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Academic Affairs Council Retreat 
October 16, 2009 

 
Minutes of the Meeting 

 
The Academic Affairs Council met at BHSU on Friday, October 16, 2009 with the following 
persons attending:  BHSU, Kristi Pearce and Dean Myers; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Tom 
Hawley; SDSMT, Duane Hrncir and Kate Alley; SDSU, Mary Kay Helling and Laurie Nichols; 
USD, Chuck Staben and Lynn Rognstad; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Paul Turman, and Jodi Gabriel.   
 
 
Follow-up to conflict of commitment discussion on October 15 
Sam reported that he had talked with Jim Shekleton.  Both agreed that the discussions were 
valuable because specific issues the campuses need addressed have been identified.  Now the 
project can be turned over to Chuck and his committee so they can frame the issues and come 
back to us with some proposals that can be discussed and acted upon.   
 
The objective is to get this issue moving forward.  Chuck agreed that the discussion gave 
guidance to the committee.  Any additional thoughts should be sent to Chuck.   
 
There is a group talking about intellectual property and they suggested that someone from AAC 
also work on this issue.  Sam commented that the broader issues of policy need to be addressed.  
SDSU had identified a few issues.  These issues would need to be renegotiated so we will need 
to review these in time to discuss them prior to negotiations starting next fall. 
 
Chuck volunteered to participate as AAC’s representative to the group talking about 
intellectual property policies. 
 
 
 
Additions to the agenda 

• Western academic leadership forum 
• PDP non-compliance & civility 
• Native American project 

 
 
 
 
PDP Non-Compliance & Civility 
AAC had a short discussion on the PDP and the required form.  Who does the worksheet and 
who doesn’t?  Is it counterproductive or not?  Sam stressed that we need to continue to push 
that the professional disciplines must show student learning outcomes for accreditation.   
 
What happens if a faculty member doesn’t turn in a PDP?  Kate suggested that they would 
create a work improvement plan.  Kristi added that in meeting with the department chairs, 
many are questioning the quality but not that faculty are refusing.  She felt it was good that 
they are making the assessments of quality PDPs.  SDSU has one that refused but they are 
already on a work improvement plan.   
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Sam will follow up with Jim on the institution’s option should someone refuse to complete the 
PDP.  (NOTE:  Jim concurs with the discussion.  This is not negotiable and disciplinary 
action(s) outlined in the agreement should be initiated.) 
 
What do institutions do with the language on civility?  DSU added a paragraph from Appendix 
G to their standards document.  Do other institutions have this in their documents?  SDSU calls 
it standards of good practice.  This really hasn’t been an issue at other campuses.  The language 
is already in the COHE agreement. 
 
 
 
 
Western Academic Leadership Forum 
Sam reported that WICHE is the sponsor of the Western Academic Leadership Forum, an 
organization of chief academic officers of colleges and universities in WICHE states.  The BOR 
system has been a member since inception.  This spring the meeting will be held in Rapid City, 
around mid-April. 
 
Sam encouraged the institutions to join if they are not members already.  Everyone will be 
invited to attend.  If the institution is a member, then you can attend the meeting for free.  Sam 
added that the topics will be common core for high school students, impact on accreditation, 
early assessment, establishing a tool box of strategies that can be used for program planning, 
productivity.   
 
Sam will email information to AAC members.   
 
 
 
 
Native American Project 
Sam commented that the objective of this project is to support the efforts on campus and 
strengthen the system relating to furthering the education of Native Americans.  Currently, 
programming play out differently on each campus so the campuses may have individuals from 
different units participating.  However, Sam asks that there be one academic affairs 
representative from each campus to participate.   
 
Chuck suggested moving the initial meeting date since it conflicts with the national conference 
in Milwaukee and USD reps are attending.  NSU also has conflicts.  Sam has already sent a 
message to the consultants asking for input.   
 
The VPAAs will send the names of their institutional representatives to Sam and Jodi.  Sam will 
follow up on a possible change in date for the initial meeting since October 22 conflicts with 
the National Indian Education Association Conference. 
 
 
 
 
Item 1 Program Productivity Report/Process 
Sam will send an updated list that everyone will review.  All corrections, additions and other 
edits should be sent to the BOR office for compilation.  The BOR office is in charge of the 
master list. 
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Sam asked the institutions to continue to review the spreadsheets.  He noted that any programs 
that had 0 graduates were not previously included but will be added.  Any changes should be 
sent to the BOR office.  The next steps agreed upon for this project are included on the 
coversheet.   
 
Sam added that the graduate program list will be included for March BOR item.  Those 
programs are not listed on this list.   
 
Sam has suggested that SDSU do something with the specializations.  Currently they are not 
attached to any majors.  Laurie agreed and felt they would review all the specializations during 
this review process.   
 
Sam commented that when the articulation degree programs for technical institutes are 
recorded, the decision to code them as separate majors was apparently done to accommodate 
degree audit.  The articulated credit should be recorded as a block credit and should be 
recorded the same as any other transfer students.  Sam did not feel that these need to be 
tracked separately at the program level.  MOCC is discussing the issue to see if there may be 
specific reasons to track these separately.  
 
All of the changes to assure accuracy will be sent to the BOR office by NOVEMBER 15.  
Campuses should also review the list of programs that have been deactivated. 
 
For undergraduate programs, programs will be reviewed if there are 20 or fewer graduates 
over the four-year timeframe. 
 
For masters programs, programs will be reviewed if there are 12 or fewer graduates over the 
four-year timeframe.  Specializations will be included. 
 
For PhD programs, programs will be reviewed if there are 6 or fewer graduates over a four-
year timeframe.  Specializations will not be included. 
 
Sam felt that since the associate degree programs are generally attached to the baccalaureate 
programs, this would remain an internal working document.  Some of the information may be 
valuable as the institutions are working through the other programs.  Sam will talk to Dr. 
Warner about this further and will report back to AAC. 
 
The next step is what to do with the programs listed.  The reports recommending action will go 
to the MARCH 2010Board meeting.   To meet AAC/COPS timelines, campus reports will be due 
to the BOR office on FEBRUARY 10.   
 
The list of options is included in the recommended action of the BOR item in October.   
 
1) Retain because of critical need – The following set of reasons were proposed and if the 

campus is recommending that a program be retained, one of these should be selected with 
supporting arguments provided.  (This list will be reviewed by AAC in November.)  
• There is demand for graduates in the state. 
• It’s the only program of its kind in the state. 
• There is industry need. 
• Graduates are getting employment. 
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• Unique opportunities for students.  
• Mission specific centrality (serving the state, cultural need for the region) 

 
Sam volunteered to visit the campuses to talk with faculty as this process unfolds.   
 
 
2) Retain with further review required – please specify plan and state numbers.   

• Mission specific centrality (serving the state, cultural need for the region) may also 
affect retention.   
On the program review list, ask the reviewer to look at this specifically.  There should 
not be many listed, no more than 5-10% of the institution’s programs. 

• This set should be mission specific. 
 
 
3) Consolidate with another program on campus, Consolidate with another program within 

the system 
• The document to consolidate must be included in the March BOR item. 
• If the consolidation is with another program in the system, show the collaborative 

portion of the program (i.e., course rotation schedule) 
 
 
4) Termination 

• Programs will need to show the teach-out plan for any programs with students 
enrolled that are terminated. 

 
 
A summary will be sent out next week to show the timeline and definitions that were 
discussion.   
 
 
 
 
Item 3 Credit Hours to Completion 
Programs with 120 credit hours 
Sam has structured this item relating to the high school graduation standards.  He felt the 
credit hour to degree issue should really be reframed as a standards issue.  Historically we 
made the argument that it takes 128 credit hours to earn a degree.  Some institutions do award 
degrees with fewer hours completed.  Regardless, there are expected outcomes that students 
must meet if they are to be successful and the curricular requirements should be tied to this.  If 
this is done, some programs may require 120 hours while others may require 135. 
 
Sam has talked to Dr. Warner and will continue the conversations.  Dr. Warner understood 
that AAC was involved in the new program proposals.  Laurie suggested that the new program 
proposal needs to be reworked.  Sam concurred and added that it ties to the HLC assessment 
but agreed that we were not fully there.   
 
Sam suggested that the entire program approval process has not been reviewed for quite some 
time.  Rarely is there opportunity for the AAC members to really review the proposal processes. 
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Sam commented that right now, the 120 credit hour issue is also an issue for BAC since there 
are financial implications to the system.   
 
Laurie commented that typically as the program requirements whittle down, the electives are 
removed and historically this has been viewed as not valued.   Sam felt that Dr. Warner was 
interested in reducing the number of courses that will qualify as electives.   
 
We need to be able to justify the required program hours in terms of expected student 
outcomes.  Any issues should be sent to Sam.  If there are programs that you feel strongly about 
at 128 hours rather than 120 hours, then let Sam know.  If you are happy doing programs at 
120 hours, then propose the program at 120 hours but all proposals should be based on 
student learning outcomes. 
 
 
Student learning outcomes 
Cecelia felt that Appendix A in the new program proposal identified student outcomes and 
what courses applied to each outcome.  Nationwide student outcomes are available for 
common programs, common student outcomes.  She felt it was sometimes difficult to find 
student learning outcomes in other majors offered that are comparable to the ones being 
proposed.   
 
Does AAC want to take the position that the credit hour requirements are based on student 
learning outcomes or just wait until the programs go to 120 hours?  Laurie responded that this 
is a discussion where SDSU’s specialized majors has gone for accreditation.  It was talked about 
during their accreditation visit a few weeks ago.  She agreed that we should be talking about 
this now.  Sam concurred that the specialized majors have been forced in that direction.   
 
Tom felt that such a review may be difficult for some disciplines.  Sam agreed and thought this 
process may take 4-5 years.  If the system wants to do this, then AAC needs to come up with a 
plan to present to the Board to be implemented.  He felt that the message would be that there 
would be no increases in hours for programs and anticipate a decrease in required hours for 
programs. 
 
Kristi suggested that we start with the degree/program/courses; start at the top and roll it 
down.  Kate added that ABET agrees with this approach.  Kristi responded that she thought the 
institutions looked at Appendix A for the new program proposal in different ways.   
 
AAC felt a review of student learning outcomes for programs may need to take place.  Sam 
suggested that the VPAA talk to their deans and other campus personnel and AAC would 
continue a discussion in November.  AAC agreed. 
 
 
 
 
Item 2 Alignment of High School Standards/Early Assessment 
Laurie commented that the research article that Sam sent to AAC was informative.  She 
reported that California colleges did an early assessment program at the end of their junior 
year in high school to gauge how ready they were for college math and English.  Their goal 
was to reduce the number of students requiring remediation from 50% where it is today to 
10%.  In California, faculty and staff from the universities worked with the high schools and 
created supplemental questions added to the test that students take at the end of their junior 
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year.  Students are told that the supplemental test is voluntary and these questions test them on 
how ready they are for college. 
 
The tests are then scored over the summer and results come back to the counselor, student 
and/or parent.  The results show that they are college-ready, not quite ready, or if they have a 
lot of remediation work to do.   
 
Laurie commented that there were two parts to the process.  The first part is the testing and the 
second part is the professional development of these teachers to get those students ready for 
college level work.  The colleges have offered a significant number of programs over the 
summer to help teachers get ready to teach high school kids to meet the college-ready 
standards.  The results showed that over the last 5 years, there are fewer students remediated 
but overall they are not where they would like to be at.   
 
Sam added that California is the first state doing this intentionally at a state level.  Laurie was 
able to see this one being implemented.  Message 1 was the remediation rates, 50% of 
incoming students had to be remediated.  This shows that high schools in SD are doing pretty 
well.   Message 2 was that they were able to find a strategy that worked for them, tying it to the 
junior level high school students who take the tests.  It was for information for those who 
participated.  Sam added that we need to keep pushing for high school students in SD to take 
the ACT in their junior year, which has to be tied to the student learning outcomes of the high 
school courses.  The California process was the result of an agreement between high school 
teachers and college faculty to work together.   
 
Laurie remarked that one thing they really wanted to do in California was to stay with one 
testing.  They worked the supplemental 15 questions onto the standard test.  Sam commented 
that this is the year that the math standards are being reviewed.  Faculty are typically involved 
when standards are being discussed.   
 
Sam added that one issue for this type of initiative is money.  California put millions of dollars 
into this project.  Chuck added that not only is there a cost for testing but also an enrichment 
program for the teachers that are helping with the high school remediation program and 
program development for teachers.   
 
Tom agreed that we need a funding source.  We tried getting faculty and high school teachers 
together for the end of course exam project and when there was money, everyone wanted to 
play but when the money went away, so did the desire to work on the project.  ESA also seems 
to only play when there is compensation.   
 
Dean agreed that this looks a lot like end of course exams.  The faculty continue to complain 
about the quality and preparation of students coming into their courses.  The name of the 
project may change but the bottom line is that we want the students to come into a college 
course more prepared. 
 
Does AAC want to take this on as an initiative?  Cecelia suggested that although these are all 
very good initiatives, AAC may be more effective by focusing more on a few projects than 
rather try to take on all these issues at once.  AAC concurred. 
 
AAC felt that more thought should be done before moving into this initiative.  It has value but 
since we going to tackle the program productivity, maybe this is something we should wait a 
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little bit on.  Sam noted that the Math Discipline Council is meeting next week and will be 
talking about remediation of math.   
 
 
 
 
Item 4 Dual Credit 
Sam reported that the Presidents discussed this at the recent COPS meeting.  Dr. Warner is 
interested in offering more courses to our high school students. 
 
Sam added that the cost will need to be looked at.  The model that we have currently in the 
state requires students to pay $150 or so for a course.  There are a couple new models being 
discussed, one with $50 a course.  Another piece being talked about is that each university 
would be able to work with high schools in their own areas and what quality control measures 
should be in place.  They have talked about selling seats in courses on campus.  The freshmen 
level courses that have vacant seats that high school kids want to come and take the course, we 
could sell those seats.   
 
Sam added that the biggest issue that we face is our policies and what we are doing with our 
neighboring states.  We are a tuition driven system so there are policies that we need to 
address.  Sam suggested that the VPAAs talk to their Presidents and discuss all the issues 
involved.   
 
 
 
 


