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Academic Affairs Council Meeting 
March 9, 2006 

 
The Academic Affairs Council met in Pierre on March 9, 2006 with the following persons 
attending:  BHSU, George Earley; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Clyde Arnold; SDSMT, 
Karen Whitehead & Mike Merrill; SDSU, Carol Peterson & Mary Kay Helling; USD, Royce 
Engstrom; BOR, Don Cozzetto, Josh Riedy, Lynda Oldenkamp, and Jodi Gabriel. 
 
 
Item 1 Agenda – Additions, Changes, and Approval 
The following items were added to the agenda: 

• Item 3.A.2 General Education – IGR Credit Transfer 
• Item 7.C AASCU Yellowstone Project 

 
General Education Policy – Sequencing of BIOL, CHEM, & PHYS 
Cecelia raised the issue of clarification in BOR policy.  She understood that if the student took 
BIOL 101, they could not get credit for BIOL 151, same for CHEM 106/112 and PHYS 111/211.        
 
Carol thought that during the student project review, AAC did away with that. She thought that it 
came out of the discipline council discussion.  She thought we agreed that the courses were 
different and felt that the student should get credit for both.  
 
The BOR office will pull this discussion out of minutes and notes and see what was talked 
about.  The item will come back to AAC for further discussion in April.  
 
 
AASCU/Yellowstone Update 
Royce reported that AASCU is offering in Yellowstone a one week program course to introduce 
participants to environmental issues.  SD participants were excited to see if SD could do 
something like this.  The idea is to build a course about SD and use what we learn with the 
Yellowstone project to develop the course about SD. 
 
A slot for each VP and a faculty member has already been reserved for SD for this program.  
Royce is looking for names of the institutional representatives.   
 
NSU – Clyde Arnold & Dave Grettler, Dean of Art &Sciences, Historian 
DSU – Cecelia & gayle? Dale?  Biologist – water quality, 
SDSU – Bob Burns or Mary Kay Helling & Jonathan Jinx or Carter Johnson, Wildlife and 
Fisheries.  Jinx is first choice. 
SDMST – Karen Whitehead & Sid Goss, Sociologist or Colin Patterson, Geologist from New 
Zealand.  Sid is first choice. 
BHSU – Dean Myers or Ben Dar.  BHSU will let Royce know.   
USD – Royce Engstrom & Hugh Britton, Biologist. 
 
Currently, history, biology, geology, forestry & ecology, fisheries are the departments that will 
be represented.   

Page 1 



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 

 
Royce will get the application completed with the primary names on the application.  There 
is more information on the AASCU website. The course starts at the end of July and goes 
into August.  
 
Carol reminded everyone not to confuse this with the established course.  There was one before 
this that was a 4-week course offered for undergraduates.  This course is a recent course for 
administrators and faculty, more of a development course. 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
No report. 
 
 
Item 3.A.1 Information Literacy Requirements 
Lynn raised an issue regarding associate degree students and requiring them to meet the 
information literacy requirement of SGR goal 7.  It is currently not required in BOR policy that 
the AS students must meet this requirement. 
 
Do some institutions integrate the IL exam in the courses or is everyone using it as part of the 
assessment portion?  Karen remarked that we are still piloting the exam.  SDSU remarked that 
information literacy is being piloted in ENGL 201.   
 
Carol remarked that in SDSU’s policy, the IGR’s are not required for the associate degrees.  But 
we haven’t addressed the information literacy requirements.  Lynda did not feel that we added 
the information literacy assessment to the assessment guidelines, only at the baccalaureate level.   
 
Do we need to know the associate degree students are at a certain level?  If they do, then the 
exam must be administered at the same time as the proficiency exam.  Lynda added that we need 
to make a decision soon.   
 
Carol felt that we just missed this portion in our discussions.  She did not feel that it was ever 
resolved because the pilot was not finished yet.   
 
Lynda reported that the assessment committee and the information literacy task force will be 
meeting this spring too.  Some information could come from those groups but AAC will 
probably meet before both groups.   
 
Cecelia suggested that the associate degree students be given a break from the IL exam until 
we’ve got a process in place for the baccalaureate degree students.  AAC concurred to defer a 
decision on the information literacy exam for associate degree students to a later date. 
 
 
Item 3.B.1 Admissions 
No report. 
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Item 3.C.1 – System Reading Course Committee Report 
The proposal from the reading course committee was brought to AAC in December.  AAC asked 
the committee at that time to use 17 as a cut-off score and to add outcomes to the proposal since 
a system syllabus was not recommended.  The course would be LART 041 offered for 3 credits. 
 
The committee was also going to consider placement for ESL students and review the required 
TOEFL score.  Consideration of ESL students who are US residents will also be included in the 
policy recommendation. 
 
Clyde reported that the committee reviewed the questions that came from AAC in December.  
The lab section was not recommended at this time.  If any university feels they need the lab 
section, it would come later or separately from this.   
 
Each institution would develop this course, LART 041.  Clyde responded that committee 
members would each begin to develop that course since a system-wide course was not 
recommended.  NSU and DSU have already been teaching a reading course and could start the 
development of the course.   
 
Clyde will ask the committee members to bring forth the courses that are already 
developed on campuses and get those to the VPAAs for consideration.  Don would draft the 
BOR policy revisions for the April AAC meeting.  This would go to the board as a policy 
revision on remediation with implementation in the Fall.   
 
Lynda clarified that an ACT score of 17 or less, or a COMPASS score of 77 or below requires 
remediation in Reading and the student would take the course.  When would the student take this 
course?  George recommended that the course be taken within the first 32 credit hours.  AAC 
concurred.  Students must successfully complete the reading course if the appropriate ACT or 
COMPASS score is not met.   
 
Clyde will make draft the common course request and it will come back to AAC in April, 
along with the policy revision.     
 
 
Item 3.D.1 Praxis Test Guidelines 
Lynda reported that the praxis test guidelines relating to the implementation of the teacher 
education policy 2:16 where we added the certification exam has been revised.  The guidelines 
need to clarify that we will be holding graduation or degree completion if students do not pass 
the exam.  This is not the case in the current guidelines document.   
 
Because we don’t get these scores from ETS, we need to have a way to make sure we have the 
scores and subscores.  This is in policy, that they have to submit the score report with the 
subscores if they are on the score report.  This has been problematic in the past.   
 
The dean could grant an exemption and allow the student to be recommended for certification if 
official documentation from the testing company verifies that the student took the pedagogy 
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exam and the overall score is available for data collection purposes.  The EDC will also be 
discussing BOR policy 2:16.  The changes to the implementation guidelines would not need to 
be taken to the Board.   
 
AAC recommends approval of the proposed clarification to the implementation guidelines 
for policy 2:16.   
 
 
Item 3.D.2 – Appeal Testing Time Revisions to Proficiency Exam Guidelines 
Lynda reported that SDSU institutional review board has had discussion on the length of time 
students have for producing the writing sample and taking the reading test for the appeal process 
to establish proficiency through alternate methods.   
 
Lynda continued that for students who struggle while trying to demonstrate proficiency 
particularly in the writing and reading portions, the time factor is problematic.  SDSU submitted 
a proposal to increase the time to 100 minutes for the writing and reading, and 150 minutes for 
ESL and/or special needs students.  An email vote revealed the assessment committee members 
from BHSU, DSU, NSU and SDSU concurred with the SDSU review board recommendation. 
 
AAC approved the time extension recommendation allowing it to be applied to any of the 
failed areas, effective Spring 2006.  The guidelines will be updated and Lynda will let the 
institutions know. 
 
 
Item 4 Program Modifications 
No report. 
 
 
Item 5.A – Course Modifications - GS 100 Specific Course Titles at the Section Level 
Cecelia explained that previously DSU received approval to move an SDSU unique course to 
common course, GS100.  SDSU has it for credit and DSU has it for no credit.  DSU is adding it 
to Colleague now and has 24 sections of the course.  The point of doing this was to ease 
registration.   
 
To help with registration of multiple sections, she suggests using university EXP: and then the 
name of the discipline area.  Her registrar felt that she was trying to change the title of the 
course.  Karen felt that this request was quite reasonable.  The name wouldn’t change; she just 
suggests annotating the title.  AAC agreed that DSU’s suggestion was appropriate. 
 
Mary Kay clarified that the content of the course would not change.  DSU concurred.  The intent 
is to make it easier for the student to register for the sections of the course.   
 
BHSU has also submitted a request to offer this course at their university.  This will move 
forward to the Executive Director and be reported on the Interim Actions report for the May 
BOR meeting. 
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Item 5.B Duplicate Courses in the Master Course Database 
Deferred to April. 
 
 
Item 6.A Update on the Academic Athletic Report 
Don commented that the report has gone to COPS and was discussed.  The outcome was that 
Josh would reconstitute the report to reflect academic data by institution and by sport.  Cecelia 
asked that data for DSU be re-run.   
 
The report is scheduled now for the May Board meeting.   
 
 
Item 6.B Update on the Student Opinion Survey 
Don reported that the recommendation to the BOR will be that all faculty are evaluated in each 
course every semester. 
 
 
Item 6.C – Update on System Quality Assurance Guidelines 
Don reported that COPS feared this would be a detriment to distance education instead of 
providing help.  BHSU gave Don a list of reasons why this would not work.  We need a QA 
process in place but one that does not stifle campus creativity.   
 
Royce reported that USD has concerns that there shouldn’t be a system and an institutional 
process.  USD proposed an institutional process, with a random review at the system level.  This 
was previously approved by EUC and complies with the HLC guidelines.   
 
Carol pointed out that we need to make sure that we are satisfying the stipulations set by the 
HLC.  HLC wanted a peer-review process and a well recognized system process.   
 
Josh commented that the Quality Matters training took place last month.  Although, everyone 
like the tool, they did not like the process.  They didn’t want the process applied to their course.  
QM is very dependent on having a 3-person team.  Josh doesn’t see this being fulfilled at an 
institutional level because they do need a 3-person team.   
 
AAC recommended pulling the proposal from the Board agenda for March.  EUC will 
review the guidelines and check the HLC intention.    
 
 
Item 7.A TQE Grant Update 
Information only.  This item is on the agenda for the March Board meeting. 
 
 
Item 7.B New PhD Programs (Paul Gough)  
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Paul reported that Dr. Perry would like a report on the implementation of the new PhD programs 
recently approved.  Since the programs have been approved and funded, he wants to make sure 
we have appropriate enrollment.   
 
An email was sent to AAC members with detailed information but basically asks how the 
campuses plan to spend the money?  What steps are being taken to make these programs 
operational for the students?  Brief answers to the questions are needed.   
 
The report is due to Paul by April 1st.   
 
 
Item 7.C Update on Budget Approval from Legislative Session 
Don reported that Monte has put together a one page budget summary for FY07, including what 
was requested, what the governor recommended and what the legislators approved.   
 
The request for funds for an SDOS coordinator was not approved.  Lynda briefed AAC on some 
of the issues that have to be addressed when monitoring the program.  As the program grows, the 
permanent staffing issue will need to be addressed. 
 
Royce also suggested that AAC needs to get a statement out about the library conditions 
and the problems the library directors are bringing up.  In the context of more research 
and the library infrastructure, more funds are needed.  A discussion will be added to a 
future AAC agenda and Don will carry the message to Dr. Perry.   
 
Don reported that COPS had a lengthy discussion on tuition and fees.  Paul is getting some 
information together for further discussion.   
 
Don handed out an RFP from Dr. Farrington on the 2010 initiative research centers programs.  
This was also sent out electronically to AAC members.  There is a very short timeframe for this.  
The RFPs are due on May 22.   
 
 
Item 8.A.1 – MCR 26 Certificates and Certifications 
Mike is Interim Chair of the MOCC while Ranny is out and this issue came up through the 
MOCC.  He is letting AAC know that there may be some technical issues to address before fully 
implementing the policy.  The data administrators were reviewing this on how to rework the 
procedures and rules and it will come back to AAC for consideration.  This will need to be 
decided on quickly for financial aid issues this spring.   
 
 
Item 8.B Governor’s Washington Internship Pilot Program 
Paul has requested that AAC examine the academic credit issues for the internship pilot program.  
We have more institutions interested than there are slots.  He reported that contact persons have 
been identified by 12 institutions.  The private, tech, and tribal institutions are all eligible.  Some 
institutions do not plan to appoint a contact person.   
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Institutions should appoint a principal nominee and an alternate from each university.  These 
names should be sent to Paul and to Barbara. 
 
Paul said that the VP from the Washington Center will be in SD next week to talk about what 
they can offer and how their program works.   
 
Paul commented that we will probably do a memorandum of agreement with the Washington 
Center.  This is a pilot program and no appropriation for it.  A major supporter is Senator Olson, 
who has been a proponent of higher education.   
 
If any of our people are selected, we will need to find some money since not everything is 
covered.  Paul thought that the program fee is covered but there will be some travel costs.  The 
student will save money on residence hall and books, and will need to pay for the credit package 
that is agreed upon.   
 
Karen suggested that 3 of the credit hours be applied toward general education.  The credits 
would be in addition to the requirements of the degree.  USD & SDSU supported that suggestion.  
This would be something that Don would need to talk to Dr. Perry about.  . 
 
After a short discussion, AAC recommends a minimum of 8 and a maximum of 14 credit 
hours.  This would be offered for variable credit with flexibility for the university to move 
the credits around based on the students’ major and relating to general education.   
 
Paul and Don will take AAC’s recommendation to Dr. Perry and report back to AAC.     
 
 
Item 8.C EDC Proposal – Cooperating Teachers 
Deferred to April. 
 
 
Item 8.D CAR Reports and CAAP Planning Guidelines 
Information only. 
 
 
Item 8.E Remedial Courses 
Removed from the agenda. 
 
 
Item 8.F Dual Credit Courses – Tuition 
Deferred to April. 
 
 
Item 8.G Instructional Methods Codes (SDSU) 
Deferred to April. 
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Item 8.H Winter Interim 
Deferred to April. 
 
 
Item 8.I Curriculum Forms Revisions 
Deferred to April. 
 
 
Item 9 Faculty Issues 
No report. 
 
 
Item 10A.1 New Program: SDSU Minor in Marketing 
Mary Helling reported that this proposal is a joint effort between 2-3 departments at SDSU.  
They had a lot of students asking for a minor in marketing and were not aware of a distance 
offered program in marketing within the system.  There are 18 credit hours required and no new 
courses proposed. 
 
Royce asked if this was headed towards a major.  Mary responded that they would not do a 
major with these departments.  There is no hidden agenda. 
 
Cecelia commented that typically a marketing program doesn’t sit by itself but rather related to 
business.  She did not feel that the minor is really effective if you don’t come in with the rest of 
the business portion.   
 
Mary responded that SDSU did not feel that this will appeal to the business programs, but rather 
more to the family and consumer sciences, economics, and journalism and mass communication 
departments.  Carol added that nothing more than a minor is being proposed at this time.   
 
The proposal for a Minor in Marketing for SDSU will move forward to the April/May 
COPS and Board meetings.  Any additional comments should be forwarded to Paul Gough 
for inclusion in the mailout materials.   
 
 
Item 10.A.2 New Program: SDSU Major in Biochemistry 
Mary reported SDSU used to have a Biochemistry program.  When they looked at low enrolled 
programs a few years ago, it was discontinued but the interest seems to be re-emerging.  Carol 
felt that they maybe discontinued it too soon but did so based on enrollment at the time. 
 
Mary reported that the intent to plan was previously approved and they would like to start the 
program Fall 2006.  Some discussion has taken place with USD already.  Royce added that they 
were working on a biochemistry program at USD previously so they may want to come forward 
with a program at a later date.   
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The new program proposal for a Major in Biochemistry at SDSU will move forward to the 
April/May COPS and Board meetings.  Any additional comments should be sent to Paul 
Gough for inclusion in the mailout materials. 
 
 
Items 10.C.1 and 10.C.2 New Site Requests: USD MA in Education Administration, Online and 
Educational Specialist in Educational Administration, Online 
Paul reported that these items previously came to AAC in February but were removed from the 
agenda at that time.  He said that Dr. Perry has concerns on how the collaboration will work. 
 
  This would help to have the items back on the april aac agenda to clarify. 
 
Royce remarked that there has been discussion on the new proposals.  He would like the 
proposals to go forward at this time and recognizes that SDSU would also like to come forward 
in the future with a program proposal.  They have set up a committee that is working on the 
collaboration of the course offerings.  A rotation has not been worked out at this time.   
 
Carol added that there is a little confusion right now on what courses are approved to offer.  Josh 
added that since the institutions felt there were courses approved but not listed, he is doing a 
review of the courses.   
 
Carol stated that SDSU will be more willing to work with USD on course offerings when the 
course listing is up to date because right now, the list shows SDSU only offering one course.  
They felt there were more approved courses to offer than one.  They are working with Josh to 
update the approved course list.   
 
Lynda asked that the institutions keep in mind that there is a principal’s endorsement at 3 levels 
by DOE.  It’s for students with a masters degree already.  The package of coursework has been 
provided to the DOE by our universities within the past couple years.  We have some CEOs that 
are pursuing these certifications.  The institutions may want to check to see any overlap in the 
courses.   
 
Royce stated that USD would like to get this up and running for this summer and work out the 
course offerings and rotation.  Mary Kay added that the task force has this same goal. 
 
The proposals will move forward to the April/May COPS and Board meetings.  Any 
additional comments should be sent to Paul for inclusion in the materials.  He felt it would 
be beneficial for USD to provide clarification on the collaboration, what courses are 
approved for which university and the rotation of course offerings.   
 
 
Item 11.A Off-Campus Site EUC Committee Representation 
Josh remarked that after the off-campus education meeting, some discussion was held on adding 
another representative from CUC, HEC-WR and USDSU so we can better serve students from 
those campuses.   
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Karen remarked that the HEC-WR has no students on site and SDSMT is the coordinating body.  
She didn’t feel that the HEC needs a separate representative on this committee. 
 
SDSU is the coordinating body for the CUC and Carol did not feel that representation is needed 
there either. 
 
SDSU, USD and DSU suggested that Sharon Sopko represent USDSU.  What about WR 
Nursing?  Carol suggested that Josh ask them if they would like to have a representative on the 
committee and she recommended Barbara Hobbs.   
 
Josh felt that the representatives would bring value to the committee as they write the new 
guidelines and goals for the EUC based on recently revised BOR policy 2:12.   
 
 
Item 11.B CMS Evaluation and Selection 
Monte Kramer, Dave Hansen and Warren Wilson joined the meeting at this time.  Mike Merrill 
handed out the item to AAC members.   
 
Monte reported that although he did not think it was an issue for TAC, he added it to the agenda 
for discussion.  TAC has a few questions and would like to look at the proposal further.  Monte 
felt the final decision is an AAC decision.  TAC can make a recommendation on the technology 
issues but he did not feel that the analysis has been done yet relating to technology.   
 
Monte has sent out several emails in the past few days asking for analysis on some of the 
technology issues from the TAC and technology groups.  He did not feel he was getting good 
answers to the questions that he was throwing out for TAC members.  There were networking 
issues, integration with the student system, multi institutional issues, etc.  TAC is analyzing those 
issues.  He plans to bring a recommendation from the technology groups to the April AAC 
meeting.   
 
How does EUC enter into the recommendation?  Josh felt the recommendations should come 
through the institution.  Some of the EUC people are on the committee.  He felt that the 
discussions should have been taken place on the campuses.  Josh and Mike both felt that they 
should provide information but should be hands-off on the decision making process.   
 
Don agreed that the decision would be an AAC decision but felt that AAC would want the 
information from the expert groups, i.e. the technology groups.   
 
Josh agreed but felt the decision would be complex.  He felt the CMS Committee was going to 
be the central information gathering group to provide any information that is requested.  
Institutionally he felt that they could provide the answers needed but it will take the groups 
collectively to make a good recommendation. 
 
Josh felt that the evaluation of the software from each of the campuses would be important.  He 
felt that some institutions were far ahead of evaluating the software packages and have opinions.  
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Other institutions were asking very elementary questions and he did not think that they have had 
any discussions on the software.   
 
Royce reported that at USD, they felt that WebCT was the way to go.  They have done analysis 
on the software packages and WebCT was their favorite and recommended use of software. He 
felt data compatibility seems to be a big issue.   
 
Josh updated AAC on some of the issues that the committee has with each of the software 
packages.  Selection criteria has been the biggest hurdle for the committee.  Attachment  I shows 
the selection criteria and how they are valued.  A lot of work has been done in paring down the 
criteria in relation to functionality. 
 
The CMS Committee recommends that this criteria selection be used to make the 
recommendation of the software.  Mike added that this is a collaborative effort by all six 
institutions.  Josh agreed.  He thought the criteria would be used by technology design, 
instructors, data administrators, and whoever has already been looking at the software and trying 
to evaluate the best. 
 
What program does the universities want to use?  Angel Learning and Desire2Learn were 2 that 
were not the ideal programs.  Karen suggested that we get rid of those and turn WebCT over to 
the TAC and BAC groups and see what they think of the technical and money issues.  Are we at 
this point? 
 
SDSMT - WebCT 
NSU – Clyde reported that they not convinced that WebCT is the system-wide best option.  They 
are worried that the bandwith won’t be able to handle the load.  Uniformly they would like to 
stay with WebCT but still have concerns such as what happens if the central system goes down?  
Overall they would like to stick with WebCT. 
SDSU – Carol thought she was going to get a firm recommendation from her personnel but is 
waiting for that recommendation. She leaning to WebCT.  Control is a concern.  Bandwith is a 
concern.  Josh remarked that no matter what choice is made, staffing issues are going to be a 
concern.  We will not be able to run a new CMS with the same staffing as you did previously.  
They still recommend two servers to run the application.   
USD – Their choice is WebCT. 
BHSU – George felt the choice would be WebCT.  BHSU technicians have voiced the same 
issue – who is going to fix it?   
DSU – Cecelia want WebCT should be the area of discussion, not Angel Learning or 
Desire2Learn.  Discussion should be whether we go with 6.0 or Vista.   
 
Would WebCT host this for us, manage the servers, fix the problems, etc?  Josh commented that 
they have not talked about this in their conversations with WebCT.  
 
Don stated that AAC seems to lean towards WebCT.  We need to then work with the technical 
issues.   
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Josh reminded AAC that we need to watch for the multi-institutional students and how we treat 
our distance education students.  Centralization is the best solution for these students.  Currently, 
there are often 6 log-ins and passwords.  If we are going to have collaborative programs then 
we’ll have to have a way to get up with the times.  It’s too hard for students right now to search 
and get help to venture out and take courses and programs from other universities.  We need to 
remember this.   
 
Where is the EUC Committee on this?  Josh reported that they feel strongly about centralization 
for the distance education students but they do not want to sacrifice quality and access.  They 
don’t really have a preference on the software. 
 
AAC unanimously recommended the WebCT product and asked Monte and his group to 
address the costing and technical interface issues.    
 
Monte agreed that bandwith is an issue.  The students pay for this and it’s maxed out all the time.  
He did not feel the money is going into bandwith.  Only two campuses wanted to increase their 
bandwith.  He was surprised that other campuses did not want to do this even though the 
bandwith cost was brought down.   
 
Monte continued that the campuses are going to have the same problem when we go to the HFIS 
system.  Everyone complains about it but he doesn’t see the campuses doing anything about it.  
July 1 is when the HFIS system will be up so it’s going to be an issue because the next time to 
add bandwith is in September. 
 
Josh reported that WebCT support will still be given but after the end of the next academic year, 
WebCT 4.1 will no longer have new components.  We really haven’t been given a drop dead 
date.  Our current contract with WebCT will expire June 30, 2006 but we’ve already made the 
decision to renew from July 1, 2006 – June 30, 2007. 
 
AAC discussed what costs were included with each software package and Josh explained the 
spreadsheet on page 3 of the item.   
 
What are the next steps? Monte said that AAC will have a TAC recommendation and a 
recommendation from him for the April AAC meeting.  They will look at the technology issues 
and also a centralized or institutional proposal from a technical perspective.  TAC will be only 
looking at the technical aspect.  Monte felt that if the TAC representative wanted to work with 
the VPAA on the academic portion of the project, it would be left up to the VPAA.   
 
Warren remarked that for any questions on the bandwith, look at the spreadsheet.  From a system 
perspective, he doesn’t see how we can transfer data unless we use the vendor interface.  Datatel 
has interface with Blackboard and WebCT and they don’t anticipate expanding.   
 
Dave asked AAC to think about the expectations of this project, i.e. in programs and 
collaboration, for distance students, for course management, from faculty and integrating 
technology into the course.  He added that clearly we have moved to a system of better managed 
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information over the years.  This is another opportunity to make it better and to provide better 
service to the faculty and students.   
 
 
Item 11.C –E-Learning Awards 
Josh reported that the EUC Committee requests AAC approval to continue revising the 
recognition awards for e-learning selection process.  They understand that all revisions will be 
presented for approval pending adoption of a system quality assurance process.   
 
The EUC Committee is adamant about the QA process for these awards.  They would like to use 
the QM process for the awarding.  There could be judging by delivery methods or by score.  
Until we have a quality assurance process it would be difficult to award the e-learning awards by 
score without the process in place.   
 
AAC supported the request of the EUC Committee to continue discussions.   
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