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AGENDA ITEM – 2 
 
 

SOUTH DAKOTA BOARD OF REGENTS 
PLANNING SESSION 
AUGUST 13-14, 2014 

 
 
SUBJECT: System & Institutional Graduation Requirements and Assessments 
 

For the past two decades general education in the Regental system has been guided by 
Board of Regents Policy 2:7 – Baccalaureate General Education Requirements and Policy 2:26 – 
Associate Degree General Education, which establish the framework for system and institutional 
graduation requirements.  Historically, the structure for these two sets of requirements has been 
embedded in policy from the point that General Education was first addressed by the Board.  In 
January of 1985, the Board first approved a set of general education core requirements that 
delineated between a “Primary” core that were to be common across all six institutions, and a 
“Secondary” that were established to reflect the unique missions/majors for each institution.1   

 
The General Education curriculum was again addressed by the Board following concerns 

raised during the 1992 Legislative session regarding student transfer of credit within the 
Regental system.  Specifically, Legislators expressed concerns about the difficulty students were 
having when attempting to transfer introductory 100 and 200 level courses.  To address this issue 
BOR Policy 2:5 Transfer of Credit was modified during the April meeting to provide that 
“General education requirements in the primary core successfully completed at the sending 
Regental institution within the South Dakota higher education system will be accepted towards 
meeting these requirements at the accepting Regental institution within the state.”  In June of 
1992 the Board then took further action by formalizing Board policy 2:72 which converted Board 
action into the policy framework that exists today.   

 
Another rather detailed set of changes were approved in August of 1999 following a 

comprehensive System General Education review which included representatives from 
throughout the system. The efforts of the review committee resulted removing the generic 
primary core areas and established goal statements and specific learning outcomes.  For instance, 
the requirement that each student complete coursework in “Composition, 6 credit hours” was 
replaced with “Goal #1: Students will write effectively and responsibly and understand and 

                                                           
1 Quoting from the minutes of the Committee on Academic and Student Affairs: “… the Committee approved the 
recommendation of the Academic Advisory Council of 27 hours (6 in composition, 3 in college algebra, 6 in natural 
sciences, 6 in social sciences, and 6 (in) the humanities and fine arts).  She (Regent Tapken) said a secondary core, 
designed by each institution, will have a minimum of 15 credits.” Later in the minutes a rational was provided: “In 
response to a question from Regent Owens as to why a primary and secondary core is being proposed, Regent 
McFarland said there was a need because of the diversity of majors.  He explained that the primary core will not 
vary from institution to institution, however, the secondary core could vary.” 
2 At the time, BOR Policy 2:7 lacked the subsequent detail that is in current policy. It included a brief description of 
the Primary and Secondary core, the core areas for each, and applicable course that could be used to meet the 
established requirements (i.e., to meet the National Science core students could complete courses chosen from 
“Biology, Chemistry, Physics, or Earth Science”).  

http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/2-Academic_Affairs/documents/2-7.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/2-Academic_Affairs/documents/2-26.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/2-Academic_Affairs/documents/2-26.pdf
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interpret the written expression of others.” 3 These changes further increased the core to 30 
required credits (from the original 27), which are to be completed within the first 64 hours of a 
student’s coursework. 4  A series of other significant changes were also made including the 
language change to replace Primary Core with System General Education Requirements 
(SGR’s), and Institutional Graduation Requirements (SGR’s) replacing Secondary Core were 
made.  Additionally, as specific lists of courses were incorporated into policy, the options were 
reduced from 500 to approximately 150 with all courses needing to be at the 100/200 level to 
receive BOR approval.  This standard for maintaining a rather limited set of approved courses 
has been a central tenant managed by the Board since the current course list was approved.  
Despite routine course modifications requests approved at each Board meeting, modifications to 
the SGR’s and IGR’s have been restricted to only the December BOR meeting each year. 

 
In replacing the Secondary Core with Institution Graduation Requirements, the 

mandatory 15 credit hour threshold was also removed.  In its place, separate goals (including 
learning outcomes and course lists) were established for each institution, and were intended to 
align closely with the unique mission statement for each campus, as well as institutional goals.  
The IGR framework was further refined in 2004 when the Board directed that the general 
education requirements could not exceed 43 credit hours (30 for the SGR and 13 for the IGR), 
and asked that globalization/global issue and writing intensive requirements were to be included 
in the IGR or integrated into the majors.  Table 1 below provides a reflection of the current 
General Education Requirements. 

 
Table 1 

System General Education and Institutional Graduation Credit Requirements 
Institution SGR IGR Total 

BHSU 30 11 41 
DSU 30 11 41 
NSU 30 11 41 
SDSM&T 30 0 30 
SDSU 30 5 35 
USD 30 6 36 

    

 
                                                           
3 This goal statement was followed by 8 learning outcomes specifically stating that “Courses meeting this goal will 
collectively require students to: 1) Write logically and persuasively; 2) Use a variety of rhetorical strategies (e.g., 
expository, argumentative, descriptive); 3) Read critically the writing of others; 4) View writing as a process 
requiring planning, drafting, and revising; 5) Write for a variety of audiences, including academic audiences; 6) 
Incorporate formal research and documentation into their writing; 7) Use standard English; and 8) Use computer 
technology for basic communication-related tasks such as word processing and research.”  Following these learning 
outcomes, a set of approved SGR courses for the system were listed.   
4 This modification better aligned with institutional accreditation requirements.  The Higher Learning Commission 
has established a set of expectations relative to Programs, Courses and Credits for accredited institutions.  
Specifically section B.1.h speaks directly to the requirements for general education noting that:  “The institution 
maintains a minimum requirement for general education for all of its undergraduate programs whether through a 
traditional practice of distributed curricula (15 semester credits for AAS degrees, 24 for AS or AA degrees, and 30 
for bachelor’s degrees) or through integrated, embedded, interdisciplinary, or other accepted models that 
demonstrate a minimum requirement equivalent to the distributed model. Any variation is explained and justified.”  
For additional information see: http://policy.ncahlc.org/Policies/assumed-practices.html  
 

http://policy.ncahlc.org/Policies/assumed-practices.html
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Emerging Issues 
 
 

The background information detailed above is intended to serve as a foundation to 
establish how the Regental system arrived at the current General Education structure.  However, 
as Higher Education continues to evolve (in South Dakota and around the country), a number of 
emerging issues continue to draw into question how the Board of Regents approaches SGR’s and 
IGR’s in the Regental system.  A number of these issues are outline in this section including: 
Transfer & Swirling Students, the opportunity for Joint Degree Programs, revisions to system 
General Education Assessment, and the growth of Competency-Based Courses/Programs.      

 
Transfer & Swirling Students 

 
Traditional academic policies governing requirements for graduation arose when 

offerings were primarily face-to-face, either on campus or at some other designated delivery site. 
Students pursuing a degree were required to attend a campus, so limits on credit hour 
requirements implicitly tied enrollment in course offerings on campus by faculty of the 
institution to this degree.  For the Regental institutions, these are captured in Board Policy 2:29, 
Definition of Credits and Related Institutional Requirements which focuses on the specific limits 
that a student needs to be awarded a degree or to have completion of a major transcripted.  For 
example, section 1.C of this policy notes a student must complete a minimum of 30 hours from a 
campus to be awarded a degree and must complete at least 50 percent of the requirements for a 
major from the institution offering the program. 

 
By policy, the system’s academic offerings are based on a common catalog of courses 

and a common set of academic policies. These changes were implemented primarily to support 
those students enrolled in courses offered at one of the system’s Centers. The policy changes 
implemented made the system appear as a single university to all students while the nuances of 
separate enrollments, financial aid, progression and ultimately graduation were dealt with by the 
system rather than by the student. With the growth in online offerings, the broad impacts of this 
are now clear. The system has created an environment where the traditional distinctions between 
institutional courses and transferred courses have been effectively blurred.  

 
Many students routinely enroll in online courses offered by one of the other universities.  

The most recent analysis on this swirling activity in the Regental system indicated that fewer 
than 25% of graduates each year have coursework that is exclusive to their home institution that 
is granting the degree. The fact that this multi-institution enrollment is transparent to the student 
is a benefit truly unique to South Dakota.  Our common catalog and course registration system 
allows students to enroll/complete courses from any institution and have it immediately 
transcripted with the assurance that it meets a requirement. Since issues can arise as the limits 
mentioned above are applied, recent changes to this policy recognize the environment in which 
our students live. By policy, the 50% rule referenced earlier is waived at the Centers and, in a 
nod to online offerings, exceptions may be granted at the campus level. Furthermore, Section 
1.C.5 of BOR Policy 2:29 permits students completing programmatic requirements at any 
institution to complete the requirements for any minor offered by any of the universities and to 
have this transcripted.  However, this does not extend to majors and, in fact, as noted above the 

http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/2-Academic_Affairs/documents/2-29.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/2-Academic_Affairs/documents/2-29.pdf
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Board does retain the right to approve new program (majors) offerings by any given institution.  
This policy direction has created an incredibly effective foundation as the system promotes 
efficient support for student progression.  

 
Joint Degree Programs 
  

Following common academic traditions, in the Regental System students are awarded a 
degree upon the completion of a program which includes a proscribed set of degree, major and 
outside/elective/total credits. To be awarded a degree in a specific major, a student must meet 
these requirements at the degree granting institution. The system’s campuses have established a 
small set of dual degree agreements under which students can be awarded a degree by both 
partner institutions. In these arrangements, students complete all of the requirements for a 
program (degree, major and total credits) at each institution. While these arrangements are 
common, they often times require six or more years of study. With Board approval, the campuses 
have also contracted for programs, allowing campuses to transcript degrees even though few if 
any of the courses required in the major are taught by the institution.  

 
Recently, SDSU and NSU entered into a cooperative agreement to explore unique 

strategies to allow students enrolled at either institution to complete a major in a related field 
offered by the other. The Board was made aware of this during the December 2013 meeting. 
While these were originally envisioned as dual degree agreements, as discussions evolved, staff 
at the institutions agreed that students would be best served if they were permitted to complete 
the programmatic (degree plus major) requirements at one of the partner institutions and solely 
the requirements for a major at the other institution.  Doing so would have resulted in a student 
being able to successfully complete the dual degree program while only meeting the IGR’s at the 
home institution.  Currently a student can complete both programs, yet would have to take 
between 5-to-11 additional credits unless the new approach were adopted by the Board.  Under 
the current model, the credit totals depend on which institution a student call home when 
participating in the Dual Degree Program. 

 
• NSU Accounting Student seeking to also complete an Agricultural Business program 

at SDSU – Student would need to take the courses required in the Agricultural Business 
(29 credits) and 5 additional credit hours of IGR’s specific to SDSU. 

1. First Year Seminar IGR – 2 Credits 
2. Cultural Awareness IGR – 3 Credits 

 
• SDSU Agricultural Business student seeking to also complete an Accounting program 

at NSU – Student would need to take the courses required in Accounting (39 credits) and 
11 additional credit hours of IGR’s specific to NSU. 

1. Personal Wellness – 3 Credits 
2. Social Science – 3 Credits 
3. Humanities – 6 Credits 

 
The proposal advanced to the Board would have waived these additional IGR 

requirements (5 to 11 credits), and students after completing the IGR’s at their home institution 
would have only needed to complete the additional major requirements for what would 
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essentially become the double major offered by the other institution.  Committee A raised 
concerns about the implications that could result from moving forward with the proposed model 
and asked that additional information be brought back for further discussion.  Both institutions 
subsequently agreed to with draw the proposal and move forward with the approach currently 
allowed through Board policy.  If cooperative agreements of this type are to be enacted, Board 
Policy 2:7 and 2:26 would need to be revised to allow institutions, with Board approval, the 
authority to transcript a major not authorized on that campus but on that of the partner.  
 
General Education Assessments – CAAP 
 
 In December 1995, the South Dakota Board of Regents adopted an initiative requiring 
sophomores to sit for and pass a proficiency examination effective the spring semester 1998.  This 
initiative was undertaken to address several accountability issues related to increase standards, necessary 
analysis of general education requirements, as well as an ability to compare South Dakota students’ 
performance to national norms. Guided by Policy 2:28 Proficiency Examination, the CAAP 
examination has served as a Rising Junior examination to measure student proficiency in the 
areas of Reading, Writing, Mathematics and Science.5 Students who fail to meet the established 
qualifying scores on their first attempt, are provided an opportunity to retest two additional times 
within one academic year.  Those failing on the third attempt are allowed to complete alternative 
certification options which must be approved by a campus committee and the System Vice 
President for Academic Affairs.  Students failing to meet qualifying scores are denied subsequent 
registration at all Regental institutions.  On a system basis, 11.3% of students in the 2012-2013 
cohort required remediation (i.e., failed to meet the qualifying score) on one or more CAAP 
subtests. Table 5 (next page) shows that a similar distribution of remediation needs has occurred 
over the last five years. 

 
Table 2 

Percentage of Students Requiring CAAP Remediation: Five Year Trend 

 2008-
2009 

2009-
2010 

2010-
2011 

2011-
2012 

2012-
2013 

Writing  6.0% 6.6% 7.3% 8.4% 7.7% 
Mathematics 1.6% 1.2% 1.9% 1.7% 1.8% 
Reading 4.5% 3.8% 4.4% 4.1% 4.9% 
Science  0.4% 0.5% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 
System Remediation (Unduplicated) 9.6% 9.5% 10.8% 11.2% 11.3% 

  
A decade after implementation, a series of analyses have been performed to evaluate 

factors that impact student performance on the CAAP.  One definite characteristic (academic 
                                                           
5 During the pilot period conducted in 1996 and 1997, a total of 2,141 students completed the CAAP exam with 
students scoring on average above the national norms.  Taking these national norms into consideration, a confidence 
interval was constructed around the cut score to address the issue of test reliability.  It was determined that South 
Dakota students scoring within and above the confidence interval pass the examination.  Ultimately, qualifying 
scores were set at ½ standard deviation below the national user norms with a 95% confidence interval5 constructed 
around the cut score and projections at the time predicted that 12.5% of the total number of students who 
participated in the pilot would have failed on their initial attempt.  Using this framework the current qualifying 
scores were established for Reading (56), Writing (59), Mathematics (52), and Science Reasoning (54) with a 
request that the Board revisit the proficiency examination every four years to ensure that existing policies are 
fulfilling accountability objectives. 

http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/2-academic_Affairs/documents/2-28.pdf
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preparation) stands out as a significant predictor for those students who are required to remediate 
following failure to meet qualifying scores.  Students who met the ACT College Readiness 
Benchmarks (sub-scores at or higher than 18 for English, 21 for Reading, 22 for Math, and 24 for 
Science Reasoning) were 99.9% likely to meet all qualifying scores.  In fact, of the 1,200 
students who had met all four benchmarks in the most recent analysis, only 1 had failed to meet 
all four qualifying scores. 

 
The system has developed a framework that supports a culture of assessment.  As this 

examination was institutionalized within the system, campuses began to utilize the results in their 
institutional assessment plans for meeting HLC Accreditation requirements. However, when 
initially implemented, faculty in the system respectfully disagreed with the usefulness of the 
CAAP to accurately assess system general education requirements, and when the new SGR and 
IGR framework was implemented in 1999, no alignment between CAAP measures and student 
learning outcomes were assessed.  Board Policies 2.7 and 2:26 establish the broad set of common 
student learning outcomes that courses meeting the system’s general education requirements 
must address.  When evaluated in the context of the system’s single catalog of courses, faculty 
worked to identify those courses with common student learning outcomes and these are 
recognized as common courses.  In addition, the system’s placement strategies are based on 
common standards as incoming students are held to common expectations in Math and English.  
Those failing to meet these standards are required to complete remedial/developmental courses, 
and many of the institutions have moved the delivery of at least the math curriculum toward a 
competency based approach. A thorough review of the usefulness of the Proficiency 
Examination policy is warranted, when combined with the outdated testing model employed by 
ACT for administering the CAAP,6 the opportunities for more authentic summative assessments, 
and national initiatives focused on strategic alignment of student outcomes and competencies.   
  
Competency Based Courses/Programs 
 

For the past decade, a growing number of institutions and systems have begun working to 
aggressively pursue competency based courses and programs that are designed to allow students 
to progress at their own pace by mastering measured “competencies” as opposed to a fixed 
course structure based on seat time. Competency-based education (CBE) is a trend in higher 
education that promises to shorten the time needed to complete degrees.  The CBE model allows 
students to apply learning or skill mastery occurring prior to enrollment to their degree program.  
In addition, ambitious students can rapidly progress through a CBE program because it does not 
rely on the calendar requirements of traditional college credit courses. As a prominent CBE 
advocate notes, traditional higher education “hold[s] time requirements constant and let[s] 
learning vary,” while CBE “hold[s] learning constant and let[s] time vary.” 7 CBE programs 
appeal to many adult learners, especially those with college credits but lacking a degree.  

While CBE holds potential for transforming higher education, it does have critics.  Some 
believe CBE competencies tie too easily to short-term needs of specific employers instead of 

                                                           
6 The tests must be administered in a face-to-face proctored environment making it increasingly difficult for our 
growing distance student population, and still resides in paper format resulting in scoring delays and timely 
reporting to students.  
   7 Robert W. Mendenhall, “What is Competency-Based Education?” Huffington Post, 5 September 2012, accessed 
18 July 2014, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/dr-robert-mendenhall/competency-based-learning-_b_1855374.html. 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/dr-robert-mendenhall/competency-based-learning-_b_1855374.html
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long-term benefit to students.  Others argue that CBE undervalues classroom teachers.  
Advocates of the humanities and liberal arts note CBE assessment criteria are difficult to apply 
across all disciplines.  Despite these criticisms, CBE initiatives are drawing national attention 
and interest.  Accreditation and financial aid obstacles previously hindered the growth of CBE 
programs, but no more; the Department of Education clarified financial aid rules for CBE 
programs last year and accrediting bodies like the Higher Learning Commission are now 
publishing CBE guidelines and best practices.8  The success of on-line CBE specialists Western 
Governors University (WGU) has also aided in mainstreaming CBE.  The National Council on 
Teacher Quality recently ranked WGU’s secondary teacher education programs as the best in the 
country.  In 2011, Indiana partnered with WGU to create a new state public university, WGU 
Indiana. The Gates Foundation has joined a partnership studying CBE efforts at eight schools 
while the Lumina Foundation has funded eighteen universities and two higher education systems 
to form the Competency-Based Education Network. Schools like Southern New Hampshire 
University advertise programs without credit hours while the University of Wisconsin System 
has launched the CBE-related Flexible Option program for IT and health care workers. 
 

Although designed with the adult learner in mind, the increased flexibility afforded 
students interested in pursuing competency based learning is drawing greater attention. This 
desired flexibility is evident in the Regental system, as depicted in the annual Distance Education 
Report.  Table 3 below 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 for Distance Education Courses 

 Fiscal Year Undergraduate Graduate 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% 
    

 
  

As students become more comfortable in this learning environment, an increasing 
number will continue to explore options that not only offer greater flexibility, but at reduced 
costs and time.  For example, currently, BOR Policy 2:5 – Transfer of Credit Policy specifies 
                                                           
   8  Kelly Field, “Student Aid Can Be Awarded for ‘Competencies,’ Not Just Credit Hours, US Says,” Chronicle of 
Higher Education, 19 March 2013, accessed 18 July 2014, http://chronicle.com/article/Student-Aid-Can-Be-
Awarded-for/137991/. 

https://www.ncahlc.org/Monitoring/direct-assessment-competency-based-programs.html?highlight=WyJjb21wZXRlbmN5LWJhc2VkIiwicHJvZ3JhbXMiLCJjb21wZXRlbmN5LWJhc2VkIHByb2dyYW1zIl0
http://www.wgu.edu/why_WGU/competency_based_approach
http://www.wgu.edu/why_WGU/competency_based_approach
http://www.nctq.org/teacherPrep/review2014/findings/search.do?actionType=topRanked&division=Secondary
http://indiana.wgu.edu/
http://indiana.wgu.edu/
http://www.educause.edu/events/breakthrough-models-incubator
http://chronicle.com/blogs/ticker/files/2014/03/C-BEN-News-Release.pdf
http://collegeforamerica.org/latest/entry/a-milestone-for-competency-based-higher-ed#sthash.YOtKyeWL.ivn33jeJ.dpbs
http://collegeforamerica.org/latest/entry/a-milestone-for-competency-based-higher-ed#sthash.YOtKyeWL.ivn33jeJ.dpbs
http://flex.wisconsin.edu/
http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/2-Academic_Affairs/documents/2-5.pdf
http://chronicle.com/article/Student-Aid-Can-Be-Awarded-for/137991/
http://chronicle.com/article/Student-Aid-Can-Be-Awarded-for/137991/
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that “Credit for college level courses granted through nationally recognized examinations such as 
CLEP, AP, Dantes, etc., will be evaluated and accepted for transfer if equivalent to Regental 
courses and the scores are consistent with Regental policies.” Competency-based courses and 
programs present opportunities for students to draw upon these options and transfer in general 
education coursework that is validated to be equivalent. Most recently, AAC discussed 
(November 2013 & February 2014) establishing course equivalencies with StraighterLine9 which 
serves as a testament that the marketplace is aggressively developing and promoting competency 
based models that can be offered to students at a fraction of the cost.  The primary market for 
these models has been to begin by targeting popular general education curriculum which serves 
as an important revenue source for funding upper division courses.      
 
 
 
  

                                                           
9 StraighterLine provides students with a new option for taking required college courses online using a self-paced, 
competency-based approach. Unlike CLEP, StraigherLine provides students with the necessary content and employs 
a competency based testing model to determine student proficiency.  Since StraighterLine is not an educational 
institution, those completing one of the “courses” offered do not have this transcripted. Rather, StraighterLine has 
worked with a set of partner colleges and universities with each partner agreeing to transcript this coursework. Most 
recently StraighterLine has formed a relationship with the American Council on Education (ACE) to develop a 
transcript for students that can be transferred to institutions.  Students could then present these transcripts to other 
postsecondary institutions and this would be evaluated like other transfer credit. This practice effectively blurs the 
line between transfer credit and validated credit. 
 

http://www.sdbor.edu/services/academics/AAC/documents/5.GStraighterLineReviewRecommendationsAAC1113.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/services/academics/AAC/documents/5.F_Straighterline_AAC0214.pdf
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National and Regional Initiatives Affecting General Education 
 
 
 The issues and constraints outlined in the previous section reflect a set of challenges that 
many institutions and systems around the country are developing strategies to resolve.  As online 
programs expand, students become more mobile, and non-traditional students become an ever 
growing portion of the higher education landscape, six national level initiatives provide possible 
frameworks for envisioning general education in an evolving marketplace.  A brief overview for 
each of these initiatives are outlined below including links to more elaborate explanations.    
 
Liberal Education and America’s Promise (LEAP) 

Guided by the Association of American Colleges & Universities, LEAP’s goal is to 
produce college graduates with practical skills by emphasizing “liberal education,” 
defined as learning involving broad knowledge of the wider world that goes beyond an 
undergraduate major. LEAP outlines a set of Essential Learning Outcomes required for 
all students regardless of major, including knowledge of human cultures and the natural 
world, intellectual and practical skills, personal and social responsibility, and integrative 
and applied learning.  Launched in 2005, LEAP has over 1,300 participating institutions. 
Nine states (including North Dakota) are currently participating in the LEAP States 
Initiative emphasizing general education renewal and transfer policies.10 

 
Multi-State Collaborative to Advance Learning Outcome Assessment (MSC)  

The MSC is an outgrowth of the AAC&U’s LEAP and the Valid Assessment of Learning 
in Undergraduate Education (VALUES) project. Facilitated through the State Higher 
Education Executive Officers Association (SHEEO), the pilot program documents 
student achievement though analysis of students’ projects, papers, and research using 
cross-discipline assessment rubrics as opposed to standardized tests. Faculty and 
institutions can use the data for assessing and improving student learning outcomes and 
creating benchmarks to compare against other institutions. Sixty-eight schools in nine 
states are participating in the MCS pilot program.11 

 
The Degree Qualifications Profile (DQP)  

The DQP is an effort supported through the Lumina Foundation at establishing the 
meaning of a college degree (as opposed to the value of a specific major or program) by 
establishing reference points for associate, baccalaureate, and master’s degrees describing 
what students should know and be able to do with each subsequent level.  The premise 
behind the DQP is that some desired learning outcomes span academic disciplines, thus 
the degree becomes more important than the specific knowledge content acquired 
because of the continual evolution of workplace demands, changing nature of individual 

                                                           
   10  For more information on LEAP, see “An Introduction to LEAP,” AAC&U, accessed 30 June 2014, 
http://www.aacu.org/leap/documents/Introduction_to_LEAP.pdf; “Liberal Education and America’s Promise 
(LEAP),” AAC&U, accessed 30 June 2014, http://www.aacu.org/leap/index.cfm. 
   11 For more information on MSC, see “68 Institutions in Nine States to Pilot New Approach to Learning Outcomes 
Assessment,” AAC&U Press Room, 23 June 2014,  accessed 30 June 2014,  
http://www.aacu.org/press_room/press_releases/2014/mscschools.cfm. 

http://www.aacu.org/leap/
http://www.aacu.org/leap/states.cfm
http://www.aacu.org/leap/states.cfm
http://www.sheeo.org/projects/msc-multi-state-collaborative-advance-learning-outcomes-assessment
http://www.aacu.org/leap/
http://www.aacu.org/value/index.cfm
http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/The_Degree_Qualifications_Profile.pdf
http://www.aacu.org/leap/documents/Introduction_to_LEAP.pdf
http://www.aacu.org/leap/index.cfm
http://www.aacu.org/press_room/press_releases/2014/mscschools.cfm
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jobs, new technologies, and growing civic challenges.  Over 400 institutions are currently 
working with Lumina on the DQP project.12 

 
Interstate Passport Initiative (Passport) 

Launched in early 2014 by the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education 
(WICHE), participating institutions mutually agree upon learning outcomes and required 
concepts in lower division and general education courses allowing for easier transfer 
between schools in different states. The pilot project currently involves sixteen public 
institutions in four Western states (including North Dakota) using competencies in 
oral/written communication and quantitative literacy that translate into course 
equivalencies in mathematics, English, writing, and communications. 13  AAC has 
conducted preliminary discussions on South Dakota’s participation in the project.14 

 
Guided Pathways to Success (GPS) 

The Regents received an update on GPS efforts in South Dakota at the December, 2013 
meeting resulting from the systems involvement in Complete College America. Several 
GPS recommended initiatives could impact general education in South Dakota.  One such 
initiative is the “meta major” – academic programs that help students select a major by 
initially directing them into broad disciplinary areas such as STEM, health care, or social 
sciences based on their interests. Additional GPS recommendations include replacing 
college algebra with statistics and quantitative literacy courses for non-STEM fields, and 
the establishment of milestone courses that certify if a student is on track for graduation. 

 
Degree Granting Institution Registration, State of Minnesota 

Minnesota Statutes 136A.61 to 136A.71 require South Dakota colleges and universities 
to receive approval as Degree Granting Institutions to offer online programs to Minnesota 
residents. The Minnesota Office of Higher Education recently informed South Dakota 
that an associate degree that requires thirty general education credits (such as in South 
Dakota) does not meet Minnesota’s Degree Standards requiring forty credits. Moreover, 
Minnesota places the burden of advising students on Minnesota degree requirements on 
South Dakota’s institutions and academic advisors. 

 
  

                                                           
   12 For more information on DQP, see “The Degree Qualifications Profile 2.0: Defining U.S. Degrees Through 
Demonstration and Documentation of College Learning [Draft],” Lumina Foundation, January 2014, accessed 30 
June 2014, http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/DQP/DQP2.0-draft.pdf. 
   13 For more information on the Interstate Passport, see Paul Fain, “New Approach to Transfer,” Inside Higher 
Education, 9 January 2014, accessed 30 June 2014, 
http://www.wiche.edu/info/passport/newApproachToTransfer.pdf; “The Interstate Passport: A New Framework for 
Transfer,” WICHE, accessed 30 June 2014, http://www.wiche.edu/passport/about/overview.  
   14 “Draft Minutes of the Academic Affairs Council,” South Dakota Board of Regents, 27 February 2014, accessed 
30 June 2014, http://www.sdbor.edu/services/academics/AAC/documents/MINUTES_AAC0214.pdf, p. 12-14. 

http://www.wiche.edu/passport/about
http://completecollege.org/docs/GPS_Summary_FINAL.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/theboard/agenda/2013/December/22.pdf
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=136A
http://www.ohe.state.mn.us/mPg.cfm?pageID=201
http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/DQP/DQP2.0-draft.pdf
http://www.wiche.edu/info/passport/newApproachToTransfer.pdf
http://www.wiche.edu/passport/about/overview
http://www.sdbor.edu/services/academics/AAC/documents/MINUTES_AAC0214.pdf
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Recommended Actions 
 
 

As the delivery of postsecondary courses and programs continues to evolve, the Regental 
system would benefit from a comprehensive review of current General Education policy that has 
been consistent for the past decade.  Specifically, the Board of Regents should be prepared to 
discuss the benefit of engaging campus faculty/administration in the three following areas 
including: 

 
1. A review of the student learning outcomes that result in unique Institutional 

Graduation Requirements; 
2. The continued value of the CAAP examination for assessing system General 

Education and establishing student academic proficiency; 
3. Alignment of system General Education policy with national efforts to 

establish a coordinated foundation for Liberal Arts Education. 
 

 
 
 


