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Academic Affairs Council 
January 17, 2008 

 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

 
The Academic Affairs Council met via conference phone on Thursday, January 17, 2008 
with the following persons participating:   BHSU, Dean Myers; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; 
NSU, Clyde Arnold; SDSMT, Karen Whitehead & Kate Alley; SDSU, Carol Peterson & 
Mary Kay Helling; USD, Matt Moen & Lynn Rognstad; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Paul 
Turman, Trudy Zalud, & Jodi Gabriel. 
 
 
 
Item 1 Agenda – Additions, Changes, and Approval 
The following items were added to the agenda: 

• Item 3.A.2 – Program Modifications – SDSU 
• Item 5.A EUC Update 

 
 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes  
Carol noted a typographical error on page 9 of the November minutes and Jodi will correct.  
M/S by Karen and Carol to approve both November as amended and December 2007 
minutes.  Motion carries.   
 
 
 
 
Consent Agenda Items  

Item 3.A.1 Program Modifications – BHSU 
BHSU has submitted a program modification to put the B.BS.BADM-HSAD 
Business Administration, Specialization in Health Service Administration on 
inactive status.   
 
BHSU has also submitted a program modification for the B.BSED.ELED 
Elementary Education program to change the requirements of the program.  They 
also wanted to add a planning and management of assessment class so to keep the 
program at 128 hours, BHSU is proposing to delete a methods course.   
 
M/S by Clyde and Karen to approve both requests.  Motion carries.  The program 
modification request for Elementary Education and the request to place the Business 
Administration, Specialization in Health Service Administration on inactive status 
will move forward to the COPS and Board meetings in March.   
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Item 3.B.1 Course Modifications – BHSU 
M/S by Karen and Clyde to approve the following new course requests for BHSU.  
Motion carries.  The proposals will move forward to Dr. Perry for consideration and 
be reported on the Executive Director’s Interim Actions report for the March BOR 
meeting. 
 
New Course Requests 

• ELED 408 Plan, Manage, and Assess the Diverse K-8 Classroom  
• MCOM 364 Studio and Commercial Photography   
• SDLR 695 Practicum   
• SDLR 710 Leadership and Innovation: Lessons Learned   
• SDLR 728 Levels of Leadership   
• SDLR 740 Leading Change: Ethics & Social Responsibility   
• SDLR 748 Social Change & Diversity   
• SDLR 752 Forecasting Techniques   
• SDLR 770 Visioning: Strategic Planning   
• SDLR 775 Mentoring   

 
 

Item 3.B.2 Course Modifications – USD 
USD has submitted two new course requests, PHGY 220/220L and PHGY 
230/230L Human Physiology & Integrated Anatomy I and II.  Lynn commented 
that the health science students are using these courses and also students preparing 
for graduate study.  Currently USD offers anatomy and physiology separately and 
this will integrate the two courses into two 4-credit courses. 

 
Carol is concerned about the transferability of student credit for the nursing students.  
Lynn did not feel that they are lessening the content of the courses but rather feel that 
the student will be more prepared, i.e. upward mobility students. 
 
Cecelia was also concerned about the respiratory care students taking the courses 
that are offered at UC.  She thought that the DSU students would be required to take 
extra credits if the courses were combined.  She would like to review the syllabus of 
each course, anatomy, physiology, and the combined courses. 
 
How would this be rotated with the general education courses in SF?  DSU offers 
one of these courses and USD offers the other right now.  Cecelia felt that DSU 
would probably end up dropping their course if the enrollment is not there to sustain 
it.  Are there programs out there that only require anatomy OR only physiology?  If 
there are programs that offer both, this will have limited impact but if only one 
course is required, there may be an impact to the students enrolled in that program.   
 
Carol was also concerned that the coordinated plan for general education offered at 
UC is for all programs.  She had no objection to the courses but the process that is set 
up must be followed.  Lynn thought the education committee had already talked 
about this particular course. 

2 
 



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 
 

 
Lynn will talk to the USD staff regarding discussion with the curriculum committee 
in Sioux Falls and send a summary of what is covered in the courses to AAC 
members. 
 
The new course requests will come back to AAC in February for further discussion. 

 
 
 
 
Item 4.A.1 New Program Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.B.1 New Certificate Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.C.1 New Site Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.D.1 DSU – BS in Computer Game Design 
DSU has submitted an intent to plan proposal for a BS in Computer Game Design.  In 
discussion at DSU, they felt the program would be interdisciplinary, game design and game 
development, the way it looks to the user and how it also works behind the scenes.   
 
SDSU was concerned about how it worked behind the scenes but as DSU has talked, the 
proposal is almost dual for how the game also looks, i.e. the design of it.  No other 
comments were received. 
 
Send any comments to Paul for the COPS memorandum. 
 
Future proposals should include under #7 a statement that the university does not intend to 
increase student fees to fund the program. (revised form has been posted) 
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Item 5.A EUC Update 
Sam reported that he is continuing to interview people for the EUC director’s position.   
 
Sam has met with the Education Discipline Council and one issue that needs to be looked at 
is the model that we are going to for distance education.  The EUC developed a plan to 
coordinate the delivery of online courses and programs and a five-year plan was developed 
to see what other institutions were planning.   
 
Eventually the 5-year plan became meaningless but after discussions in the past few months, 
we now recognize that the plan is in place and lists the programs that campuses are planning 
to deliver or develop.  We need to discuss how we are going to do this collaboratively.  
 
Sam suggests that AAC needs to help shape the conversation with EUC and plan the 
direction of the EUC.   We need to find ways to work collaboratively with the EUC to serve 
more students.  The off-campus programming may be a source of revenue for the campuses 
that may be critical.  
 
Sam suggested a small task force to talk about issues and where the EUC is going.  We’re 
getting ready to schedule a first meeting.  Hopefully that group will be able to lay out the 
issues within a month or so.  We don’t want to wait too long to decide how this is going to 
work. 
 
Cecelia felt that there is a middle ground where a single university may be assigned a single 
program; however must use courses offered or developed by other universities versus all 
collaborative programs or single university offerings.  Sam responded that the missions and 
discipline specific programs of the separate universities will be respected.  
 
Cecelia suggested a collaborative degree completion program, for example a BS in a degree 
completion program that could tie into the WICHE grant that Paul is working on.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.1 BOR 2:5 Transfer of Credit 
Sam talked briefly during the December meeting about the application of BOR 2:5 which 
governs transfer of credit.  A faculty member on one of the campuses stated that there seems 
to be inconsistencies between the procedures used to evaluate and transcript coursework 
completed at regionally accredited colleges and universities (Sections 3 and 5), and those 
used to evaluate coursework completed at postsecondary institutions in the United States 
that do not hold regional accreditation (Section 7) or at postsecondary institutions outside of 
the United States (Section 9). 
 
Sam has proposed a revision to BOR 2:5 to make it clear that credits will be transcripted the 
same for undergraduate and graduate level work for postsecondary institutions outside the 
US.  This will play out for non-regionally accredited institutions as well as for international 
credit. 
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M/S by Karen and Carol to approve the proposed policy revision.  Motion carries.  The 
proposed revision will move forward to the March COPS and BOR meetings.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.2 BOR 2:3 Admissions 
Sam said that AAC talked about this issue in November and asked AAC to talk to campus 
groups.  The policy was also talked about in the BOR office.  There are conflicting 
requirements within policy.  No comments from the campuses were received.   
 
Sam will draft some proposed changes to policy to clarify that if a student is admitted, the 
only documents requested from the student will be the documents required for admissions 
decisions.   
 
This proposal is basic clean up of the language in the policy for admissions, specifying ACT 
scores and GED requirements for admissions decisions to be made. 
 
Sam will come back to AAC in February with proposed revision to BOR policy.  Any 
additional comments should be sent to the BOR office prior to mailout.  The goal is to send 
the policy revisions to the March COPS and BOR meetings.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.3 BOR 2:29 Courses in Residence 
Cecelia proposed a change to BOR 2:29 specifically regarding the credits in residence 
requirement to address those in programs at the UC, relating to the course rotation 
scheduling and students earning their credits from the university that is granting the degree.  
Sam commented that this also relates to the discussion last month on honors recognition. 
 
Cecelia has proposed a revision to the policy to clarify that courses offered by system 
institutions at a center will meet all institutional requirements.  The issue became obvious at 
UC where students may have trouble completing a degree at UC and still follow BOR 
policy. 
 
Sam clarified that if the proposed revision is approved, it would equate institutional credits 
with system credits.  If it counts for graduation, will it count for honors?   Also if we are 
going to do this for students who are taking courses through a center, what about students 
who are taking courses online?  Do we want to take a more open approach and say that any 
credit earned in the system will be counted as institutional credits?   
 
Carol was concerned about going in this direction.  She felt it came down to how important 
the mark of the institution is to the degree.  Karen agreed and felt that Carol was raising an 
important point. 
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Can the revision be narrowed for common courses only?  Cecelia responded that in DSU’s 
case with MIS, she thought it was the common courses that will create the issue for them 
because they are all offered by USD.  Common courses count for the degree but institutional 
credits are different because they determine graduation requirements and graduation with 
honors designations. 
 
Cecelia felt that if the institutions did not change policy, they will have to look at the way 
courses are rotated in Sioux Falls.  Clyde added that we also need to take account of the 
technical institute credits earned that some students are bringing in.   
 
Carol said that although they are counting on the general education courses being offered at 
UC, she felt that SDSU would want the mark of their programs on the student even when 
they earned the requirements from the center.  She wasn’t really concerned with the general 
education or support courses; but felt that the earned degree was shaped by the institution 
offering the degree. 
 
Sam has asked Paul T to look at junior and senior students enrolled this fall to see how 
many had significant transfer hours.  Of the seniors on campuses, 20-30% have transferred 
in more than 2 years of coursework.  Paul will send the data to the institutions for review.   
 
Sam remarked that as AAC discusses this issue, what does it mean for a student to get a 
degree from one of our campuses?  We may have the perception that the students who 
graduate have the majority of the coursework from our institution but in the world that we 
live in and move towards, more students may be just barely meeting the courses in residence 
requirements. 
 
Cecelia commented that DSU wanted to only address the issues at the centers since it is 
something that we can control.  Lynn also cautioned AAC about jumping into this too 
quickly.  She felt that it did need some discussion to make sure we do what we really need 
to do.   
 
Sam said that since a significant number of courses are assigned to USD for completion of a 
program in Sioux Falls, then either we need to revise policy or look at the rotation schedule 
at UC so these students can fulfill their degree and the institution can still follow system 
policies. 
 
Matt was concerned with students taking business courses and getting their accredited 
degree.  Some programs face accreditation issues.  He felt that the language could be revised 
on Cecelia’s proposal that would cover the accreditation issues.  Cecelia commented that 
this could also work negatively for them all.  For instance her MIS program is also 
accredited and it’s possibly that both institutions would have to offer those courses and 
enrollment would be cut for both.   
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Sam felt that the VPAAs should talk to their personnel on campus and layout any 
accrediting and policy issues.  He agreed with Matt that we should have a face to face 
meeting on this issue and look at all things that will impact the students and programs.   
 
Carol clarified that under a consortium agreement, i.e. West River Nursing, the honors 
designations becomes an implementation issue.  Sam agreed that giving honors to those 
students would be under the BOR policy. 
 
Lolita from SDSU commented that there is no argument that the students are able to get the 
honors but implementing this in the system is manual and difficult.  She was concerned with 
errors because it is so manual.  Would a system GPA for honors be more efficient? 
 
Sam has talked to Trudy about a process for doing this and has also talked to Carla.  
Programming can be done but it can be very cumbersome at this point.  Sam and Trudy 
both felt that it should wait until we solve the bigger problem since this also falls under the 
same issue. 
 
VPAAs will talk to their academic leadership groups on campus and come up with a 
bulleted list of issues for discussion.  The item will come back to AAC for further discussion 
during the next face-to-face meeting in March.  
 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.4 Placement Guidelines - Math 
Sam remarked that AAC talked briefly about this in November.  There seems to be 
conflicting requirements in place.  In one policy, it notes that students who transfer in credit 
must have credits transcripted.  However in the placement policy, we require that all 
entering students must take the COMPASS and be placed based on scores of that 
assessment.  Some students have had to repeat a course that they already successfully 
completed.  We need to be consistent.   
 
Which policies is the lead policy?  Sam talked with Dr. Perry and he agreed with Sam that 
the transfer policy should be the lead policy.  As a result, Sam has proposed a change in 
policy for BOR 2:7 and 2:27. 
 
How will this impact the students who have the 100T on their transcripts and do not have 
college algebra?  The policy change would be effective for students who have MATH 101 
transferred into the system.  Operationally, if you have students who have successfully 
completed intermediate algebra who have transferred in, those students should not get a 
pass for intermediate algebra so they can register for college algebra. 
 
Sam commented that this is the policy revision and once approved, then we will review the 
placement guidelines of how we are implementing policy.  Karen suggested the following 
revision to the guidelines (in blue).   
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Students transferring within the Regental system will be allowed to transfer their 
placement test scores and/or relevant course credits and continue their sequence of 
courses in English and/or mathematics. 
 
 
Carol clarified that the policy will cover the issue of equivalent courses.  We’re not changing 
the transfer policy, just the placement policy.  Sam concurred and said that the change 
means that students transferring within the system or from the technical institutes are 
handled differently from everyone else. 
 
M/S by Carol and Karen to approve the proposed changes to BOR policy 2:7 so the 
placement policy is in line with the transfer policy.  Motion carries.  The policy revisions 
will move forward to the March COPS and BOR meetings. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.B MOCC issues 
No report. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.C Mobile Computing Initiative  
Sam provided the mobile computing initiative item that went to the BOR retreat in August.  
There were some assumptions made at that time.  This background information also serves 
as a common platform for where we are.  We want to identify strategies to provide system 
level professional development as we move forward. 
 
Karen reported that TAC has not discussed this issue since July or August so there is really 
not much information to add to what is provided.  BAC may have been discussing a few 
issues because support for this initiative has been written into the budgets to the governor.   
The request to update infrastructure and initial request for professional development was 
not approved.  The BOR has identified some possible funds for that and campuses may be 
talking about this now.   
 
The planning process this spring is to outline some professional development issues as we 
move forward.  Funds will be available in 2009 so activities would need to be completed 
and fund expended by June 30, 2009. 
 
Karen felt there was much more involved in faculty training than teaching the faculty what 
the equipment can do.  Sam responded that part of the initiative for this spring is to identify 
the activities for ongoing professional development.  It is important to provide the 
introduction components to the tool but then they need to use it and discuss how to use the 
tool to best use the technology in the teaching and learning process. 
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The first meeting for the steering group is scheduled for February 5 in Pierre.  All VPAAs 
and the TAC are invited to attend.  Sam encouraged the campuses to send someone from 
the campuses who have worked with the professional development activities.   
 
Sam asked that AAC attend as many meetings as possible and stay engaged with this 
project.  As reports and recommendations are finalized, there will be statements made to the 
critical need for ongoing professional development.  DSU and SDSMT understand the 
importance of this.   
 
Sam encouraged the VPAAs to be supportive of faculty representatives who may need to 
make alternative arrangements for class so they can attend these meetings.  VPAAs should 
visit with the deans and encourage them to also support the faculty as we are inviting faculty 
members to attend these meetings.  AAC agreed to coordinate travel through the academic 
offices rather than the BOR office trying to track individual travel requests. 
 
Cecelia stressed that it is important that everyone understands that this is not a one shot 
deal.  The entire initiative must be done again and again.  Sam concurred.   
 
Sam asked that someone from DSU could make some introductory comments to the group 
since DSU has had some experience on this.  He felt this would be helpful.  Karen is 
planning to attend and will echo those comments.  Cecelia agreed that Wayne or Lynette 
will be prepared to make those comments to get the meeting started. 
 
Paul T and Sam will be the contact for the funding in the BOR office.  The proposed budget 
included money for adjunct faculty.  Sam has requested a list of needs for the adjuncts from 
the campuses. 
 
During June 2007, the education deans assigned some faculty to attend the DOE sponsored 
training at DSU.  We had committed to providing stipends to those people, and there are 
funds in this grant to cover those.  Include these costs in the money request. 
 
Sam remarked that within the system there does not seem to be a focal point for this 
initiative.  TAC did a lot of the initial work but between AAC, TAC, and BAC there is not a 
clear group to take charge.  Do you feel that AAC should be a group to address the 
professional development and curriculum issues?  Karen remarked that from an academic 
point, the initiative should be driven by AAC.  But not all disciplines have the same urgency 
to move towards this. 
 
Karen felt there is something to be said that if academic needs drive this, then we should 
take the lead.  Cecelia agreed.  Most people think this is more of a college of education 
initiative rather than a system project and that it is smaller than it is projected to be because 
no one is stepping forward.   
 
Matt felt that AAC should take charge, but the logistics needs should maybe be looked at 
first.  Sam felt that it makes sense to provide as much flexibility as possible in this process.  
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It’s kind of contrary to the recommendations that may come from the other groups.  He did 
not want AAC to sit back as the first round of decisions are made. 
 
Cecelia thought that the infrastructure issues will resolve themselves when the end goal is in 
mind.  Sam responded that the infrastructure issues are established as a system initiative that 
will impact every student, including those students at the centers.   
 
Sam remarked that an ad hoc group has been formed to establish some goals and strategies.  
The principal goal will be to identify the types of professional activities that will be needed 
system-wide as we move forward with the mobile computing tools.  
 
Sam thought the first meeting will be to layout the goals and discuss them, and then to 
identify 2 or 3 areas where people can focus and develop some smaller teams.  He felt there 
would be some travel.  They will also identify a few experts to come in, have a meeting in 
March or April, and ask them to spend time in discussion with these groups to form some 
ideas on best practices.  Following those activities each sub-group would come up with their 
own recommendations and report to the BOR in June.   
 
Expenditures for this project are for FY 2009, with computers into the students hands in fall 
2009, transitioning in but the thought is by some that rather than by program but maybe by 
course.  Mary Kay responded that this approach means that every program will need to be 
ready to do this but it doesn’t seem feasible.  She understood that education would be rolled 
out first and then maybe general education.  Sam thought that faculty in education already 
have tablets and they are expected to be using them.  So the first phase may be perceived as 
already underway. 
 
Sam added that there will be a number of issues that will need to be discussed and resolved 
as we move through this process.  We need to do this right.  Sam asked the VPAAs to talk 
about their academic processes and realize how quickly this environment is evolving.  We 
don’t want to lock ourselves into a laptop or tablet mentality that we miss new technology 
or something else that may come into play.  We need to be open.   
 
Cecelia added that professional development for tablets was considerably different than 
professional development for laptops.  She felt the tablet is what makes the paperless 
classroom.  The education faculty already have tablets so the decision is already made on 
tablets versus laptops.    
 
Sam will send out an email to the participants to get in touch with the VPAA officers and 
follow institutional procedures for travel arrangements. 
 
Any comments or questions should be sent to Sam. 
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Item 6.D VSA Project 
Paul- talked about the VSA project briefly in December and has followed up on a couple 
initial questions about whether our processes would apply to the VSA requirements.  He 
talked to ACT on matching up the critical thinking exam with ACT scores, similar to the 
CAAP gains process.  ACT indicated that there are no models for matching those up and 
also will look closer at the Writing Essay portion of the exam when compared to the current 
Writing Skills examination that is used for proficiency testing.   
 
Paul continued that ACT is still trying to wrap their hands around the VSA and how they 
are able to match up testing with the VSA project.  They are looking at analysis now and 
coming up with a model to test a CAAP to CAAP gains analysis comparing Freshmen and 
Seniors.  ACT felt that there might be a potential to develop a model that make adjustments 
that would allow us to still use our current practices and be able to compare.   
 
Paul has reviewed the exams and how they are framed and we currently do not have a tool 
to assess the writing essay and critical thinking portion of the VSA project.  Additional cost 
would be associated with incorporating the critical thinking portion into the existing 
proficiency exam, with the possibility for replacing the Writing Skills with the Writing Essay 
portion of the exam.  Sam added that we would need to add the critical thinking testing at 
some point.   
 
Sam reported that Dr. Perry wanted AAC to discuss the proficiency exam and BOR 
members have expressed interest in the ACT writing portion related to admissions.  This ties 
into admissions and the proficiency exam and as we move forward to the VSA, rather than 
reviewing each of these separately, we can review these issues at the same time.   
 
Paul remarked that we have a little time to talk about how we want to approach this but we 
do need to start looking at this.  Kristi Pearce from BHSU joined the meeting.   Sam added 
that we will continue to keep the rising junior/proficiency exams as high stakes exams.  We 
will then have the senior VSA project at the senior level. 
 
Is there an option within the VSA to change their equation to fit our model?  Paul 
responded that this may be an option.  ACT also talked about this and as we move forward, 
ACT is willing to look at that for us since we have been collaborating and working with 
them over the years. 
 
It is assumed that we will continue to use the proficiency exam and CAAP as we have used 
it before and we must add the test of critical thinking and writing for pre- and post 
comparison. 
 
Can we administer the writing portion of the CAAP at freshman year and also again in the 
senior year?  Sam responded that this could be done and there may be some administration 
costs each time we do this.  Paul added that if we are able to combine the writing and 
critical thinking portions, it may free up some labor and administration costs. 
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Kristi was concerned with adding test sections to what we already do since the students are 
sitting for 4 hours now.  Karen concurred.  Test administration and the impact on students 
are two issues that would need to be addressed. 
 
Paul will follow up on costs with ACT.  Paul is meeting with the assessment group 
tomorrow and it seems reasonable for them to discuss this.  He will talk to ACT about the 
costs and report those to assessment.  They may then have a better recommendation or 
more information for AAC in February. 
 
Can we meet the requirements of the VSA with a random sampling?  If we cannot do value 
added based on a requirement that we have in place now, we may need to look at a 
sampling process.   Mary Kay added that another reason to consider the writing assessment 
as part of the admissions process as a freshman is having more time to add value.  If we do 
this at the end of their sophomore year, then we have less time for value added. 
 
Referencing a different section of the VSA, Sam commented that the common data set 
(CDS) has a set of data elements that have been suggested that we could pull from our 
current data set but he has not had time to review.  He suggested a group to look at this and 
make sure the common data set is extracted and reported consistently.  Paul can talk to the 
IR directors and review this. 
 
Institutions should sign up for the VSA project.  The assessment group will talk about the 
implementation of value added for critical thinking and writing and consider the issues with 
admissions.   
 
Paul will follow up on a couple questions with ACT regarding cost. 
 
Paul will be convening a group of the IR directors to talk through the CDS to make sure it’s 
reported from common sources. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.E Traditional No More – WICHE Grant 
Paul reported that last fall, BOR members talked about an adult learner scholarship 
program.  Although the program was put on hold, there has been continued interested by 
the BOR to address the barriers that confront adult learners within our state. 
 
WICHE and Lumina are collaborating together to provide support for 3 states to develop 
programs for identifying, tracking, and recruiting back adult learners who have stopped out 
prior to degree completion.  Paul has provided the initial letter and will be coordinating the 
grant proposal.  He is working on development of working groups to address 5 keys areas. 
 
Paul and Sam have talked briefly about what types of groups and representatives are 
needed.  Paul will be sending out an email soon on what types of representatives are needed 
for each of the groups that are needed.   
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The grant is something that the Executive Director and Governor are looking at to bring 
back the adult learner.  Paul did not think that the grant work will be a huge time 
commitment on the institutions but rather for the system office.  The facilitators for the 
groups may be asked to attend a WICHE meeting to present our data with the length of the 
project may be 12-18 months.   
 
Paul added that the grant is not a large amount of funds but the outcomes that we would get 
from the grant would be beneficial.  The outcomes will be to present an appropriate process 
to bringing the adult learners back and to show we have had some success at it.   
 
Paul will send an email to AAC on what types of representatives he is looking for to work 
on groups for the grant.  If we get the grant, then more concrete groups would be put 
together. 
 
Representatives should be sent to Paul by Wednesday, January 23 at 5:00 pm so he can 
finish the grant and submit it on time. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.F Delivery Methods Codes 
Sam reported that as the system prepared for the winter interim, the MOCC group noted 
that we did not have a couple delivery method codes that were appropriate for those 
courses.  The delivery method codes determine financial aid eligibility.  MOCC has 
proposed a couple changes to the delivery methods codes table after review of the entire 
table.   
 
Sam clarified that students who are taking courses in a semester can only receive financial 
aid for courses within that semester.  The winter interim is not considered a term. 
 
For those campuses who offered courses this year during the winter interim, VPAAs should 
send Sam a list of the courses and include the issues that were encountered this year. 
 
M/S by Carol and Matt to approve the delivery method codes revision to help with the 
winter interim courses.  Motion carries.  The revisions will move forward to the March 
COPS and Board meetings if appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.G Tech Fellows Activities 
Sam commented that a summary of activities of the tech fellows on each campus is provided 
in the item.  Some guidelines were written when the program began and those guidelines 
might be interpreted differently on each campus.   
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Karen remarked that SDSMT seems quite far from the initial intent of the tech fellows 
program but things have evolved too.  If we have the fellows do what was originally 
intended then faculty do not need them to help anymore.  The environment has changed.  
 
The summary of what the campuses are doing is provided for AAC review. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.H – Removed from Agenda 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.I Signed Agreements for Volunteers 
Jim Shekleton joined the meeting for this item.  The issue of volunteers and signed 
agreements, background checks, etc. has been raised.   Jim said we need to have their status 
of volunteer form and this needs to be reported in the BOR minutes. 
 
Carol remarked that SDSU and SDSMT have a form and have used it for years.  Matt 
thought that USD also had a form that they used.   
 
AAC felt that the HR directors should review this issue too.  Jim will take the form to the 
HR directors for review. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.J Retention Issues 
Jim provided an article for AAC and SAC discussion.  The article talks about number of 
incidents involving suicide, near suicide, or severe psychological episodes that cause 
students to stop out.  Are there any measures that we should be taking to coordinate case 
management, and coordinating mental health interventions with academic and financial 
affairs.   
 
The article talks about the privacy of students relating to people who are not administrators 
but may have day to day contact with the students.  Rarely do the students talk to the 
administrators of the universities.   
 
Jim felt that having more people watching students might be a way to increase our retention 
efforts and keeping the students at the university.  When looking at employees who have 
close contact with students on a day to day basis, the faculty comes to mind.   
 
Karen remarked that SDSMT has a grant that funded this sort of activity where various 
groups were contacted and offered training on how to spot different student behaviors and 
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how to handle them or who to contact, i.e. suicidal thoughts, etc.  SDSMT felt it was an 
important thing to do.  She said that the faculty members have been generally receptive. 
 
How do you measure the success of this type of program?  She offered that the people in 
counseling services may have some information on referral of students.  Jim will follow up 
on that.   
 
Mary Kay added that SDSU has held periodic workshops on this topic too and it seems that 
faculty have a desire to develop their skills in this area.  Last year the workshop focused on 
first aid.  The workshops seem to be well received.  They really haven’t done any follow up 
for effectiveness. 
 
Kristi Pearce from BHSU remarked that BHSU has adopted a more informal approach.  
They have a regular meeting on Friday mornings for interested staff, similar to a case 
management approach with any student they may have a concern about, personal or 
academic.  They also have an electronic method in order to submit those types of concerns.  
People do not have to be faculty members to use this method.  They would have data on 
this information and Kristi will have Lois bring the data to the SAC. 
 
Lynn commented that USD has a group that meets on a weekly basis and have encouraged 
faculty members to refer students.  They really haven’t offered highly visible workshops on 
these topics. 
 
Jim felt that the institutions seem to already have this type of work started and felt it would 
be useful to follow-up with the student affairs council.  SAC may be also looking at helping 
students on academic issues where their mental state may be interfering with their success.    
 
 
 
 
Item 6.K Dual Credit 
Sam remarked that conversations continue on dual credit with Fon du Lac and NECC.  
Some of the high schools that these universities work with do follow criteria rather than 
allow the mixed high school and college enrollment.  So we may enter into agreements that 
list the specific high schools that meet the stipulations.   
 
Sam continued that both universities have copies of the agreement and need to list the high 
schools and courses that are offered for dual credit with a statement that all students 
enrolled in the courses will receive college credit for the course.   
 
Sam commented that the issue with DWU is the content of some of the courses.  It was 
noted that some of the course offerings, even though they have been transcripted, were 
simply a course to prepare the students for the college courses.  The courses at DWU were 
given a different number and title for the course.   
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DWU has sent a list of courses for review.  Sam suggested that the registrars look at these 
courses and descriptions and come to AAC with a recommendation on what courses or if 
these courses equate with our courses.  DSU maintains that the courses are college level 
courses rather than the college prep courses so we just need to review the course content and 
see what or if they equate to.   
 
Trudy will take the list of courses from DWU to the registrars group or MOCC and review 
and discuss the courses listed.  This will come back to AAC following that review. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.L Meeting with the RAC 
Sam will ask Scott to suggest meeting date for AAC and RAC.   
 
 
 
 
 
UPDATES: 
The tuition review recommendation on Monday-21 is an open meeting so anyone can 
attend.  People attending should probably let Mary Turman know.  
 
There is a formal BOR meeting on Monday to talk about a bill regarding the WRHEC.   
 
Sam will be circulating the EOC exam materials in the next couple weeks. 
 
 
LIBRARY STUDIES 
Sam has asked for information on expenditures and these were sent in by the librarians.  
Sam will be putting together a summary and will send it to the campuses for review upon 
completion. 
 
 
SDSU – CLS UPDATE 
Carol gave AAC an update on the progress of the program modifications that will be 
coming in the near future.   
 
 
TENURE 
Karen brought the issue of starting and stopping the tenure clock to AAC.  SDSMT has a 
faculty member who has requested to step off the tenure track for a determined timeframe.  
To compile the issue is the fact of the limited number of female engineering professors there 
are in the profession.  How do they handle that? 
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SDSU has stopped the clock in a couple of instances with extenuating circumstances but not 
taken them off tenure.  Jim added that the family medical leave act or disabilities act came 
into play for the instances at SDSU.  We had a legal obligation to the faculty member. 
 
Karen felt that we should look at solutions that other states may have.  SDSMT cannot be 
the only institution where this issue has come up.  Jim added that if it is something that 
AAC feels strongly about, we should also look at talking about this within the COHE 
negotiations if necessary.  We don’t want to delay it for another 3 years if this may be 
something that we should probably look at now.  Any legal obligations to the faculty 
members won’t need to be included in the agreement but if we are trying to accommodate 
requests then it should be included in the agreement. 
 
Karen felt that that is a system issue and is very important to the faculty that we are trying to 
recruit, especially in the engineering field.   
 
Karen will research other states for activities that they are doing and report back to Jim and 
other AAC members.  We will need to move quickly on this so that Jim can take it to the 
COHE negotiations if appropriate. 
 
 


