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SUBJECT:  Review of Academic Programming Data Bases 
 

The need to review established academic programming data bases was discussed by AAC 
earlier this year (see AAC Agenda Item 6K, April, 2009).  As Board staff generates reports from 
these data bases, significant edits are often required by the campuses.  While it is not always true, 
many of these occur simply because of errors that exist in the listing of active academic offerings 
for each of the campuses.  In addition, even though the system has moved into a merged 
academic environment, some of the differences that existed prior to the merge have been carried 
forward and these also contribute to this set of issues.  If these can be addressed, both campus-
based and system-level reporting will be simplified. 
 

To address this, reports listing active programs, majors, specializations and minors that 
are coded in the student information system were generated and made available to each campus.  
These were reviewed and a series of meetings were held in June during which representatives 
from the separate campuses, RIS and the board office worked through each of these, identifying 
items that needed to be corrected or otherwise addressed.  As the review unfolded, Dr. Turman 
also circulated a list of program enrollments separated by CIP codes that he generated which was 
used to highlight some of the systemic problems faced as reports are generated. 
 

In each case, a number of routine clean-up items were identified.  For the most part, this 
set included items that were missed during the merge or those that have arisen as curricular 
changes that have been processed in the past few years.  It was agreed that rather than requiring 
the campus to submit a number of forms handling these clean-up items separately, this process 
could be facilitated with a summary memo from each campus which should list the changes to 
the data tables that need to be made.  These will be reviewed by Board staff and if no additional 
justification or clarification is needed, the requested changes will be forwarded to AAC to begin 
the approval process.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
****************************************************************************** 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 
  

Discussion and refer as suggested for next steps.  
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http://www.sdbor.edu/administration/academics/aac/documents/04-09AAC_6.K_active_prog_status_review_000.pdf


 
 

In addition to the changes unique to each campus, a set of system issues were identified 
and these are listed below.  In each case a strategy to move toward resolution is included as a 
starting point for discussions.   
 

1. Inconsistent use of descriptors.  Insignificant differences in program descriptors cause 
some reports to appear as if the system has an inflated number of programs.  For 
example, the system has 1964 students classified as “Non Degree Seeking” and 876 
students classified as “Non-Degree Seeking”.  In fact the range of descriptors used for 
undeclared students associated with programs identified by the 240102 CIP code 
probably is the best example of data issues in the merged environment.  While each 
campus probably had a small set of descriptors used to code this cohort of students, it is 
clear that all campuses now have a broad array of “programs” for undeclared students.  
Programs linked to the CIP code identify another related problem.  There are separate 
lines for “A.A. in General Studies”, “Assoc. of Arts in General Studies”, and “Associate 
of Arts in General Studies”.  Clearly, these are one in the same and a common descriptor 
should be used.  While it can be argued that these differences can be easily handled by 
the staff member generating a report, unfortunately that does not always happen.  It was 
noted that approved “guidelines” for these descriptors were generated but these were not 
fully implemented.  It is suggested that this be referred to MOCC (and probably from 
them on to the appropriate coordinating committee(s)) for resolution.  All immaterial 
differences should be eliminated and guidelines should be (re)established. 

2. Use of “tracking” majors/programs.  Within the system, student interest in any number of 
professional careers is being tracked using major/program codes.  While it is important 
for the institutions and the system to be able to identify and track these populations, using 
academic programs to do this may not be the best solution.  For example, a student 
planning to attend medical school can complete any number of undergraduate programs; 
while there is a set of course requirements that must be completed for admission to 
medical school there is no proscribed pre-medicine curriculum that these students must 
complete.  Rather than using majors/programs to track these students, it may be possible 
to identify other options within the student information system.  It is suggested that this 
be referred to MOCC (and probably from them on to the appropriate coordinating 
committee(s)) for consideration.  If alternatives are identified, these would be referred to 
AAC for consideration.   

3. Teacher education.  Programs in teacher education are coded in several different ways.  It 
is clear that existing accreditations and approvals drive all of these programs to a single 
rigid set of requirements.  While this would seem to imply that common coding should be 
easily achieved, intra-campus and inter-campus cultural differences drive this one to the 
fragmented solutions that are in use.  While it is a smaller subset of this larger concern, 
this carries through with the assignment of CIP codes for programs in secondary 
education.  Some of these programs are coded in education (the 13 series) while other 
campuses code the programs in the separate disciplines.  While this issue is dealt with as 
system-level reports are generated, federal IPEDS reporting is typically driven by CIP 
codes so as reporting at this level becomes of greater importance, these differences could 
lead to confusion.  It is suggested that this set be referred to the Education Discipline 
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Council with a recommendation that a solution to simplify coding of programs in teacher 
education be proposed before changes are imposed.   

4. Coding of specializations.  There are differences in the way specializations are coded 
within the system and this does lead to some confusion in the merged environment.  In all 
cases, it appears that there is a common understanding of how these play out 
academically.  For example, a student at Northern State may major in environmental 
science or environmental science with a specialization in bioremediation.  In both cases, 
graduates will have earned a BS in Environmental Science but in the second example, the 
student’s transcript would note that the student had completed the specialization in 
bioremediation.  These are different programs with different requirements that were 
approved by the Board.  At some of the institutions, these are included in the program 
code.  At others, these are not and the specialization is assigned at the student level.  As 
reports are generated, if the specialization is coded at the program level, it is easy to 
identify enrollments in and graduates from any of the approved specializations.  In those 
cases where this is not done, this reporting becomes more challenging.  It is suggested 
that this be referred to MOCC (and probably from them on to the appropriate 
coordinating committee(s)) for consideration.  If alternatives are identified, these would 
be referred to AAC for consideration.   

5. Other.  As campus staff members continue their review, they have been asked to identify 
and submit other issues that bring unneeded complexity to the data bases that may need 
to be reviewed. 

 
Board staff commend the campuses for the work that was done reviewing this set of data 

bases.   Members of AAC should be prepared to discuss the above items and to recommend next 
steps. 
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