachelor NSU International Business Studies 
Bachelor NSU Management 
Bachelor NSU Marketing 
Bachelor SDSU General Studies 
Bachelor SDSU Interdisciplinary Studies 
Bachelor SDSU Interdisciplinary Studies - Social Sciences Specialization  
Bachelor SDSU Medical Laboratory Science (Upward Mobility) 
Bachelor SDSU Nursing (Upward Mobility) (RN to B.S.) 
Bachelor SDSU Sociology 
Bachelor USD Addiction Studies  
Bachelor USD General Studies 
Bachelor USD Health Sciences 
Bachelor USD RN to Bachelor of Science in Nursing 
Graduate BHSU Curriculum and Instruction 
Graduate BHSU Reading 
Graduate BHSU Strategic Leadership 
Graduate DSU Educational Technology 
Graduate DSU Health Informatics 
Graduate DSU Information Assurance 
Graduate DSU Information Systems 
Graduate DSU Information Systems 
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Graduate NSU Banking and Financial Services 
Graduate NSU Instructional Design in E-Learning 
Graduate NSU Leadership and Administration 
Graduate NSU Music Education 
Graduate NSU Teaching and Learning 
Graduate NSU Training and Development in E-Learning 
Graduate SDSMT Construction Management 
Graduate SDSMT Technology Management 
Graduate SDSU Chemistry - Chemical Education 
Graduate SDSU Curriculum and Instruction  
Graduate SDSU Dietetics 
Graduate SDSU Educational Administration 
Graduate SDSU Human Sciences - Family and Community Services 
Graduate SDSU Human Sciences - Family and Consumer Education  
Graduate SDSU Human Sciences - Family Financial Planning (GPIDEA) 
Graduate SDSU Human Sciences - Merchandising (GPIDEA) 
Graduate SDSU Journalism 
Graduate SDSU Nursing 
Graduate SDSU Rural Sociology - Community Development (GPIDEA) 
Graduate USD Addiction Studies 
Graduate USD Administrative Studies: Specialization in Alcohol and Drug Studies 
Graduate USD Administrative Studies: Specialization in Criminal Justice  
Graduate USD Administrative Studies: Specialization in Health Services Administration 
Graduate USD Administrative Studies: Specialization in Interdisciplinary Studies 
Graduate USD Administrative Studies: Specialization in Long-Term Care Administration 
Graduate USD Administrative Studies: Specialization in Organizational Leadership 
Graduate USD Business Administration 
Graduate USD Business Administration: Specialization in Health Services Administration 
Graduate USD Computer Science through a grant from the National Science Foundation 
Graduate USD Educational Administration: Adult and Higher Education 
Graduate USD Educational Administration: Elementary School Principal 
Graduate USD Educational Administration: Elementary School Principal 
Graduate USD Educational Administration: School District Superintendent 
Graduate USD Educational Administration: School District Superintendent 
Graduate USD Educational Administration: Secondary School Principal 
Graduate USD Educational Administration: Secondary School Principal 
Graduate USD Executive Master of Public Administration 
Graduate USD Music Education Specialization (Hybrid) 
Graduate USD PK-12 Principal 
Graduate USD PK-12 Principal 
Graduate USD Professional Accountancy 
Graduate USD Speech-Language Pathology 
Graduate USD Technology for Education and Training 
Graduate USD Transitional Doctorate of Physical Therapy 
Associate BHSU General Studies 
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Associate DSU Business Management 
Associate DSU General Studies 
Associate DSU Health Information Technology 
Associate DSU Network and System Administration 
Associate NSU Applied Gerontology 
Associate NSU Banking and Financial Services 
Associate NSU General Studies 
Associate SDSMT General Studies 
Associate SDSU General Studies 
Associate USD General Studies 
Associate USD General Studies (Accelerated Associate) 
Associate USD Nursing (in partnership with Good Samaritan Society) 
Certificate BHSU Professional Writing 
Certificate DSU Health Care Coding 
Certificate DSU Program and Systems Development 
Certificate NSU Executive Banking 
Certificate NSU Intermediate Banking 
Certificate SDSU Agricultural and Environmental Law 
Certificate SDSU Bioenergy and Sustainable Technology 
Certificate SDSU Family Financial Planning 
Certificate SDSU Financial and Housing Counseling 
Certificate SDSU Grassland Management  
Certificate SDSU Merchandising (Graduate) (GPIDEA) 
Certificate SDSU Swine Science 
Certificate USD Addiction Studies (Graduate) 
Certificate USD Addiction Studies (Undergraduate) 
Certificate USD Disaster Mental Health (Graduate) 
Certificate USD Graduate Certificate in Long Term Care Management 
Certificate USD Literacy, Leadership and Coaching (Graduate) 
Certificate USD Nonprofit Management (Graduate) 
Minor BHSU Library Media 
Minor BHSU Sociology 
Minor DSU Computer and Network Security 
Minor DSU Professional and Technical Communications 
Minor DSU Sociology 
Minor DSU Sociology Minor/7-12 Endorsement Program 
Minor NSU Banking and Financial Services 
Minor SDSU Economics 
Minor SDSU Gerontology 
Minor SDSU Psychology 
Minor SDSU Religion 

 
 
 


