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Academic Affairs Council Meeting 
December 12, 2006 

 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

 
 
The Academic Affairs Council met in Rapid City on Thursday, December 12, 2006 with the 
following persons participating:  BHSU, Dean Myers; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Clyde 
Arnold; SDSMT, Karen Whitehead; SDSU, Mary Kay Helling and Carol Peterson; USD, Lynn 
Rognstad and Royce Engstrom; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Josh Riedy, Paul Turman, Ranny Jones, 
Trudy Zalud, and Jodi Gabriel (via phone). 
 
 
Item 1 Agenda ~ Additions, Changes, and Approval 
Sam reported that lodging for the current retreat dates for 2007 will not work.  Karen has 
proposed that we move the retreat to September 27 and 28.  The VPAAs will respond to Sam and 
Jodi to report anything that conflicts with the move. 
 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
M/S by Lynn and Carol to approve the November AAC minutes as submitted.  Motion carries. 
 
 
 
Item 3.A.1 Literacy Exam Guidelines 
Paul reported that during the meeting in September, AAC approved a qualifying score of 13 as 
the system cut score for the informational literacy exam.  Concern was expressed regarding the 
time frame in which students would be required to take and complete the exam.   
 
A subcommittee of Rise Smith, Carrie Ahern (DSU), JoAnne Sckerl (SDSU) and George Earley 
(BHSU) rewrote the existing guidelines to include the qualifying score and language that 
encourages students to complete the exam in a timely manner. 
 
Lynn raised the issue that the associate degree requirements do not include the informational 
literacy exam requirements.  Clyde agreed that it didn’t make sense to require the exam for one 
group and not the other.  AAC agreed that they were previously just silent on the associate degree 
requirements. 
 
Sam felt this was all tied into the admissions requirements, i.e. the computer studies requirement.  
There are new requirements set by the DOE and high schools are moving away from listing 
specific courses for graduation.  He suggested that AAC may want to talk with DOE personnel to 
maybe develop some assessment that we can use relating to admissions requirements.   
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Sam continued that the concern is that with a common general education core, the exam 
instrument should be common too.  AAC really hasn’t discussed the implications of that.  The 
educational system is kind of moving away from specific courses and moving towards measuring 
the competencies.  He felt that we needed to have a broader conversation with the K-12 groups. 
 
Sam was also concerned that a system-wide placement would result in a system-wide proficiency 
of the admissions requirements.  Currently the campuses have individual ways of doing their 
assessment and we could not go forward with a system-wide exam, but yet we need to keep 
talking about system-wide proficiency. 
 
M/S by Carol and Clyde that the guidelines be revised to include the associate degree as part of 
the information literacy and proficiency exam requirements.  Motion carries. 
 
Sam clarified that the universities need to continue to use their own processes to make sure that 
the students are fulfilling the requirements.   
 
The VPAAs will talk to their campus personnel to discuss the procedures, penalties, etc. so we 
can update the policies at the BOR in April.  Paul and Sam will draft policy revisions and bring 
these to AAC in January or February. 
 
Paul will revise the guidelines and list separately the nature of the exam, the nature of 
remediation, and the nature of alternate certification for all associate degree students.  This will 
come back to AAC in January or February. 
 
 
 
Item 4.A Program Modifications – South Dakota School of Mines and Technology 
M/S by Carol and Karen to approve the following program modifications for SDSMT.  Motion 
carries.  The proposals will move forward to the April COPS and Board meetings for 
consideration. 
 

 Computer Engineering 
 Electrical Engineering 
 Interdisciplinary Sciences (Atmospheric Sciences Specialization) 

 
 
 
Item 4.B Program Modifications – University of South Dakota 
M/S by Carol and Clyde to approve the following program modifications for USD.  Motion 
carries.  The proposals will move forward to the April COPS and Board meetings for 
consideration. 
 

 M.A. Chemistry 
 M.A. Computer Science: Human-Computer Emphasis Plan A (thesis) 
 M.A. Computer Science Plan A (thesis) 
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 M.A. Computer Science Plan B (no thesis) 
 
 
 
Item 5.A Course Modifications – South Dakota School of Mines and Technology 
M/S by Karen and Carol to approve the following new course requests for SDSMT.  Motion 
carries.  The proposals will move forward to the Executive Director for consideration and be 
reported in the Interim Actions report for the April BOR meeting. 
 
New Course Requests 

 ATM 404 Atmospheric Thermodynamics 
 MUAP 102 Class Instruction – Voice 
 MUS 217/217L Music in Performance I 
 MUS 317/317L Music in Performance II 
 NANO 604 Nanophotonic Materials 
 NANO 704 Crystallography and Structure of Nanomaterials  
 PALE 677 Cladistics Seminar 

 
 
 
Item 5.B Course Modifications – South Dakota State University 
M/S by Carol and Karen to approve the following new course requests from SDSU.  Motion 
carries.  The proposals will move forward to the Executive Director for consideration and be 
reported in the Interim Actions report for the April BOR meeting. 
 
New Course Requests 

 WL 400 Applied Habitat Management 
 WL 425-525, 425L-525L Wildlife Nutrition and Disease and Lab 
 WL 720-720L Quantitative Fisheries Science and Lab 
 WL 721-721L Natural Resource Modeling and Lab 
 WL 722-722L Natural Resource Policy and Administration and Lab  

 
 
 
Item 5.C Course Modifications – Dakota State University 
M/S by Cecelia and Carol to approve DSU’s new course request, INFS 614 Introduction to 
Research.  Motion carries.  This proposal will move forward to the Executive Director for 
consideration and be reported in the Interim Actions report for the April BOR meeting. 
 
 
 
Item 5.D Course Modifications – Northern State University 
M/S by Clyde and Carol to approve the new course request BADM 418 Financial Futures and 
Options for NSU.  Motion carries.  The proposal will move forward to the Executive Director for 
consideration and be reported in the Interim Actions report for the April BOR meeting. 
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Item 8.A.1 BOR Policy Revision: Reading Placement/Reading Remediation 
AAC discussed the reading placement and reading remediation issues at the October retreat and 
identified two specific issues that need to be resolved before AAC’s recommendations can be 
finalized.    
 

• Placement in English and mathematics tie directly to required core courses so logical decision 
processes can be applied.  (If a student is placed in Math 021, this course must be completed 
before the student enrolls in Math 101 which must be completed before the student enrolls in 
Math 102.)  As has been noted, there are no similar pattern that can be drawn for reading 
courses.  In fact, the argument could be made that remediation in reading, if required should 
be addressed immediately.  As drafted, the revised Policies and Guidelines impose the same 
limits as those established for students required to remediate in English and/or mathematics.  
What is appropriate?  

 
• The recommendation that has been developed by AAC would require students to complete a 

separate 3-credit hour remedial reading course, READ 041.  While this is one option, could 
alternate courses be considered that would be linked with common general education courses 
that require significant reading?  Are there other options?   

 
In addition, the October agenda item also noted that this policy could impact transfer students 
differently then the placement policies governing English or mathematics.  Can it be assumed that a 
transfer student who has successfully completed 30 credit hours is proficient in reading even if the 
ACT and/or COMPASS reading scores do not show this? 
 
Sam has discussed the issue with Dr. Perry and both feel that reading is similar to the computer 
studies issue.  The reading and computer skills are basic skills but they do not tie to specific 
courses.  
 
Paul did some analyses on completion rates relating to the reading ACT scores.  AAC can see that 
low reading scores impact the completion rates.  Sam added that AAC needs to discuss admitting 
a student with low reading scores and then waiting 42-45 hours before requiring remediation.   
 
Policy revisions and placement guideline revisions have been provided for discussion.  The 
revisions would be effective Spring 2008 for students admitted in January 2008.  Lynn 
commented that qualified instructors would be needed and the institutions would need to move on 
this quickly. 
 
Sam and Paul volunteered to do additional analysis to see if what we are doing currently is 
working.  Carol added that institutions need to be allowed to get their own solution because this 
will be very important to a campus if there is a big group of these students. 
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Cecelia suggested that we do national research and get other universities’ perspectives.  Sam will 
query the AASCU group.  The VPAA’s will talk to their campus representative that served on the 
reading committee with Clyde. 
 
Sam will also talk to Dr. Perry about possibly bringing in someone on a national level to talk to 
the VPAAs and/or campus personnel. 
 
 
 
Item 8.A.2 BOR Policy 2:3 Admissions and BOR Policy 2:7 (4) Initial Placement – Computer 
Studies 
AAC had previously discussed the inclusion of a computer science course as a component of the 
minimal course requirements established in the admission policy.  Further, under BOR policy 
2:3.2.A.1(e), the computer technology literacy admissions requirement not only establishes this 
course requirement, the policy includes remediation requirements similar to those established for 
Math and English.   
 
Sam added that there is some confusion as to whether this should be part of the admissions policy 
or the placement policy of BOR policy 2:7.  If this is a placement issue, AAC needs to discuss 
and identify the specific computer courses that will address these skills and competencies and a 
possibility to develop an alternative method that students may use to demonstrate proficiency.   
 
Cecelia commented that DSU gives an exam for competency and offered to share the exam with 
the other institutions.  Sam clarified that a process needs to be in place system-wide.  We will also 
need a system-wide instrument to test if the student has the computer studies competencies. 
 
Sam felt that since this is not functioning well now, we should also work on this issue with the 
high schools.  Cecelia agreed. 
 
Sam will email the institutions for names of representatives to serve as a subcommittee to work on 
this issue and start a discussion.   
 
 
 
Item 8.A.3 BOR Policy 2:3.3.G Admissions (Suspended Students) 
Sam reported that questions have risen regarding the interpretation of the section in BOR policy 
2:3 which governs the admission of a student by a Regental university when that student has been 
suspended because of grades earned while the student had a different “home” university within 
the system.  These questions need to be resolved.   
 
At the October AAC Meeting, the section of Board Policy 2:3 that speaks to admission of 
suspended transfer students was discussed (Agenda Item 4.B, October 17, 2006).  While this item 
was brought forward as a request to review Board Policy 2:3, the language in Section 2:3.3.G is 
repeated verbatim in Board Policy 2:10.3, item 6.  Specifically, it was agreed that it is not clear 
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which university has the authority to remove the suspension and what time limits, if any, should 
be respected.  As the discussion unfolded, it was agreed that the policy did need to be clarified.   
 
In addition to this issue, it was suggested that many times students who are suspended elect to 
pursue a different major which would require a transfer to a different institution.  Since the 
system now uses a common data base with common policies and procedures, once a student is 
readmitted they can pursue any course of study available within the system unless the selected 
program requires a secondary admission.  To control this, members of AAC suggested that 
language should be incorporated which would limit the enrollment opportunities of a suspended 
student who moved to a different home university.   
 
It was agreed that a sub-group would work on a revision to the policy and bring this back before 
AAC. The review establishes that there is no consistency within these statements.  PCR 14 states, 
“It is understood that tracking and disciplinary restrictions will only be inactivated or maintained 
by the university that placed the restriction” while the Colleague System Procedures states, “If the 
PC status is for a transfer within the regental system that was suspended at the other regental 
university and has petitioned for readmission into another regental university the next semester, 
the PC status should be changed to PR.” 
 
In addition, in the current environment, an argument could be made that a student is suspended 
from the system rather than from a given University.  Policies, guidelines and procedures clearly 
establish that once a student is admitted to the system, they are free to enroll in any courses and, 
to a large extent, pursue any major.  Clearly, if a student wishes to pursue a program of study 
that has a secondary admission process, these limits are in place as are those imposed at level of 
course pre- and co-requisites.  However, within the current environment, a student within the 
system is reasonably free to register for courses offered by any institution.  This is most evident 
in the course taking patterns of students attending off-campus centers but it also is reflected in the 
course taking patterns of other students. 
 
Finally, policy states that a student transferring from a non-Regental university can not be 
admitted while under suspension with one exception.  If the student is under an indefinite 
suspension, the student can be admitted after setting out for one semester. 
 
To resolve this, the following issues need to be addressed.     
 

• Will all suspended students be required to set out for two terms as is established in policy 
or is it being suggested that students can “appeal” and be readmitted immediately or after 
one term?  It is recommended that the two term requirement be maintained.  However, 
appeals should be allowed and will be considered in cases where there are extenuating 
circumstances.  We may want to stipulate what these might be.   

 
• Which institution determines that a student can be readmitted to the system?  In an 

environment where a student can access course work from any of the universities, it 
probably is readmission to the system rather than to a different university.  In addition, the 
time frame also plays a role.  If a student is suspended and reapplies a decade later, there 
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probably are few concerns.  However, if a student is suspended and applies for readmission 
after setting out for two terms, should these be dealt with from a multi-institution 
perspective which could include a review by the CAO (or designee) from the institutions 
and by the system CAO?  In cases where a student has appealed and is being readmitted 
before the two-term suspension has been fully served, the readmitting University makes the 
decision with approval required from the suspending University which is permitted to set 
parameters.  If the student applying for readmission has set out two or more terms, the 
readmitting University can make the decision unilaterally.  However, the admitting 
University will need to have the University from which the student was suspended end the 
student’s program before a new program is assigned.   

 
• What limits can and should be placed on registration options for these students?  Should all 

registration and all changes in registration be frozen requiring direct intervention by a 
designated advisor?  This step could ensure that a readmitted student is held to specified 
programmatic limits.  Advising holds may need to be placed on this student for a period 
since once a student is admitted, they are permitted to enroll within the same set of 
restrictions placed on all students (prerequisites, co-requisites, admission to a program, 
etc.)  Perhaps credit hour limits should be applied to students who have appealed and been 
readmitted without setting out for two or more terms.   

 
• What academic expectations should be established for a student that has been readmitted 

following a suspension?  First, the student will be admitted under probation since in all 
cases, the GPA will be less than 2.0.  (If the student has set out for three years or more, 
academic amnesty could be an option.)  Policy establishes that if a student maintains a 
system term GPA of 2.0 or better, the student can continue but in some cases, a suspended 
student may not be able to raise their cumulative GPA to 2.0 or better as required for 
graduation.  What steps if any need to be taken? 

 
Sam clarified that once the student is re-admitted, a hold can be put on the student.  It is a 2-step 
process.  None of the process would be system-wide except for the hold.   
 
Sam added that we really need to watch what is happening in Sioux Falls.  Students can be 
suspended from one campus and will show up in another campus class.   
 
The BOR office will do some analysis on the number of suspended students and what problems 
we have had with the processes we are currently using.  This will come back to AAC for further 
discussion. 
 
 
 
Item 8.A.4 Emergency Authority Policy 
Jim Shekleton has drafted a policy that would permit CEO’s to act in emergency circumstances 
even though ordinarily they would have to obtain prior authorization.  This would effectively 
delegate to the Executive Director and Presidents or Superintendents the authority to act in true 
emergencies in order to protect people and property.   
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M/S by Cecelia and Carol to adopt the proposed policy.  Motion carries.  Sam clarified that 
President Abbott would be the executive director of the SF Center. 
 
 
 
Item 8.B Students Participating in Exchange Programs 
Jim has provided this item for campus information only.   
 
 
 
Item 8.C Student Appeals for Academic Affairs 
Jim Shekleton has submitted a revised policy for AAC consideration.  The policy governs 
academic disputes involving students.   
 
Cecelia felt that 30 days after the beginning of the term was too long to submit an appeal and 
suggested 15 days.  AAC concurred. 
 
AAC also did not think that the 3 reasons to challenge the grade or academic decision should be 
the entire list of reasons.  Carol also suggested that the administrative error section should not 
even be included in the policy.  If there is an administrative error, the grade would be revised to 
show the correct grade and an appeal would not be necessary. 
 
Jim will continue to work on the policy and it will come back for additional discussion in January.  
Additional comments should be sent to Jim.   
 
 
 
Item 8.D Salary Policy 
The budget module has requested that BAC and AAC identify a system policy on how employees 
hired after January 1 should be treated for salary policy for the next fiscal year.  Currently there 
is not consistency among the campuses.  Some campuses will give increases and some do not.  
The budget module thought that a consistent approach would be easier to manage. 
 
Carol felt that this should be left at the institutional level.  She prefers to have the flexibility to 
use market increase when necessary.   
 
Cecelia added that at DSU, there is indication in the letter of offer whether there will be a raise or 
not.  Lynn did not think that USD had a campus policy on whether or not to give the raise.  Sam 
agreed that our contractual relationship with the faculty members is unique.  
 
M/S by Karen and Carol that all campuses specify in the letter of offer whether there will be an 
increase in salary and leave the decision for an increase at the institutional level.  Motion carries. 
 
Sam will move AAC’s recommendation on to Dr. Shekleton. 
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Item 8.E Stipends 
Deferred to January. 
 
 
 
Item 8.F Update on Work Plan 
Deferred to January. 
 
 
 
Item 8.G  E-Coding Meeting Update 
Paul reported that representatives met to discuss the e-codes to track teacher education candidates 
who have been fully admitted into teacher education programs.  We also cannot capture teacher 
education candidates for the CAAP performance section of the accountability report.  The 
following issues were raised by these representatives: 
 

1. There is a lack of clarity on who is to be represented in the reports.  For instance, data 
requests simply ask for “teacher education majors,” with no elaboration as to what 
constitutes a teacher education major.  Large variation then exists between students who 
are seeking candidates and those that have been fully admitted and assigned an E-code. 

2. Inconsistencies exist in the way data is reported at the institutional and system level, as 
well as to external agencies.  Currently, campuses are required to report to NCATE and 
SDDOE using Summer, Fall, and Spring data.  At the institutional level, campus data are 
based on fiscal year data, while the system looks at Fall, Spring, and Summer 
representations.  Additionally, Title II reporting is a year late. When comparing these 
numbers there will always be large variations which require significant personnel hours to 
investigate and correct.   

3. E-codes are often buried when a student is classified as inactive after leaving for a 
semester.  For example, a student who has been assigned an e-code and then takes a class 
at another institution during the summer (or on-line from different institutions) have the e-
code buried in the primary fields.  This requires a search to re-activate the E-code to have 
the student re-admitted into the program.  This is only possible for those students that 
programs are aware of.    This appears to occur for courses at USDSU, correspondence, 
or online courses. “G” can also be layered on top of the E-code when students graduate 
from their major and then return to complete coursework required for certification but 
choose to take it at the graduate level.   

4. Teacher education data are unique, potentially requiring the customization of a system to 
better facilitate these processes. Associated with this is the fact that there is no way to 
perform bulk-entry for much of the information required for teacher education candidates.  
This would be particularly appealing to do with Praxis II exams by tracking back scores 
provided by SDDOE or ETS.   
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5. Each program requirements are different for students to be fully admitted.  Although there 
is a common “338 Foundation of American Education” course required on each of the 
campuses, there is no predictable way to enforce when a student will take this course in 
their program.  Even with this common course within the system, program tracks can 
require a range of courses for students to be fully admitted.  This is especially problematic 
for transfer students.   

6. System reporting practices continue to include students that are not a part of the teacher 
education programs (e.g., aviation, HPER, etc.), or students who may not ever seek to 
obtain certification once they complete the program (Agricultural Education). 

7. Campuses use different codes to classify those who may be seeking candidacy but have not 
been fully admitted.  USD utilizes an A to code students in the pipeline, while other 
programs assign D to code declared majors.  NSU employs a declaration form students are 
required to submit to be coded as declared.  Despite using these codes, many noted 
difficulty labeling secondary education and fine arts students unless it was placed at the 
admissions or academic advising level. In many instances advisors outside of the teacher 
education programs are often unaware that students should be coded into the teacher 
education program, with many students under the assumption that they are coded as a 
declared major.  This results in an inability to not only track but coordinate and 
communicate with these students.  

 
Sam added that the BOE and NCATE expect programs to do comparisons with students who are 
interested in teacher education programs and students who are already in the program.  In 
addition, we need to be able to track completers and those who are not.  There is a lot of 
discussion nationwide on this issue. 
 
Students must be assigned an e-code when they are admitted to the teacher education programs.  
We need to take the necessary steps to make better use of the information systems.  Currently we 
cannot use our system to track the teacher education students.  We need to come up with clear 
parameters and common data coding. 
 
Paul added that we need to be able to tell who has interest in teacher education, is enrolled in the 
programs, who completes the programs, etc.  We need to be able to get the data from this system 
and to report the information. 
 
Ranny agreed and added that as we move to the D-code (declared), it will be even more important 
to straighten out and have accurate data. 
 
 
 
Item 8.H Revisions to Course Modifications Forms 
AAC previously agreed to remove the references to general education from the revised course 
form requests for unique and common courses.  Ranny agreed with this proposal.   
 
Lynn suggested that we take the effective term date of change be moved from section 3 to the 
previous section on both forms.  This will eliminate section 3 entirely.   
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The form was approved and Jodi will make the changes and post on the web.   
 
 
 
Item 8.I Update on Dual Credit: System-wide Agreements with Iowa and Minnesota 
Sam updated AAC members on the dual credit agreements with Iowa and Minnesota.  He felt that 
through discussions with Iowa, parties would be able to agree on a system contract.   He felt 
Minnesota may be a little more difficult but is still working on this.  
 
 
 
Item 8.J Winter Interim 
Campuses have submitted lists of courses that they intend to offer over the next 3-5 years.  AAC 
determined that campuses would track these courses. 
 
 
 
Item 8.K Clinical Agreements 
Deferred to January. 
 
 
 
Item 9.A Case Study – Avoiding Claims of Defamation 
Jim presented a case where a professor replied to a parent and inadvertently copied to it to all 
faculty.  He asked that faculty and staff exercise caution in the institutional environment.  He has 
suggested that the campuses incorporate a discussion of this nature into the orientation activities 
for faculty each fall.   
 
This can happen very easily for staff and faculty members, even students.  The process will be 
audited more closely in the future.  He felt that we have not done very well in educating staff on 
this issue.  He wants the campuses to add this to their planning for education of the staff. 
 
 
 
Item 10 New Programs 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 11 Electronic University Consortium 
No report. 
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