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AAC Retreat 
Minutes of the Meeting 

October 17-18, 2006 
 
The Academic Affairs Council met at DSU in Madison on October 17 & 18, 2006 with 
the following persons participating:  BHSU, Dean Myers; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; 
NSU, Clyde Arnold; SDSMT, Karen Whitehead; SDSU, Carol Peterson & Mary Kay 
Helling; USD, Royce Engstrom & Lynn Rognstad; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Josh Riedy, 
Paul Turman, and Jodi Gabriel. 
 
Item 1 Agenda 
The following items were added to the agenda: 

 Yellowstone Project and Next Steps – Royce 
 West River Management Advisory Committee Meeting – Dean 

 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
M/S by Carol and Clyde to approve the September 2006 minutes as submitted.  Motion 
carries.   
 
 
Item 3.A Student Opinion Survey Update 
Sam reported that AAC previously agreed with the SOS Task Force to use the IDEA 
instrument to gather student opinion data for faculty evaluation.   Paul added that the 
Regents had selected the longer diagnostic form because it offered the potential to guide 
faculty improvement efforts and provide benchmark data.   
 
Universities were asked to provide feedback to assess the effectiveness of the 
administration procedures and implementation.   
 
Paul reviewed the comments that were received and the observations he made in 
reviewing the information.  Karen added that additional training for the faculty may 
help them understand the relevance of the questions they choose.  Mary Kay agreed 
and reported that SDSU is planning to offer additional training. 
 
Karen felt that students are evaluating faculty that they feel are really good or really 
bad.  Carol added that the students may be rushing through or not finishing the survey 
based on how many surveys they have had to fill out.     
 
Clyde noticed a lot less written comments and felt that the length of the form is making 
the student eliminate written comments.  He felt the written part was the most 
important and we may need to take steps to get the students’ comments.   
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Royce liked the reporting they were getting back and felt it was very helpful in showing 
how their faculty stacked up against the national norms.  USD is also comparing how 
faculty were evaluated on this survey versus how they did on previous surveys. 
 
Does the written feedback provide faculty with the most useful information to improve 
their instruction?  Clyde felt that the faculty was overall enthused about the form but 
hesitant about where it was going.  Faculty who did exceptionally bad wanted the data 
re-run but this did get more of a response than from the instrument that NSU had used 
previously. 
 
Mary Kay said that one issue as a result of switching forms was that those who created 
this instrument said the data generated should only be used for 30-50% of the 
evaluation of teaching.  SDSU felt that we needed to look at more things to evaluate the 
teachers.   
 
Royce added that USD uses 3 things as measurements for faculty evaluation: 

1) student opinion survey, 
2) observation, and 
3) self evaluation. 

 
Paul added that what Kansas does is have the faculty respond to their survey results.  If 
we can get the students to take more time with the survey, then he felt it would become 
a more accurate assessment for us.  He felt it was a much more accurate reflection of 
what is happening in the classroom.   
 
Clyde suggested that the student government might be helpful when we re-evaluate the 
survey.  He felt the BOR would be receptive to listening to the students.  The update is 
scheduled to go to the December Board meeting. 
 
 
Item 3.B Teacher Education Accountability Report 
Paul reported that the accountability report will be presented at the December 2006 
Board meeting.  He is also meeting with Pami Hagen next week to discuss it further. 
 
Two issues have risen while gathering the data, program completers and CAAP 
performance.   
 
Program Completers 
The ability to take our data and compare this with DOE data to determine where our 
graduates are teaching is impossible to get in time for mailout so Paul has asked the 
Education Deans to provide information.  This information also identified students who 
come to our programs and then go to another state for teaching. 
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The other issue is the CAAP performance.  There is an e-coding problem that Ranny has 
been working on.  Cory has re-run the data and we were still about 300 students short.   
They have been working on the data and coding to get a correct data for the report.   
 
Dean thought we dealt with the e-coding a long time ago.  Paul replied that the second 
run of data should show all students but we are still 300 short.  Mary Kay added they 
SDSU is also trying to get their arms around this one but she was happy that something 
is being done at the system level.  
 
Sam reported that the people who are responsible for the e-coding have been identified 
on campuses and the next step will be to organize a meeting to get everyone on the 
same page. 
 
Cecelia felt that part of the problem was when we allowed the education departments 
to use the step tool and they happily used it for updating the students but didn’t update 
colleague at the same time.   It is not the only problem but contributed to the problem 
because it’s time-consuming to update in both places.     
 
Paul will be setting up an e-coding meeting in the next couple weeks to talk through the 
issues.  Who does the coding?  Where are the points that the students can enter the 
teacher education programs?  Who is responsible for each of these points?  How do we 
code these students?  What is the minimal set of codes we need so we can determine 
how many students we have in the teacher education programs?   
 
Carol suggested that the deans and the coders both attend the meeting, maybe the 
department chair.  She felt that both administration and staff needs representation at 
this meeting.  Cecelia agreed that operating people, i.e. registrars, need to attend.   
 
The BOR office will send an email to the campuses and copy the VPAA.  The VPAAs 
should determine if the correct people are invited. 
 
 
Item 3.C NSSE Report Data 
The NSSE is used in SD to obtain information from first-year and senior students on 
their undergraduate experience.  The purpose is to measure the extent that students 
engage in educational practices and assess whether those practices are associated with 
student outcomes as well as graduation rates.  Paul added that we used the survey first 
in 2002, and followed up in 2003 and 2004.  It was then decided to use this every other 
year.   
 
Paul continued that it also provides a representation of general scores for five different 
engagement indicators which can be correlated with other institutions.  The problem is 
that a system report has not been generated yet.   
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The report is broken down in to three areas; peer institution comparison, general system 
data across five engagement indicators, and national mean comparison and five year 
trend comparisons. 
 
Peer institution comparison.   Each institution previously selected institutions for peer-
based comparisons.  Paul felt it would be valuable to see the lists of institutions that 
were selected to serve for peer comparison.  The VPAA had selected these.  Paul will 
send an email and request the lists.   
 
Carol felt that nationally, participation was low and thought we should be careful on 
how serious we are unless we have a good representation of students.  Karen agreed 
and added that we should look at demographics and working students.  We are on a 
two-year schedule and the 2006 data is what we have.  In 2008 we will be gathering data 
again. 
 
General system data across five engagement indicators.  Students are asked to voluntarily 
participate in the data collection each year.  How are the students notified?   
 
Paul has not talked to the assessment group yet.  He is looking at a broader issue on the 
use of instruments like this as a way of developing a report card for measuring 
engagement.  If an online tool is used and we don’t know who is participating, it does 
become high risk. 
 
National mean comparison and five-year trend comparisons.  Paul commented that the 
institutions scored high in the first couple years and then when we report less often, the 
scores look like they go down.  He will be working with the assessment group in 
identifying why.  We also need a better way of identifying what type of faculty are 
completing the FSSE.   
 
Royce commented that this is a good report to look at trends but we need to keep 
Carol’s comments in mind when we are developing the report and in communications 
to the BOR members on how reliable this is.   
 
Sam agreed that this is a tool for the campuses and the report should highlight how the 
campus uses the data.  This will not go to the board until next spring and AAC will be 
able to review the data.  Paul will also work with the assessment group.   
 
Lynn commented that the survey has now sparked discussion and it has been helpful.  
Different task forces are looking at a variety of things and it’s been very helpful in 
starting discussions on student engagement.   
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Item 3.D CPA Exam Summaries 
AAC previously discussed statistics for the computerized CPA exam on CPA pass rates.  
The summaries of what the institutions are doing currently are provided.  Sam has 
received the recent edition of the candidate performance on the uniform CPA exam.   
 
Sam did not feel the summaries really answered the question asked.  He will ask again 
and ask the campuses to be more specific on how they are addressing the pass rates, 
which seem to be low when compared to national data.    
 
Sam commented that although most accountants go out into the public sector rather 
than private CPA, it doesn’t address why the pass rates have been lower than the 
national pass rates.  What is being done on our campuses to get the pass rates higher? 
 
Sam will include the attachment from the September AAC meeting in his request for 
more information.   
 
 
Item 4.A BOR Policy 2:6 W Grades 
Sam reported that this was raised by one of the Presidents who felt that completing 70% 
of the semester and then being able to drop a class and receive a W grade was too long.  
Area states were surveyed and were all over the map on this.   
 
Mary Kay reported that the financial aid administrators have talked about this and do 
not want to change the date.  The federal financial aid requirements are 60% completed.   
 
Royce did not feel we could move it much closer to 60% because students typically wait 
until after mid-term to decide if they will drop the course or not.  We would need to get 
the students to decide earlier.  Moving it would require the student to take the course 
more seriously sooner.   
 
Royce was interested in moving the date but it wouldn’t move much.  He felt it was 
beneficial for the date to be after mid-term.  He offered to talk to President Abbott and 
see if mid-term was considered.  If he felt that 70% was too long, Royce would bring it 
back to the November AAC agenda. 
 
 
Item 4.B BOR Policy 2:3 Admissions 
Sam reported that on probation/suspension of students, there is not consistent 
interpretation among the campuses.  Sam has interpreted the policy that if the student is 
applying to one institution for admissions, the appeal should come from the university 
that the student was suspended from.  This would be prior to admissions to any other 
university.  Ranny agreed that this was the intent when originally written. 
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How do we build in a safeguard so that when the student changes their focus, then we 
are not creating loopholes for the unethical student but still allow a student to redirect 
their studies to another discipline. 
 
Should a student who has been suspended from one university be suspended from all 
universities?  Carol did not think so.  There maybe a student that cannot be successful 
in the math or science areas for example but maybe should be given a second chance in 
another direction.  Mary Kay agreed that there are many variables to a low GPA.   
 
Who has the authority to lift the suspension?  

From which the student is suspended: 
SDSDMT 
BHSU 
 
From which the student is applying: 
DSU 
SDSU 
NSU 
USD 

 
Sam felt AAC had two options: 

1) students suspended from one university may be admitted in another university 
but in a different program, or 

2) if the student is eligible to attend any university, then they are eligible to attend 
all universities.   

 
Carol suggested that AAC rewrite the policy so that the student may apply to a new 
university but also include safeguards so the student must go in a different direction.  
This needs to be clear and understood by all universities.  Royce agreed.  Cecelia 
commented that we need to keep in mind that some courses are taught by more than 
one university or some program agreements where some courses are taught by the 
university that may have suspended the student. 
 
Sam, Ranny, and Cecelia will work on language for a policy revision so that institutions 
where the suspended student is applying for admission, may admit the student but not 
into the program from which they were suspended.  The policy change will be revised 
for the December AAC meeting. 
 
 
Item 4.C Turnitin Quotation Follow Up 
Previously AAC declined to consider a system purchase of Turnitin and wanted to wait 
until negotiations and discussion were complete on the course management system 
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software.  One of the members of the English Discipline Council was recently contacted 
directly by Turnitin.   
 
Cecelia commented that recent articles say that people are starting to drop this program 
because of the cost and also due to the rights of the papers submitted.   She circulated 
some information on SafeAssignment software.  The student submits the paper but it’s 
mandatory that the student sends it in.   
 
Sam commented that the plagiarism software would be left to at the institutional level.  
It should not be a system-level decision.  AAC will revisit a possible system purchase 
after their course management system is complete.   
 
 
Item 4.D Research STEM CIP Codes 
Sam reported that a set of research STEM (Science Technology Engineering and 
Mathematics) CIP codes were established in 2004 when a GRA budget was developed.  
This report was done with HEGIS, not looking at the program requirements on each 
campus.  This is looking at undergraduate programs to see how many students are in 
the STEM fields.  
 
VPAAs should let Sam know any changes to the list, add/remove programs, make sure 
that the disciplines are all listed.  Sam also has information from August and will 
circulate to AAC.   
 
 
Item 4.E USDSU Transferability of Courses to Degrees 
The Executive Director received an email from a student who did not feel that she could 
complete a program in SF in a timely manner.  Sam will respond directly to the student.   
 
Cecelia felt that if USD did not advertise that the degree was available in Sioux Falls, 
then the student could not get the degree in Sioux Falls.  All degree programs have 
specified programs of study and all institutions have institutional requirements and 
accrediting requirements that must be met.   
 
AAC did not feel that the residency policy requirements need to be reviewed. 
 
 
Item 4.F 2007 AAC Meeting Schedule 
The proposed meeting schedule for 2007 is included.  The retreat has been proposed for 
September in the Hills.  AAC suggested that we make sure to have a July meeting so 
that the retreat is a true retreat.   
 
SDSMT will try making reservations at the state game lodge. 
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Item 4.G Acalog – a tool to manage university catalogs 
SDSU is considering this university catalog tool.  If anyone is interested in looking at 
this too, they should get in touch with Carol or Mary Kay.   SDSU is considering 
sending their catalog person to institutions using this program.   
 
Can these courses be downloaded from colleague or is it a separate database?  Carol 
understood that it would be downloadable but they are still in the discussing mode and 
has not involved RIS yet. 
 
SDSU thought they would maybe printing for awhile but maybe eventually going to a 
totally online version.    
 
 
Item 4.H.1 Update to List of Approved General Education Courses 
Sam commented that this was discussed previously and how we were going to make 
changes to the policy was not resolved.  SDSU has provided guidelines on what they 
are using internally now.   
 
When do we bring these changes forward?  AAC proposed that the campuses request 
changes to the general education courses once per year through the standard 
curriculum process.   
 
Sam will talk to Dr. Perry and propose that in December of each year, campuses can 
request changes to the courses that meet the general education goals.  These would 
come through the standard curriculum process.   
 
 
Item 4.H.2 Cooperative Agreements with Community Colleges 
Sam remarked that the institutions currently negotiate agreements with community 
colleges and if one university establishes an agreement that transfers a general 
education course then it would transfer to everyone.  Do we want to insert another 
review?  
 
Recently there were three agreements between SDSMT and community colleges.   With 
our current process, the general education courses that were listed in the agreements 
were forwarded directly to COPS and the Board.  AAC did not review the agreements 
prior to BOR approval, which also binds the rest of the system. 
 
If the agreements were brought to AAC, then the VPAAs would have an opportunity to 
review them prior to COPS and BOR and comment on the agreements.  After a short 
discussion, the VPAAs agreed that if someone has deemed that the course transfers, the 
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remaining institutions would have no problem in transferring the general education 
courses to their university.   
 
AAC did not feel that the extra layer of approval was necessary for these agreements.   
 
 
Item 4.I AP Institutes 
Sam reported that the BOR is meeting with the DOE and it has been said that they are 
interested in AP and want to do additional institutes.  Is there something that the DOE 
is doing that can guarantee who and where and what kinds of institutes rather than the 
university planning something that no one wants?   
 
Mary Kay commented that there is a huge commitment and monetary commitment on 
the part of the university.  She handed out some enrollment information on institutes 
offered in 2004, 2005, and 2006.  She is asking that the VPAAs check for accuracy.  The 
first column is the data sent by the DOE.   
 
DOE/BOR staff will be discussing this at the beginning of November.  Sam is trying to 
gather information on past institutes and asking what we can do to help increase 
enrollment.  DOE did not fund any vertical teams so everyone withdrew their 
application.   
 
Paul is checking with the CollegeBoard to see if we can offer these courses online.  Sam 
added that DOE is trying to engage the bigger school districts in offering more AP 
courses.  Currently they are mostly in the Sioux Falls area.  The DOE is trying to get 
Rapid City to offer more courses.   
 
Dean felt that students can go online and get these courses and did not feel there was as 
much push on AP as in the past.   
 
SDSU has commitment from faculty members but getting the participants is the 
problem.  They are to look at making this commitment to run the AP institutes.  USD 
felt we needed to try to get away from expecting each university to offering at least one 
institute every year. 
 
This will come back to the AAC meeting in November.  Sam will have an update from 
the joint meeting with DOE.  The VPAAs can have more discussion on campuses on 
whether their institution would want to offer something. 
 
 
Item 4.J Reading Placement/Reading Remedial Course 
This item has been on the AAC agenda previously.  A common course was approved in 
May 2006, READ 041 Reading for College Success.  For AY 2006-2007, READ 041 is 
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optional for students.  Students who do not meet the reading proficiency score (18 ACT 
or 78 COMPASS) would be advised to enroll in READ 041 concurrently with other 
courses. 
 
A list of issues is provided and need to be resolved.   
 
1.  athletic eligibility 
Cecelia reported that this is a huge concern for DSU because of the difference in athletic 
conference requirements.  This would negatively impact the athletic programs at DSU, 
SDSMT, and BHSU.   
 
There would be no exceptions should this requirement be implemented.   
 
2. students with disabilities 
No exemptions are made for Math and English and this requirement should be no 
different.  We make reasonable accommodations but the requirement should not be 
waived. 
 
3.  ESL students and ESL students who are US residents 
Reasonable accommodations are made for these students but the requirement is not 
waived. 
 
The guidelines address the CAAP exam.  Students are given extra time for the exam on 
the second retake.  We should do the same for Reading as we do for Math and English.   
 
4.  transfer students who have completed courses/credits  at the 100 level or higher 
DSU has proposed the solution below.  This came out of the System Assessment 
Committee on April 19. 
 
Effective Fall 2006, entering students seeking an associate or baccalaureate degree must show 
evidence of their level of academic proficiency in reading by one of the following methods: 

1. ACT Reading score of 18 or higher 
2. COMPASS Reading score of 78 or higher 
3. Completion of 24 credit hours at or above the 100 level from an accredited university. 

 
The language could also apply to first time freshmen if they do not take READ 041 in 
their first or second semesters (before the 30 credit pre-general education tracking hold 
is in place), yet successfully complete 24 hours from a regental institution.  
 
Ranny felt it would be harder to understand and implement than the Math or English 
but didn’t think it would be impossible.  Clyde reported that NSU gives the COMPASS 
exam to all new students including transfer students and even if they have a valid ACT 
score. 
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M/S by Cecelia and Karen to accept DSU’s proposal.  Motion carries.  This will be 
written into policy or guidelines and come back to AAC for review in November. 
 
5.  technical institute transfer students 
Will the technical institute transfer students be required to participate?  Yes, they would 
be required.   
 
Paul will update the guidelines and bring them back to the AAC meeting in November. 
 
 
Item 4.K CLEP Guidelines 
Sam reported that AAC previously decided that exam scores would be accepted 5 years 
after the exam is discontinued.  It is being suggested that if the CLEP score is accepted 
by one institution, even if the score is past the 5 years, that the receiving institution also 
accepts the score.   AAC agreed. 
 
 
Item 4.L BOR Policy 2:16 Teacher Education Programs 
Sam reported that this is a formality.  The BOE changed the rules numbers and this has 
been changed in BOR policy.  This will move forward to the December board meeting.   
 
Dean thought that 2:16.7 Placement in Private Schools was revised or deleted from 
policy.  Sam will check with Jim Shekleton. 
 
 
Item 4.M Petitions of Multi-Institutional Students  
Cecelia reported that she, Laurie Becvar and Gail Dobbs-Tidemann meet with Sharon 
Sopko from SDPURC once a month to talk through any issues.  They have been 
discussing the multi-institutional students, i.e. who makes the decisions about appeals 
that are granted, tuition is refunded, etc.   Currently the guidelines are set for the home 
institutions but it didn’t seem appropriate for the home institution to be making 
decisions about tuition refunds, etc. 
 
The petition form here is for situations where the institutions cannot agree and what 
processes need to be taken for the students.   It is a result of MCR 19 which established 
guidelines that were found to be not workable.  A form was distributed and suggestions 
were made for changes.  AAC would like to use one form for all off-campus centers. 
 
Trudy will take this to the MOCC group and offer any issues back to AAC.  This item 
will come back to AAC in November for additional discussion. 
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Item 4.N West River Advisory Management 
Dean reported that this group will meet in December during the BOR meeting.  The 
following campus representatives will participate: 
 
SDSU - Barbara Hobbs (also minute taker) 
USD – will need to get a name 
DSU – Cecelia, Valerie Stulka 
BOR – Sam  
 
Dean will send an email and VPAA can let Dean know of any additional people to 
invite.   
 
 
Item 5 2006-2007 Workplan 
At the BOR retreat in August, items were identified which fall in the area of academic 
affairs.  Each of the items were incorporated into the actions drafted to begin 
discussions. 
 
Section 3.  Conduct a detailed analysis to insure that students graduating from SD high schools 
and enrolling in public universities enter with the knowledge and skills expected in the 
disciplinary areas represented in the core curriculum.  This analysis will include a review of 
standards and assessments for University core courses and then these need to be compared with 
the K-12 standards for graduation (are the standards in entry level courses offered by the 
universities in line with K-12 graduation standards). 
 
What do we need to do to get the right people started on this review? 
 
Dean felt that the DOE have standards to address this?  Yes, the DOE has established 
these standards but do the people teaching the general education courses are they 
aware of these standards and how do they align with our general education courses.  Is 
there disconnection in moving from the K-12 standards to our general education 
standards?  Sam will send the K-12 standards to AAC members. 
 
Sam felt that the discipline councils have become disconnected with the board office.  
AAC needs to be involved in changing this.  The charge letters to the discipline councils 
will be sent to AAC.  We need to get the chairs designated of the councils designated.   
 
We have reviewed the general education syllabi on meeting our student outcomes but 
not as meeting high school graduation.  At the basic level of K-12 standards, is the 
student ready for college level work?   
 
Carol suggested a planning session for the discipline councils and then break into 
smaller groups.  It was suggested that the Chair and Vice-Chair from each discipline 
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council meet with representatives from AAC and DOE to discuss the K-12 expectations 
and how they relate to the college education expectations for high school students 
coming in.  Is there a gap and if so, how can we minimize the gap? 
 
Sam reported that the BOR has scheduled joint staff meetings with DOE and DOE 
knows that these discussions have been started.  Sam will meet with Wade Pogany and 
talk this through.  Dr. Perry and Secretary Melmer both agree that this review is 
important and should take place.   
 
How can we ensure that students graduating from high school are meeting the 
standards?  Carol suggested that we look at the standards of Japan or Korea and their 
very refined course of study.   
 
The first meeting will try to be scheduled yet this fall and then a follow-up next spring 
to report the findings and issues that have come up. 
 
2.  Develop and implement strategies to increase enrollment and completion rates of 
minorities, including Native American, Hispanic and other rapidly growing minorities. 
 
Sam reported that CNN shows that SD has the highest growing rate of minorities, 
especially the Hispanics.  It’s doubling every 5 years.  In Sioux Falls there are some 
schools where minorities make up 20-30% of the population.   
 
This is becoming an issue in Sioux Falls.  It is an opportunity for us to establish plans or 
strategies to get the minority populations involved in higher education.  Mark Lee has 
already scheduled a meeting with the community on minority issues.  (this meeting was 
cancelled and not yet rescheduled)  Sam is also looking at possible grant funding to 
help and possibly bringing in people from other states that have already looked at this 
in their own states and how they address the issues there. 
 
Carol commented that all the universities have already been doing something relative 
to Native Americans.  It’s taken a long time to develop the relationships established and 
we do not want to jeopardize these.   
 
Sam replied that the issues was first identified with the Hispanic and other minority 
populations for the Sioux Falls area however, the Native American population will not 
be excluded.  The current relationships are something that we will be sensitive to.  We 
have some good options to develop good relationships.   
 
1.  system-wide review of programs in education 
Sam will be meeting with the Deans of education on October 31 in Pierre.  Charles 
Coble will be here to provide a national perspective on teacher education and plan for 
reviewing our programs.  Dr. Coble will be coming back in December for campus visits 
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and to meet individually with the Deans and the VPAAs.  Dean suggested that the 
external advisory group be invited to these campus meetings.  We want to get the 
legislators involved.    
 
A report from the consultant on the teacher education program review would go to the 
BOR in May 2007.   
 
Carol felt that AAC did not get their point across to the Executive Director on the 
critical needs of the conditions of our libraries.   She felt that we need to look at this in 
relationship to the accreditation visits when North Central starts to visit the campuses.  
Sam commented that the utilities and the salary issues are going to be in the front and 
that the libraries will probably take back seat but he will talk to Dr. Perry.   
 
 
Item 6 Joint Meeting with SAC - Retention 
During the joint AAC/SAC discussion of retention, it was decided to convene a group 
that will develop a report on campus retention efforts for the Board.  This group will 
focus on two areas.  First the group will review the recommendations made in the 2003 
report to the Board.  As this part of the process, the group will outline the steps taken by 
the campuses and the system to address these recommendations and will highlight 
outcomes of these activities.  
 
In addition, the group will provide a broader update for the 2003 report.  This should 
include a review of the recent literature arising from studies in this area.  Further, this 
update should establish a set of recommendations that describe actions/programming 
the system/campuses should be implementing during the next three-five years as the 
issues surrounding student success are addressed. 
 
The group that will convene to accomplish this task should have at least one 
representative from academic affairs and at least one from student affairs from each 
campus. Institutions should forward the names of their representatives to Sam and Jim, 
who will schedule the first meeting.   
 
Efforts that the campuses have in place to support achievement by students of color 
were also discussed.   This was an area of interest of the Board and this year we will be 
developing some strategies to better position the Universities to serve the increasing 
number of minority students in SD and in the region.   
 
Campuses will provide a brief summary of the formal and informal programming in 
place that targets minority students in the education pipeline. This includes all efforts to 
recruit, admit, retain and graduate students of color.  In addition, we would like to 
know if any of the universities are working with students of color as they progress 
through the K-12 system and/or with school districts and other entities that are actively 
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support these students.  While these activities clearly will include programming 
supported by grants under the TRIO program, this summary should include informal 
activities such as groups of students going to schools with minority populations to read 
with ESL students and other similar efforts.  In sum, while the majority of efforts may 
be housed in student affairs, there may be a number of more informal activities across 
campus. 
 
To facilitate this process, the suggested format for this requested summary is below: 
 

1. Name (or descriptive title) of program  
2. Target population  
3. Brief description (1-2 sentences)  
4. Other information (i.e., budget; years offered; successes, etc. (1-2 phrases))  

 
Since all campuses submitted a detailed report outlining programming offered for 
Native American Students earlier this year, this request should focus on other 
populations and programming.  The summaries should identify the full range of 
programming offered, yet keep the summary of each activity brief.  If additional 
information is needed, we can add. 
 
The information will be sent to Sam within the next couple weeks.  A summary will 
then be prepared and circulated. 
 
 
Item 7.A DDN Coordination 
Josh reported that this is the item that went to COPS a couple weeks ago.  He met with 
TAC today and they had questions on the details of the report.  This is a summary of 
issues that have been encountered with DDN across the system and what can be done 
to fix the issues.   
 
The summary is what we can do to remedy our problems across the system.  The site 
coordinators do a great job and this is not a reflection of what they are doing wrong.  
The sites may be doing a good job but may not be done well across the system.  This 
item doesn’t address the problems with BIT.     
 
Some sites are feeling the burden of having a staff person on site all the time and a 
funding issue is presented.  For many sites this will be a wash, others it will be costly, 
and some sites will benefit. 
 
Josh reported that during the COPS meeting, the Presidents talked about using the 
technology fellows.  Some were already using them, but some didn’t feel it was 
appropriate.  This is an appropriate use of tech fellows according to Monte.   Cecelia 
disagreed.    
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Karen replied that what was not acceptable in the first few years may be acceptable 
now.  But what is appropriate and what is not needs to be clarified for the institutions.   
 
Sam added that we need to look at the whole administrative processes and guidelines 
and update where necessary.  Lynn agreed and added that we need to look at all 
opportunities for solving our DDN problem. 
 
Josh recommended that a trained technician be available for the duration of the course 
at the originating site.  At the receiving site, we need to have a technician available or at 
least nearby to help should a problem occur, typically evenings or weekends. 
 
We need to have standard operating procedures.  Other systems have common 
operational procedures that we can put into place to assure quality delivery of the 
course.  We also need to begin training the instructor what they can do to minimize the 
impact to the student if something should fail.  At some sites very little interaction 
occurs between the instructor and the technician.    
 
The BOR certification process does not preclude the university from setting up delivery 
of courses at a location that is not a BIT site.  But we will not have BIT support should 
technology fail.  The SOP document would be set for these and needs to be followed. 
 
 If faculty are developing delivery to sites, they need to be an approved site, i.e. from a 
technical and support sense.  If it’s a BIT connection, they we tell BIT the information 
they need and BIT would respond whether the approved site is working.  If there are 
technical problems, then it will be BIT’s responsibility to fix. 
 
If an institution is going to offer a course, then it should be at a site that is responsible 
by BIT so that we can call BIT for help and they would be responsible.  The sender 
needs to know where the course is going.  If something fails, the sending site needs to 
have procedures to call the receiving site and talk to the technician that is at the 
receiving site.   
 
Karen commented that institutions are understaffed in IT areas and have had to field 
these responsibilities out to other people.   Sam added that we need to have one person 
where the instructor can go to for assistance and who is responsible for making the 
DDN sessions happen. 
 
Sam felt that more and more courses will go online just to avoid the hassle of DDN.  
Karen sympathized with trying to get a handle on this but the universities are all faced 
with resource problems.   
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Josh needs to know the names of the DDN contact persons on campus as soon as 
possible.  NSU and DSU have both responded.  USD and SDSU will have the most 
difficult choice just because of size.   
 
Sam commented that there is a $5.50 EUC component fee that the student pays that is 
part of the budget.  It goes to the Board office to fund EUC activities but in the past few 
years, much is given back to the universities.  The money given to the board office goes 
into programming.  The money is intended to help with administration for technology, 
not the general funds of the university.   
 
Josh is working with BIT for sites where institutions can deliver the courses.  The EUC 
component fee should be used for technical support, but the way it is done is still to be 
determined.   Royce suggested that Josh bring the EUC budget to AAC annually so they 
can see where the money goes and what the budget is.   
 
Josh will work with the EUC Committee on operating procedures and fee distribution.  
They will also work on what the technicians should be trained on regarding the 
receiving and delivering DDN sites.   
 
Josh commented he visits BIT regularly to resolve issues.  The intent with the activity 
log is to sit down regularly with BIT and look at frequency and types of problems we 
are having.  Another thing to consider is that BHSU and PURC and a handful of other 
sites that have old equipment but they have a new Kodak for their site.  There are also 
the Gov’s classroom and STAR sites where the campuses are responsible for updating.  
These have caused compatibility problems.  We either need to shut them down or get 
them upgraded.   
 
Josh will send a list of items that need to be updated to the VPAAs.   
 
 
Item 7.B Quality Assurance Process Update 
Josh provided AAC with an update on where the committee is at on a number of 
different issues.  They would like to have a tool available for students to plan a distance 
education program for the future, not just a year out.   
 
One issue they are following up on is from November 2005, faculty reviewer 
compensation.  Minutes from that meeting are attached. 
 
This is already in process.  Although no system reviews have been done, they will be 
included.  The next EUC committee meeting is Monday and that will be the major topic 
of discussion.  Every course for review is $100 per review and only one faculty member 
gets compensated.   
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Carol suggested that promotion and tenure needs to be standardized across the system.  
She suggested a form that the VPAA could review.  Karen suggested that the COHE 
agreement might be able to tell us where this applies.   Activities like serving on a 
review panel would be considered service and this would be comparable.   
 
Royce would like AAC to stay away from what gets counted in the P&T process.  Carol 
said that she would normally agree but felt that there may be differences among 
campuses and even within the campus but between departments.  She felt that there 
might be a case where this would be considered teaching.  Royce agreed that within the 
campus there should be consistency but let it remain a local issue, rather than a system 
document.  He felt that it should be addressed in the standards document within the 
COHE agreement.  There should be a standard form and standard a description within 
the system but counted separately within the campus structure and remain a local issue.   
 
Sam agreed that this would be a local decision but an administrative issue rather than a 
faculty issue.   
 
 
Item 7.C Review of Online Student Service 
The CENTSS (WCET) Online Student Services Institution Self Audit Tool  has recently 
been purchased and will be used to review the following 20 service areas at all South 
Dakota Board of Regents universities: Academic Advising, Admissions, Assessment & 
Testing, Bookstore, Career Services, Course/Program Catalog, Disability Services, 
Financial Aid, Communications (Institution-to-Student), Library  Orientation, Personal 
Counseling, Placement Services, Registration, Schedule of Classes, Student Accounts, 
Student Activities, Student Population Segments, Technical Support, Tutoring.   
 
This is a survey from the student’s perspective.   The online services are available to all 
students, not just the online students.   The attachment is lengthy and is provided 
separately.  Dr. Perry will be sending a memo to everyone soon with details of the 
review process.   
 
Sam commented that currently most of the online courses are posted online with no 
follow-up.  These courses will migrate into programs.  What are institutions doing to 
help students relating to online courses and programs?   
 
Josh added that there is a group of individuals that are going to meet and help plan for 
uniform application on the universities.  Dr. Perry has a draft letter with a 
recommended group.  This issue originated in the BOR office with Dr. Perry with 
concerns on how the online students are being serviced.  Cecelia and Carol agreed that 
how this flows out of the academic offices is up to the VPAA and not the responsibility 
of the online or technical people. 
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Item 7.D MERLOT Membership 
Josh has provided a table on what MERLOT requires from us as members.   Being a 
system member doesn’t really have any benefits except to go to the project director’s 
meetings.   The campuses are responsible for the costs of the peer reviewers and we pay 
an annual fee of  $25,000.  If we’re not a member, we can still post materials and access 
the information.   
 
Are we going to continue this and how are we going to support this? 
 
Cecelia felt that we have spent a considerable amount of money on this with really no 
benefit.  Josh agreed and added that the institutions are expected to commit time and 
faculty members.   
 
M/S by Cecelia and Royce to stop membership of MERLOT.   Motion carries.  Effective 
July 1, 2007 we are out of MERLOT and we will not need to provide commitments.  If 
campus people want to volunteer to be peer reviewers, the campuses can negotiate with 
the faculty member. 
 
 
 
Item 8 Technical Institute/Articulation 
Sam is working on the joint meeting with the technical institutes and the universities.  
What issues should we be prepared for? 
 
Cecelia felt that each university has worked out most problems with the technical 
institutes separately.  She still felt there was an issue with PURC/STI and the 
DSU/SDSU/USD group and how the money is being transferred.  Sharon Sopko has 
been named the contact person with STI. 
 
Mary Kay felt that a good starting point is to review the guidelines.  Updating program 
to program agreements will be discussed during the meeting.  One thing to remember is 
that these are program to program agreements, not course to course agreements.  It’s an 
articulation of the technical institute program into a portion of a program at the 
university.   
 
Sam felt that the issues with PURC may need to be discussed separately with the 
universities involved.  It seems that the universities cannot get lists of the instructors to 
assure that the faculty teaching the courses of the university’s, are university faculty 
members.   
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Item 9 Technology Report – Campus Information 
Sam reported that at the planning retreat, a discussion of laptop initiatives quickly 
moved into a discussion of student ownership of computers.  TAC was surveyed and 
results indicated that more than 85% of students owned computers.   
 
Karen was not sure where the information from that a survey came from but she 
thought that maybe TAC was asked to guess.  Sam thought that they were hard 
numbers.   He will find a copy of the information and distribute to AAC.  He thought 
maybe that the numbers also focused on the traditional aged students that live on 
campus.   
 
Sam commented that he thought that technology was written into the university 
strategic plans.  Cecelia responded that she was not aware that the data were being 
gathered until the COPS item was discussed with her and her president.   
 
She continued that when DSU got the laptop initiative approved, the assumption was 
that they would be phasing out the computer labs.  So far they have phased out 7 labs.  
It should be understood that the money for general labs is not there anymore and the 
money is being redirected. 
 
 
Yellowstone Project Update 
BOR Presentation 
Cecelia, Clyde and Royce will be making a presentation tomorrow for the Board 
members. 
 
New Course 
Royce reported that they are proposing to offer a system course next fall.   The basic 
framework would involve a week prior to fall semester for students and some faculty to 
spend a week at Yellowstone, and then spend the fall semester on the SD course.  It 
would be offered next year as a pilot program. 
 
Each campus would serve as a campus coordinator for the course and depending on the 
topic of the course, the faculty member may need to draw in other faculty members.  
The course would have some lecture possibly over DDN, some web study, etc. with 
details being worked out.  All six universities would be involved and are in support of 
this framework. 
 
Money/Resources 
Resources will be needed for the pilot program.  Royce proposes that we put in a 
proposal to the Great Plains Foundation for funding of the pilot program.   
 

Page 20 



draft draft draft 

If there is no money available then we would need to regroup and look at other 
resources.  The expectation is that this would be a yearly course, but possibly another 
location after the first year or two.   
 
Karen responded that one thing that would make a difference to SDSMT students is if 
the course were acceptable to general education credit.  Cecelia responded that this 
would not necessarily be an added course but maybe something that would meet the 
globalization issue and possibly goals 3 or 4.   
 
Carol agreed with Sam that there are groups and students that are wiling to pay for 
these types of coursework.  We could get the program started with grants or our own 
funds at first but then eventually it could be funded on its own.   
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