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Academic Affairs Council 
August 3, 2007 

 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

 
The Academic Affairs Council met via conference call on August 3, 2007 with the following 
participating:  BHSU, Dean Myers; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Clyde Arnold; SDSMT, 
Karen Whitehead; SDSU, Carol Peterson & Mary Kay Helling; USD, Matt Moen; BOR, Sam 
Gingerich, Paul Turman, Ranny Jones, Trudy Zalud, and Jodi Gabriel. 
 
 
 
Item 1 Agenda 
Janice Minder and Jim Shekleton will join AAC at 11:00 am for faculty issues.  Paul Gough will 
join at 1:30 pm for new programs and Item 8.I.   
 
The following items were added to the agenda for discussion: 

• naming and changing names of centers 
• Distinguished professor policy 
• Possible change in contract language that affects the contract dates 

 
Paul remarked that he has been talking to Jim about the annual evaluation timeline but Jim 
hasn’t replied to him about changing the timetable.   Sam commented that these are negotiated 
dates so we cannot change the dates.  Any change would be part of the upcoming negotiations.   
 
Carol added that we cannot take this change lightly.  She felt that they already have trouble 
getting everything done and still get the salary formula done.   Sam clarified that the assessment 
group discussed moving those dates back but their recommendation would still come to AAC.   
 
Karen remarked that she has circulated a document that shows how SDSMT was planning to 
deliver programs in Sioux Falls.  She said that discussions are going on and Karen has talked 
with Cecelia.  If there is someone at other campuses that SDSMT should talk to, let Karen know. 
 
Sam reported that there is some discussion on national board certification of K-12 teachers and 
awarding of credit.  Historically it was done by the ACE process and students were awarded 6 
credits.  ACE has changed that to 9 credits and the DOE has approached us to see if we will 
honor the 9 credits.  Sam has circulated this to the Education Deans in May and when they 
consider the issue, the recommendation will come back to AAC at that time.  Sam added that 
there are teachers that have completed this and now want 9 credit hours rather than 6 credits.  
He would like the Deans to have time to review this before making a decision.  AAC concurred. 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
M/S by Dean and Karen to approve the June minutes.  Motion carries.  Sam commented that he 
will be moving along the project with the ADA directors.   
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Item 3.A.1 General Education 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 3.B.1 Admissions 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 3.C.1 CLEP Financial Accounting 
Paul reported that the new College Board exam for financial accounting became available in 
June.  Representatives from the universities reviewed the exam and course materials to see if the 
exam covered expectations for ACCT 210 and ACCT 211.   
 
The group felt that the material in the Financial Accounting exam does cover content covered in 
ACCT 210 and that a score of 50 would be an acceptable qualifying score for students to obtain 
course credit.   
 
The group also talked about what requirements students should have for ACCT 211.  They 
recommend that credit is granted for ACCT 211 if the student achieves a grade of C or above and 
the syllabus should be provided for that course for review. 
 
How will the syllabi be managed?  Paul felt that the university would review the syllabi in the 
same manner as transfer of other courses.  Sam clarified that the review would be done however 
at a system level.  He continued that this is a primary issue for the technical institutes.  With the 
accounting courses we need to have a way to validate the learning.   
 
Matt asked for a little more time to review this proposal.  Sam felt we needed to be consistent 
with the messages we send to the technical institutions.  He did not think this was in the same 
area as general education.   
 
Sam thought that this should be brought up in the technical institutes’ discussions also.  Mary 
Kay agreed and added that LATI would welcome that because it cleans it up regarding different 
policies for different courses. 
 
Carol added that it would be beneficial to simplify this.  If we can get an understanding from the 
technical institutes that our accounting people would review these and get a simple system-
wide policy for these two courses.  They are very generic courses. 
 
M/S by Carol and Clyde to accept ACCT 210 with a score of 50, and the student would receive 3 
credits.  The credit is only for ACCT 210, not 211.  Motion carries.  This will move forward to the 
BOR in October for consideration. 
 
Sam presented a couple options for AAC.  One is to roll ACCT 211 under the umbrella that we 
are using for the general education courses.  Institutions have the authority to review and 

Page 2 



draft draft draft 

approve syllabi and faculty.  This would require agreement by all universities and technical 
institutes. 
 
The other option is that a challenge test be developed to be used system wide, relating to the 
technical institutes.   Are we assuming that if Mankato student comes in with ACCT XXX and if 
the course can equate to 211, then it becomes a transfer issue?  Do we have data on how many 
students this will affect?  Sam felt that maybe the number is 10-20 per year statewide.  
 
Sam continued that in discussions with the technical institutes, the primary concern is 
duplication of effort.   
 
Sam asked the VPAAs to talk to accounting faculty on their campuses and discuss what they 
think about ACCT 211 and course equivalents, specifically transferring in coursework from the 
technical institutes.  The item will come back to AAC in September or October.   
 
 
 
Item 3.D.1 Proficiency Exam 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 4.A Program Modification - SDSU 
M/S by Carol and Karen to approve adding a specialization in statistics to the math program.  
Motion carries.  The proposal will move forward to the October BOR for consideration. 
 
Sam asked that the universities list the full requirements of the degree program on the 
modification forms when adding specializations.   
 
 
 
Item 5.A Course Modifications 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 6 Board Reports  
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 7.A Reports to the Council 
No report. 
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Item 8.A.1 Policy of Facilities Use by Private Parties 
Jim Shekleton joined the meeting for this discussion. 
 
Sam commented that working with SAC, Jim has drafted a policy that was considered by COPS 
and is being forwarded to the BOR for action.  The campuses are being more frequently visited 
by groups who are trying to make statements that may be of public concern.  This puts the 
requirements at a system level, rather than having different policies on each of the campuses. 
 
Jim explained that the policy is detailed and complex but there is substance in the policy so we 
can defend ourselves in court, if needed.  Sam explained that the policies in place on campuses 
had requirements but they varied in some detail from campus to campus.  This just establishes 
some common ground. 
 
Sam commented that occasionally there will be outside groups that may want to provide a 
course or workshop on campus.  Sometimes the group knows a faculty member and will just call 
them rather than go through SAC as required by policy.  The caution is that although this maybe 
troublesome to community groups, it is really better that the faculty members refer the persons 
back to the SAC group that arranges for the space on campus.  SAC will explain the policies and 
guidelines.  Cecelia commented that DSU will probably incorporate this into part of the faculty 
orientation. 
 
The proposed policy is moving forward to the October Board meeting for consideration.  The 
recommended policy puts the requirements at a system level, rather than different policies on 
each of the campuses. 
 
Jim requested that the VPAA notify their campus personnel of the new policy, once approved. 
 
 
 
Item 8.A.2 Proposal to Create XF/XW Grades 
Sam remarked that this first came forward from USD in June, who thought it may only apply to 
USD.  While AAC understood the approach, they felt it would be very difficult to implement 
due to UC students and agreements with other institutions.   
 
Carol commented that the previous discussion on grading was that it would be a system policy 
when we switched to colleague.  AAC spent a lot of time discussing this and where it wasn’t in 
the policy manual before, it is now.  Sam agreed. 
 
Sam continued that the University of Maryland has had policies comparable to the proposal and 
a number of other institutions also have established policies to mirror this.  There are specific 
appeal processes that the student can follow and there are activities that students must 
complete in order to have the X removed from the grade.  The X can be removed but the F or W 
may stand.   
 
Matt explained that this proposal was part of a larger academic integrity discussion on campus.  
He agreed with Carol that the disciplinary issues should not follow the student.   
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Carol added that we look to AACRO for setting the standards on this and they come down as 
what is appropriate for the transcript is suspension or probation but not for disciplinary 
purposes.  Sam commented that he felt it was appropriate that the X is able to be removed after 
activities that the student can do.  The final records would be changed but there were concerns 
by the registrars about putting one grade on the transcript and then removing it.   
 
AAC agreed that there are disciplinary actions that are taken and felt that this should be part of 
a discussion on academic integrity issues.  It is a separate issue from USD’s proposal.  USD came 
forward because of the campus discussions about academic integrity at USD.   
 
Should AAC discuss academic integrity system wide or should the campuses should continue on 
their own?  AAC did not feel that this should be a priority for AAC at this time.   
 
Cecelia commented that the decisions on suspensions relates to academic integrity.  The VP of 
Student Affairs is the one that makes the decision on suspension, failure of the course, 
probation, etc.  Jim Shekleton felt that the disciplinary issues should be made by the SAC people 
but Cecelia felt that if they are academic issues, then she felt it should be the VPAA who has the 
final word.  Carol agreed that the VPAA should be involved in the decision.   
 
Sam will talk to Jim on the appeals process and bring the issue back to AAC at a later date. 
 
 
 
Item 8.A.3 Accepting & Transcripting Credit by Exam 
AAC talked about institutional guidelines that control acceptance and transcription of credit in 
June.  Not all campuses listed guiding statements in their catalog but there may be some 
operational guidelines in the registrar’s office. 
 
Carol responded that SDSU has long had the policy that a student cannot get credit for a 
previous course if they already took a higher level class.  What are the institutional policies and 
do we need a system policy? 
 
Matt responded that USD is exactly where SDSU is on this.  If the student has registered and 
audited or completed a class, they cannot CLEP the class, and if they’ve taken one class, they 
can’t CLEP a lower level class. 
 
Sandy Anderson from DSU also joined the meeting for this discussion.  What about the 
prerequisite?  Is it the fact that they are already enrolled in the higher level course or the fact 
that they have COMPLETED the higher level course?  What about the technical institute 
students? 
 
The operational guidelines at USD and SDSU are pretty much used across the system.  If the 
student is enrolled in or audited a course, they are not eligible to credit by validation of that 
course.   
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Cecelia added that there are students that get caught in the middle, i.e they may transfer in a 
higher level class.  Can we grant an exception?  Do we need to draft a policy statement, explain 
the policy but add that students may appeal to the VPAA? 
 
Sam suggested that we ask Trudy to take this to the registrar’s group for discussion and ask that 
they come back to AAC with information.  What situations can students be granted credit for 
coursework and what situations will we not allow this practice? 
 
Carol commented that SDSU did a paper on ways for students to test out and get a grade for a 
course.  This has broadened now that we have moved into the era of non-traditional students.  
She did not think that a conservative policy is the way we go.  Sam concurred and added that 
there are more entities that are giving credit for prior learning and we may need to look at this 
more broadly.  Matt agreed and felt that the languages area is a good example.  
 
Trudy will take the guidelines of accepting and transcripting of credit by exams to the registrars 
& bring information back to AAC in September or October.   
 
 
 
Item 8.B.1 Guidelines for Multiple Degrees and Multiple Majors 
Sam commented that AAC talked about the guidelines for multiple degrees and multiple majors 
quite a bit a few years ago.  The dates of discussions and items are included in the item.   
 
As the system moved to the student project, the decision was made that if a student graduated 
from one of the system universities and a degree is awarded, but the student decides to come 
back to pursue a 2nd major, then a second degree could be awarded, even if they did not complete 
any additional requirements for the degree.  Most felt that this was degree inflation, resulting to 
the discussion underway.   
 
MOCC came forth with a recommendation that said if a student completed a degree from one of 
the Regental institutions, and then came back at a later time and asked to pursue a 2nd major 
that fell under the same degree, then the student would be assigned to a pseudo degree and 
would be allowed to add a 2nd major.   
 
Carol remarked that AAC started there but ended up reversing that recommendation because of 
financial aid issues and recording of degrees on the transcript.  Is it understood that MOCC is 
comfortable with the posture that when the degree structure is identical, multiple majors under 
that degree structure constitute the record of multiple majors, not multiple degrees?  Is this 
correct?  What has happened with the financial aid issue? 
 
Trudy commented that the financial aid group said that according to the federal guidelines, if 
the student comes back for a second major and was not be degree seeking, they would not be 
eligible for federal financial aid.  If we were giving financial aid to them in the past, the financial 
aid group felt that this was probably inappropriate.   
 
Sam concluded that if the student comes back at a later date and wants to complete another 
major while engaged, or a 2nd major at a later date, once the student has been awarded a degree 
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by one of the institutions, then the student cannot earn that same degree again, with the 
exception of civil and mechanical engineering.   
 
Sam added that we are going back to a very traditional view on how degrees are awarded.  We 
need to come up with a list of circumstances or requirements are needed for a student to earn a 
2nd bachelor’s degree?  Are there situations where these degrees can be awarded following good 
academic practice?   
 
Karen responded that we do have a stipulation, that to earn a 2nd BS degree the student must 
earn an additional 30 credits in addition to the 128/136 hours required for the first degree.  
Typically they are from the requirements of the second major.   
 
Carol felt that the initial guidelines that we set are the guidelines of what we would require of 
any student getting a degree from an institution in terms of amount of coursework taken at your 
institution, how much at an upper level, how much in the lab, etc.  These are the generic degree 
requirements then we would branch off from there.  We need to state what the requirements are 
when a student can earn a 2nd degree. 
 
Sam felt that there are operational guidelines in place that we have been dealing with in these 
situations.  The registrars feel that if we are going to change the policy, we need to do it now.  
Sam would like more time on this topic.  We really haven’t decided what the guidelines for 
earning a 2nd degree should be.   
 
AAC suggested that MOCC come up with a table with one column that shows the situation 
where students would earn the same degree, 2nd major and the another column would show the 
conditions where students could be earning a 2nd degree.  Sam suggested adding a 3rd column to 
differentiate between earning a 2nd degree that’s the same, if the student earned the degree from 
a non-Regental institution.   
 
Sandy felt that this is part of the MCR document.  She said the only thing they are asking to be 
changed is that if a student wants to seek a 2nd major in the same degree, same Regental 
institution, that this is how we want it recorded.  Sam said that this is how it initially came to 
AAC but we also need to document how the students can earn a 2nd degree.  He felt that we 
need to look at this more closely to clarify the situations before we change these guidelines a 
little bit at a time.  There are more areas that need clarifying.    
 
Sam summarized that the proposal here is to change a practice of the system for awarding 2nd 
degrees to individuals who return to our campuses and pursue a 2nd major.  There is general 
agreement that the approval makes sense.  But at the same time there are questions that exist 
about when it is appropriate to award a 2nd degree.  The stipulations that need to be met for a 
2nd degree to be awarded are not clear.  AAC wants to clarify these stipulations and recommend 
changes if necessary. 
 
Mary Kay suggested that MOCC start with the 2005 guidelines since these obviously set out 
some of the requirements for additional baccalaureate degrees within the system and outside the 
system.  Some work was done initially on this project.  Sam concurred but suggested that the 
guidelines need to be clearly articulate what we need. 
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Carol asked that AAC discuss in the future on whether we designate the division in which the 
degree was offered.  We started the colleague transition, we understood that this would be 
allowable but in the end it was washed out.  The example given was that a biology major could 
be earned in either the college of arts and sciences or the college of agricultural and biological 
sciences.  Where the degree was earned is very relevant to the student.  It just shows now that 
the student has earned a BS in Biology.  Can we open this issue again?  
 
Sam felt that the review that MOCC has been asked to review, this may be something that they 
want to consider.  Trudy agreed that MOCC should look at this.   
 
 
 
Item 8.C Discipline Councils 
Operation of the discipline councils was discussed briefly in June and Dr. Perry asked Sam to 
prepare an item for COPS.  This item is provided.  This was also discussed at COPS and was 
agreed that AAC needs to look at the councils and how they function. 
 
Sam remarked that there were 3 issues that came out of the COPS discussion.  First, there has 
probably been a lack of attention to the councils by the BOR staff.  There were expectations that 
staff at the BOR level would facilitate these councils.   
 
Another issue was that when the councils were first formed, there were clearly defined activities 
for these councils.  This helped the functioning of the council.   
 
Finally there was some discussion about the membership of these councils and making sure that 
there was broad representation of the campuses but in general that the people assigned to these 
councils were known as folks who could get things done.  Sam felt that the VPAA should play a 
critical role in getting these councils functional.   
 
COPS also suggested that AAC review the policy that governs the councils.  The policy was 
approved in 1997 and hasn’t been updated since.  VPAAs should forward to Sam any suggestions 
for agenda items for each of these councils. 
 
The form showing membership will be circulated to each campus with a request that the 
membership be reviewed and verified.  Each campus should make sure that individuals with a 
range of responsibilities should be assigned (faculty, chairs, deans, etc).  Once this has been 
accomplished, AAC will be asked to recommend individuals from each Council to serve as 
Chair.  A kickoff meeting may be held in Pierre in late September. 
 
 
 
Item 8.D International Opportunities for Students 
Sam commented that this is a follow-up to the Committee A discussion at the June BOR 
meeting.   They asked that we start providing more descriptive information, i.e. participation 
rate, benchmark and measurement of those benchmarks, operational issues.  What kind of 
information should we include? 
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Carol commented that this exercise could identify the framework or measures, but we should 
not single out international programs to do their strategic planning targets outside of the 
institution.  How much of this is a reporting function and how much is a planning function?  
Sam felt that Regent Baloun’s comments were a mixture of both.  He wanted to know what the 
goals and objectives are but there is also the information of performance and what the 
performance has been historically.   
 
Matt felt that he wanted to know what proportion of our students are going abroad and where 
they are going, at least as a starting point.  Later on we could get more into the planning part, 
keeping in mind Carol’s observation. 
 
Sam replied that at the June BOR meetings, there are the annual reports to the BOR on 
international programs.  Last year as Committee A looked this over and saw the small numbers.  
So this past year we have tried to put a face to the exchange programs and when the BOR met 
on campuses, we had faculty and students talk a little about their experiences.  The feedback 
from the Regents was good and they want that part to continue.  Now the focus has shifted to 
what the universities are planning to do with these relationships. 
 
Sam felt that the expectation was a little bit more than just the reporting function.  He thought 
that the Regents feel there are goals and planning that should be in place and reasons for these 
plans and goals. 
 
Sam felt that if the campuses did not have plans or goals in place, we might want to do 
something as a system rather than each university separately.  He would suggest that after that, 
the campuses would state their trends and goals for the next few years, and the areas where they 
may focus on and why. 
 
At the June Board meeting, members of Committee A asked that this year each campus should 
provide an overview of the campus plan for providing international opportunities.  As part of 
this, it is expected that established goals will be shared with some historical data.   
 
Dr. Whitehead agreed to raise this issue with the group of campus reps she has been working 
with to see if a set of benchmarks can be developed that are based on data/studies that are 
published or are available from institutions and organizations that support these activities. 
 
 
 
Item 8.E Course Visitor Guidelines 
Sam commented that the BOR course visitor policy was approved in April.  The UC academic 
programming committee was charged to develop guidelines, which are provided and include 
Sam’s revisions.  These are the documents that would be used by the campuses that will take 
advantage of this policy.   
 
Carol felt that the document was very negative.  Can we make it more positive?  Mary Kay 
agreed and suggested that we add an introductory statement, maybe make it more of a public 
relations document.   
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Sam commented that these statements are intended to go on the back of the pass, not 
necessarily the public relations documents.  Carol felt that we could still get to the goal with 
more positive statements.  Sam suggested that she talk to Gail Tidemann, SDSU’s representative 
on the committee.   
 
Dean Myers commented that BHSU is going to implement this.  Is there going to be an issue 
with immunizations?  Sam remarked that if they are not admitted to the institution, they are a 
visitor.  We have a number of visitors on our campuses every day.   
 
The guideline documents felt very negative and it was suggested to talk to the subgroup that 
drafted the guidelines to review and maybe make it more positive.   Any revisions would need to 
come to Sam, who would circulate the revised statements to the campuses. 
 
Paul Turman will develop a spreadsheet for each of the institutions to track visitors to the 
campuses.  Once a year the institutions can submit the lists to the BOR office for compilation.   
 
Sam will talk to Trudy and Sharon Sopko on making the document more positive.   
 
 
 
Item 8.F SOS Implementation Guidelines 
Paul remarked that the SOS Committee sent the updated policy to the BOR meeting.  The 
assessment group noticed that AAC never formally approved the final implementation and 
guidelines documents.  The guidelines have been reworked and made similar to other system 
guidelines. 
 
M/S by Carol and Matt to approve the guidelines for administration for the student opinion 
surveys.  Motion carries. 
 
M/S by Carol and Dean to approve the IDEA student rating of instruction implementation 
procedures.   Motion carries.  
 
Jodi will post both sets to the website in the AAC guidelines. 
 
 
 
Item 8.G AAC Retreat 
Sam thanked Karen for all the work that she and her staff have provided in preparation for the 
October retreat.   
 
On Tuesday, each institution will informally make a presentation on their master strategic 
plans.  On Wednesday, Dr. Perry wanted Paul Gough to visit with AAC on the state economic 
and workforce development initiatives.   
 
Sam commented that there may be some conversations being held within the state on the 
workforce initiatives but he thought that it was mainly done by the BOP and may not be 
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statewide, just the Pierre area.  He wants to have a conversation on the needs of the workforce 
and how the campuses want to move forward. 
 
He thought AAC could talk about this on Tuesday afternoon, listen to the labor market 
information on Wednesday morning, and then discuss how AAC wants to structure this.   
 
Carol felt that the picture is bigger than just shuffling data around; campuses need to have the 
resources too.  Sam agreed and suggested that AAC come up with a clear statement on the needs 
in the next 3-5 years.  For example, if we need more healthcare people, then maybe it is as simple 
as making more room for the students that are already there.   
 
Any suggestions for the structure of the retreat and any additional suggestions for the agenda 
should be sent to Sam.   
 
 
 
Item 8.H High School Counselor’s Workshop 
Sam asked the institutions to look at the K-12 Educators link on the BOR webpage and review 
each campus link to make sure the links are all working.  This website will give the campus 
presenters something to start with and then to go questions.  There is not much time for higher 
education at the workshop and most of the time is spent answering questions. 
 
 
 
Item 8.I New PhD/DSc Programs with State Appropriations 
Paul Gough joined the meeting for this discussion.  Since the Governor and Legislature provided 
resources for the PhD/Dsc programs, it is expected that there will be inquiries regarding 
enrollment & graduate assistants.   
 
Paul requests that the VPAAs watch the enrollment data for the PhD and D.Sc students and 
make sure the data is accurate.  The expected inquiries regarding enrollment & graduate 
assistants are on the item coversheet.   
 
Any questions should be sent to Paul.   
 
 
 
Item 9.A Rank Assignment for Term Faculty Members 
This issue came from USD about assignment of rank for faculty member term appointments.  If 
someone is hired as an instructor, is there any way that person can be assigned the title of 
assistant professor?  How do the processes on campuses work?  This has come up from USD 
with instructors that USD has hired for the UC in Sioux Falls.   
 
Matt felt that this will emerge more often as more complete programs are offered in Sioux Falls.  
As we get more people who hold a terminal degree and term appointment, the question seems to 
arise if they are stuck where they are at in rank or can they move up even though they are 
probably not going tenured? 
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Carol responded that SDSU has a practice that regardless of source of funding and status of 
contract, a person can be appointed to the rank appropriate to preparation and experience and 
one is promotable.  They have kept these separate from tenure.  They have also allowed people in 
exempt positions to carry rank, and in special circumstances be promoted. 
 
Carol felt that the rank comes from the home institution and from the discipline and must 
follow the institutional standards and system process.  The process is well defined in the 
contract and also in policy.  A separate policy should not emerge at UC.  Cecelia agreed.   
 
Cecelia stressed the fact that the teaching assignment for those faculty members at UC must 
teach 15 credits per semester.  Carol concurred. 
 
Carol suggested that AAC make a summary statement that AAC agreed by consensus that 1) 
people can be appointed at the rank appropriate to their experience and credentials, and 2) 
regardless of source of funds, they are promotable and that promotion should be based on the 
role and institutional discipline standards. 
 
Sam said that it appears that campuses have been promoting some term people according to 
university and system guidelines.  Do these reviews stop on campus and the new contract would 
be at the promoted level, or are these being forwarded to the BOR for review with the rest of the 
promotional requests?  Carol and Cecelia responded that these recommendations would be 
processed with the rest of the requests. 
 
Sam commented that we may have an issue with this because the expectations of these 
personnel.  Some of the expectations for the term faculty are different than the expectations of 
those on campus.  If we start running them through system processes, then we are sending them 
signals that we are treating them exactly like all other faculty.  While this may not be a big deal 
with immediate promotions from instructor to assistant professor, when we talk about assistant 
to associate professor, there are expectations that research and service will be accomplished.  If 
we promote term faculty from assistant to associate professor, then we are setting up a system 
whereby they could expect to be teaching the equivalent less than 15 credit hours per semester 
because they are also being evaluated on their research and service contributions.  Jim agreed 
with Sam.  
 
Matt would like some clarification yet today on this issue.  They have this issue with a term 
faculty member right now.  Carol argued that we might carve out where teaching is the total 
expectation and that person could go the full set of rank based on the role expectation and it 
would be different from the others.   The problem comes when that person arrives on campus 
with a full professorship.  But we need to recognize that everyone may not have a split role that 
gives them some of the workload allocated to research.  What is the basic expectation of 
scholarship for everybody?  This is something that we should probably look at. 
 
Sam thought that since we have a number of institutions that have faculty at the UC, some 
guidelines are needed.  Sam and Jim will provide a draft for AAC review.  They will follow the 
process and procedures for everyone consistently across the system.   
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For instructors right now, term faculty can be assigned any rank if they meet institutional 
standards.  If they meet these standards, they are on term contracts and if they meet the criteria 
established, they can be promoted.  Most of the time the criteria to be met and process includes 
review of the request by administrators.  The review must occur but doesn’t necessarily have to 
happen at the same time as the other reviews for promotion occur.  If an institution is going to 
assign someone to the rank of associate professor or professor, Sam assumes that a review by 
peers would occur in some way.   
 
 
 
Item 9.B HR Issues 
Sam reported that these issues came from Janice Minder.  The first is coding of part-time/term 
faculty.  VPAAs should consider the types of reports you use to manage academic portions of the 
university.  What faculty members should be tracked?   A common set of data elements should 
also be defined.   
 
Carol felt that she should be able to characterize anyone who teaches by discipline and rank.  Or 
if someone is adjunct faculty with the university, they need rank also.  Janice responded that we 
now have the capability to track different elements and she would like to define some of the data 
fields so that it can be migrated when they move the data to the banner system. 
 
Cecelia suggested that we track as much as we can.  She cautioned that the largest time drain is 
calculation of workload.  A way to automate workload would be ideal to the campuses.  Janice 
responded that this is the goal. 
 
The second issue is a question about contract dates for nine-month salary.  Previously these 
were set from mid-August to mid-May, which allowed faculty to be paid for a partial month in 
August and partial month in May.  It has been suggested that the contract dates be shifted to 
align the nine-month contracts for the period of August 22 to May 21. 
 
Janice cautioned that if we are relying on payroll or budget staff to calculate the amount of pay 
and it is incorrect, we will have additional problems.  Cecelia commented that another issue is 
aligning duty dates with the contract dates.    
 
Cecelia suggested that we shift the 9-month contracts to the period of August 22 to May 21.  
Janice clarified that this would start FY09.  Mary Kay felt that the faculty would not be upset 
about the change if they were given enough time to budget or plan ahead.  Matt cautioned that 
grad students usually go paycheck to paycheck and we need to really let them know ahead of 
time.  He added that we need to do a really good job of this. 
 
Janice remarked that as they looked at longevity for employees, not all campuses are consistent 
with how they treat their deans.  One may treat them as faculty with no longevity and others 
treat them as administrators with longevity.  After reviewing statute and talking to Jim and Sam, 
she interprets statute to mean that the deans should be getting longevity as an instructional 
administrator.  She asked the VPAAs to think about this and felt that the campuses needed to be 
consistent at a system level with these benefits.  The VPAAs felt that deans should be treated as 
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administrators.  Janice will work with the HR directors to make sure all the deans are paid 
longevity. 
 
 
 
Item 9.C COHE ISSUES 
Sam sent the BOR item on COHE issues to AAC via email during the lunch break.  Jim 
commented that the VPAAs have already seen most of it already.  He is basically trying to clean 
up the language in the agreement for negotiations. 
 
Jim continued that the objective is to begin to create a set of policies to support the workload 
practices that the campuses are following or would like to follow.  We need to be consistent 
with the President’s comments when talking about workload and creating an environment that 
will help research. 
 
Jim reviewed the changes that were included in the board item for August executive session.  He 
added that he has not convened the system workload committee yet.  
 
 
 
Item 10.A.1 New Program – SDSU Minor in Statistics 
The SDSU proposal for a new minor in Statistics will move forward to the COPS and Board 
meetings in October.  Any comments should be sent to Paul for the COPS coversheet. 
 
 
 
Item 10.A.2 New Program – DSU Minor in Educational Technology K-12 
The DSU proposal for a new minor in Educational Technology K-12 will move forward to the 
COPS and Board meetings in October.  Any comments should be sent to Paul for the COPS 
coversheet. 
 
 
 
Item 10.B.1 New Certificate Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 10.C.1 New Site Request – SDSU MS in Engineering, online delivery 
The SDSU proposal to offer the MS in Engineering, online is on the agenda for the BOR meeting 
in August next week.  
 
 
 
Item 10.C.2 New Site Request – SDSU MS in Industrial Management, online delivery 
The SDSU proposal to offer the MS in Industrial Management, online is on the agenda for the 
BOR meeting in August next week.  
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Item 10.C.3 New Site Request – SDSU MS in Mathematics, online delivery 
The SDSU proposal to offer the MS in Mathematics, online is on the agenda for the BOR 
meeting in August next week.  
 
 
 
Item 10.D.1 Intent to Plan Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 11.A EUC – Desire 2 Learn Implementation 
The contract with Desire2Learn will be signed soon and should be available to campuses early in 
the fall semester.  Erika Tallman will be contracted as Project Manager to work with the 
academic portion of the project.  
 
 
 
System Laptop Initiative 
Sam commented that information is going forward to the Board.  It has generated some 
conversations at COPS.  He thought that the BOR would be making the decisions on whether 
the system will move to a laptop requirement throughout the system.  Hopefully it will be 
recognized that this is a process that will need to play out over a few years’ time.   
 
Karen added that the discussion at COPS was the report outs from the various groups that have 
been looking at this issue.  There was a lot of financial data.  Most of the conversation gathered 
around teaching and learning in the classroom, talking about the infrastructure, tools, getting 
the tools into the hands of the students.  Sam added that in the beginning of the document, there 
was little need for professional development included.  Karen suggested that AAC put together a 
document on continuing professional development.  
 
Sam agreed and will talk to Dr. Perry about trying to pull together some numbers.  Karen added 
that it wasn’t really an academic issue although the SAC did try to take a pass at it and stated 
that it was an academic issue.  If the student is required to have a computer, then they will 
expect that the faculty will use the technology in the classroom.  This is a theme that will play 
out at the board retreat too.   
 
Sam felt it was unfair since the infrastructure is not there so how can you expect faculty to use 
the laptop?  The more time faculty can spend on professional development and support or 
training, the shorter the transitional period will be.   
 
Karen added that it takes a commitment by the faculty member to integrate the laptop into the 
class.   There will be a percentage of faculty that will accept this quickly and some that will 
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never move to this.   The objective is to take the middle section of faculty to move them toward 
the technology. 
 
Karen suggested that AAC should put together a plan on continuing professional development.  
Sam will talk to Dr. Perry and also discuss some resources for this. 
 
 
Systemwide Review of Programs in Education 
Following the COPS meeting and discussion of the program review report, and after 
conversations with the Deans of Education, the implementation document was developed.   
 
Sam has asked the institutions to check with their partner schools to make sure that we are 
moving in a direction that mirrors the high school configurations.  If our programs in education 
are going to be preparing teachers to work in the laptop environment, then they need to have 
access to the tool that they will commonly use.  Wade Pogany at DOE is following up on the 
configurations on the K12 side.   
 
Sam continued that some campus personnel were told that this is being confused with the 
laptop initiative.   The VPAAs should talk to the Education Deans to make sure that they have 
the resources they need to integrate technology immediately into the teacher education 
programs. 
 
 
Library Task Force – Budget Information 
Sam commented that the system has suffered for the past 20 years without inflationary costs for 
libraries and other areas.  This has been cut dramatically.  The librarians were contacted and 
asked to come up with a proposal.   
 
Sam will convene the library directors group and develop a plan/strategy proposal to look at the 
evolution of system libraries over the next five years.  What kind of resources do we need?  
What is the plan?  What is the service model for libraries in SD and how are we going to meet 
that model?   
 
If anyone wants to take part in this, please let Sam know.  The final report will be in December.   
 
Cecelia was concerned that the libraries maintain their databases that are currently available to 
them and after a short period of time, maybe as a system wide resource.   
 
 
Naming of Centers 
SDSU established a new center that was approved in April that affects a current center and they 
want to rename the current center.  Is this a presidential decision?  Or is this a board decision?   
 
Sam will talk to the Executive Director.  He will circulate the process to everyone when it’s in 
place. 
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