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Academic Affairs Council Meeting 
December 17, 2008 

 
 
The Academic Affairs Council met at DSU in Madison on December 17, 2008 with the following 
persons participating:  BHSU, Dean Myers; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Clyde Arnold; 
SDSMT, Karen Whitehead; SDSU, Carol Peterson & Mary Kay Helling; USD, Chuck Staben; 
BOR, Sam Gingerich, Cathy Anderson, and Jodi Gabriel.  
 
 
Item 1 Agenda 
Sam added discussions on the BOR agenda items, MATH 103 Proposal and Mobile Computing. 
 
Jim Shekleton will be talking to COHE representatives about the implementation of the agreement 
and the forms, etc. 
 
AAC has a lunch meeting with SAC regarding West River counseling services and FERPA changes 
that focus on institutional responsibilities on release of information for students that may hurt 
themselves or are a threat to others. 
 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
M/S by Carol and Dean to approve the minutes for November as submitted.  Motion carries.   
 
 
 
Consent Agenda Items 
 

Item 3.A.1 Program Modifications - USD 
The specialization was not previously recognized as part of the BS program in recreation 
management.  The modification is to formally recognize the specialization and add the water 
safety courses to the program.   
 
The modification for the BA and BS in English, Secondary Teaching is changing the focus 
from an emphasis to a formally recognized specialization.   
 
The proposals will move forward to the March COPS and Board meetings. 
 
M/S by Carol and Chuck to approve USD’s modification requests.  Motion carries. 
 
 
Item 3.A.2 Program Modifications - BHSU 
The modification to the Business Administration, Management specialization is to make the 
specialization more focused.   
 
BHSU is requesting the following programs be put on inactive status. 

• MS in Business Services Management 
• BS in Chemistry 
• BSEd in Chemistry 
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• Wellness Management  
 
The proposals will move forward to the March COPS and Board meetings. 
 
 
Item 3.B.1 Course Modifications - SDSU 
In November, SDSU had proposed a series of new courses in Chemistry for honors students.  
Questions were raised about the sequence of the proposed courses compared to the 
traditional sequence.  SDSU has provided a response.  AAC recognized that students may 
transfer into and out of the sequence.  Carol agreed. 
 
The following courses will move forward to the Executive Director for consideration and be 
reported on the Interim Report for the March BOR meeting. 
 

• CHEM 115/115L Honors General Chemistry I and Lab 
• CHEM 127/127L Honors Organic Chemistry I and Lab 
• CHEM 229/229L Honors Organic Chemistry II and Lab 
• CHEM 237/237L Honors General Chemistry II and Lab 

 
 
Item 3.B.2 Course Modifications – USD 
The following courses will move forward to the Executive Director for consideration and be 
reported on the Interim Report for the March BOR meeting. 
 
Revised Common Course 

• PE 378 Assessment in Adapted Physical Education 
 
New Course Requests 

• COUN 756 Introduction to Play Therapy 
• COUN 757 Advanced Play Therapy 
• EDER 873 Advanced Qualitative Research 
• LAW 858 Media & Communications Law 
• LAW 871 Estate & Gift Tax 
• MEDC 818 Teaching in Medicine 
• MEDC 822 Endocrinology 
• MEDC 837 Renal Medicine 

 
 
Item 3.B.3 Course Modifications - BHSU 
A few questions were raised about BADM 456 Cyberlaw.  This is currently not a common 
course and USD offers the course online.  The proposal will be removed from consideration. 
 
Revised Course Request - Common 

• SOC 285 Information Society 
 
New Course Request 

• PSYC 632 Psychology of Leadership 
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Authority to Offer an Existing Common Course 
• PHYS 592 Topics 

 
The proposals will move forward to the Executive Director for consideration and be reported 
on the Interim Report for the March Board meeting. 
 
 
Item 3.B.4 Course Modifications - NSU 
The following courses will move forward to the Executive Director for consideration and be 
reported on the Interim Report for the March BOR meeting. 
 
Authority to Offer an Existing Common Course 

• GEOG 320 Regional Geography 
• GEOG 358 Political Geography 
• GEOG 487 Geographic Information Systems I 

 
 

M/S by Carol and Clyde to approve the above consent agenda items.   
 
The proposals will move forward to the Executive Director for consideration and be reported on 
the Interim Actions report for the March BOR meeting. 
 
 
 
Item 4.A New Program Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 4.B New Certificate Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 4.C.1 New Site Request – SDSU, MS in Communications Studies & Journalism, Online 
SDSU is requesting to deliver the MS in Communication Studies & Journalism online.  Chuck 
remarked that USD’s program is also developing something in that area too.  Any comments should 
be sent to Paul G. to be included in the COPS coversheet. 
 
The proposal will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in March. 
 
 
 
Item 4.D Intent to Plan Proposals 
No report. 
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Item 5.A EUC Update 
Cathy gave an update on the system course review process that took place this fall.  The group 
looked at 6% of the course offerings and worked in teams.  They are reviewing the quality matters 
rubrics.  The report is a general overview of issues and concerns as well as best practices. 
 
Cathy reported that there were good things in the courses that were reviewed.  There was good use 
of discussions and good use of Illuminate in some courses.  There was good use of technologies, not 
just D2L.   
 
Cathy commented that with D2L courses, it makes sense for faculty to draw a blueprint for the 
students so they understand why they are doing a certain activity or participating in discussions.  
Linking the activities to the learning objectives draws a map for the students and helps keep the 
attention of the student.   
 
Carol commented that AAC has talked about web presence issues.  How does this fit in with general 
information technology?  Cathy responded that the EUC website should not have an impact on 
general IT for the campuses.  Sam added that BOR staff are also discussing issues with RIS. 
 
Dean remarked that AAC should discuss the assessment of the online students and the issue of 
proctoring tests.  He felt that BHSU gets a lot of requests for proctoring tests for students living in the 
Hills and taking courses through other universities.  Cathy responded that the NCA rules right now 
allow us to do what we are doing.  Accreditation agencies are writing one set of rules for everyone. 
 
Sam added that they are discussing a unique password for a certain student for a certain test.  The 
assumption is that the student who has the password is the student who is taking the test.  
 
Sam added that they have also been talking about the HLC decision that the EUC is serving as the 
reviewing entity for online offerings, which was based on quality assurance and course review.  
We’ve discovered that there is variation among campuses and how this is playing out.  We’ll be 
doing some system training so we can agree to what we are looking for and how the review will 
look.  By taking these actions, there will be more commonality in what the system is looking for 
regarding quality assurance. 
 
Sam said that the course review process will be completed.  The summaries will be available and 
printed.  We want to be able to prove to the HLC that we are doing the quality assurance reviews.  
We will be training the reviewers to do this in the spring.   Cathy will be providing a report that will 
go through to COPS and the BOR for the institutions’ use.   
 
Cathy reported that a few comments were made that we need content reviewers for the course 
reviews.  She felt that even if we had content experts reviewing a course, it would not be appropriate 
to make comments.  Cecelia agreed that the review should include the presentation of the course – 
the technical and deliverance of the course. 
 
Sam felt that at some point, part of the review must assure that the content is appropriate.  Carol 
agreed that it should be reviewed in the context of what are the objectives, did the content meet the 
objectives, what is the level of the course, is the subject matter appropriate to the level?  But she did 
not think that the content reviewer should review the subject matter of the course. 
 
Sam agreed with Carol.  Does the material being presented meet the objectives of the course?   He 
added that the content of the course starts with the course objectives and goes all the way through 
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the assignments of the course.  Cathy thought that a definition of what we mean by the content 
review of the course would be helpful.   
 
Karen remarked that we need to think of who has responsibility to assure that what is taught in the 
course is the correct material to teach in a course with that title.  Accrediting agencies look at what is 
taught in the course.  We don’t have someone else come in and look at on-campus courses and what 
is taught in the courses.  Now we are talking about reviewing the content of the online course.   
 
Sam felt that a course review should be in the accreditation process of the EUC in the context of 
whether the course is comparable to the course offered on campus.  But the issue with online 
offerings is what are we selling and what are they buying?  It’s why there are separate sets of 
questions asked of online offerings.  If we say we are not looking at content, it goes against what we 
are doing with accreditation through the EUC.   
 
Cathy felt we should be more in-depth with the next round of course reviews and is happy we are 
having these conversations.  Sam added that this topic will continue to be of interest.  The review of 
content is one of the criteria that is set for the quality assurance reviews by the EUC. 
 
Cathy commented that she had reviewers who were hesitant about looking at the content and some 
felt they needed to have a content expert come in and review the course.  Cathy felt there was some 
middle ground that we could have that would still fulfill the content review portion of the criteria of 
the HLC review process.  Carol agreed and added that we have been delegated to do the reviews 
through the EUC and we should be using those criteria as part of our review. 
 
 
 
Item 6.A .1 Policy Revisions 
Sam remarked that SDSMT have noted where the word “unit” was not dropped from some places 
in the personnel policies relating to the PDP and non-unit faculty members.  One change for BOR 
4:10 tenure, on page 11 under section 1.E there is a deletion of “under articles XII and XIII or as 
modified as stated therein” in the first sentence.    
 
These policy changes will be going to COPS and BOR in March.  VPAAs should have campus 
personnel look at these proposed policy revisions and see if there is anything else in the clean-up 
process that needs to be updated. 
 
Should an introduction to each policy be inserted to say if the policy refers to unit members or all 
faculty members?  AAC felt it makes sense to add a sentence.  A sentence in BOR 4:7 is provided on 
the coversheet and AAC agreed that a similar introduction sentence should be included on the 
policies.   
 
Karen suggested that we maybe just need one policy that states that anything in the COHE/BOR 
agreement also applies to non-unit faculty members.   Carol cautioned that there are specific BOR 
policies that are different for non-unit faculty members, for instance all clinical practical are non-unit 
for SDSU.  She did not think a blanket statement would work for her campus.  Previously there were 
some things in the tenure policy that were not covered in the COHE contract. 
 
Chuck thought someone had told him that too.  There was a time when the policy manual was more 
detailed.  The policy manual would prevail if the contract is silent, and the policy manual trumps 
institution policy.  Sam will talk to Jim about this issue.    



draft draft draft 

~ 6 ~ 
 

 
Can institutions continue the practice that the tenure and promotion committee members can also 
deal with non unit members?  Sam felt that they could and if they want to have a new committee, 
they can also do that.  Sam will verify this with Jim. 
 
Campuses will review the policies and let the BOR office know of any changes or see any other 
policies that should be cleaned up.  This item will come back in February and will go to the 
COPS and Board in March.   
 
 
 
Item 6.B.2 Revisions to BOR Policy 2:28 Proficiency Exam 
We have a system policy and AAC has established a set of guidelines that provide direction as the 
campuses implement the proficiency exam.  As one of the campuses worked through the procedures 
this semester, a concern was voiced about steps taken to ensure compliance with the requirement 
that students sit for the exam when scheduled. 
 
For example, a student failed to sit for the initial test and, as permitted by policy, the student applied 
for a deferment which was granted.  However, as the policy and guidelines were reviewed, a 
suggestion was made that the penalties established for failure to sit for the exam after a deferment 
did not seem to be punitive. It was noted that all students granted deferments are in essence held 
harmless.  While this is clearly appropriate in the case of many of the deferments, in others, it may 
be appropriate to authorize stricter sanctions.   
 
A suggestion was made that Section 4 of policy 2:28 be edited to state that students who were 
granted deferments may also be immediately withdrawn if they fail to sit for the exam.   

  
4. Consequences of Noncompliance  
Failure to sit for the initial examination as scheduled, whether initially or following a 
deferment will result in denial of subsequent registration at all Regental institutions. Failure 
to sit for the examination following a deferment may result in immediate administrative 
withdrawal.  Students who have been denied registration due to failure to take the 
proficiency examination may apply for readmission after two academic terms (fall, spring, or 
summer). If readmitted, they must sit for the examination during the next administration. 
Failure to do so will result in immediate administrative withdrawal. 

 
The current deferment says they must sit and if they do not, then after the semester they are out.  
This revision changes it to MAY result in immediate withdrawal.  There are cases where you may 
grant the deferment and allow the student to take it, but you can carry through with the withdrawal 
if they do not sit the exam.  This gives you the ability to step in.   
 
Chuck commented that USD had a student with a weak excuse but is the appropriate penalty two 
semesters out?  If a deferment is granted even for a weak excuse, then the student must take the 
exam next semester.  If he chooses another weak excuse, then they can be withdrawn.  He felt it is 
currently a very harsh penalty and hurts the university in addition to the student.  Mary Kay felt that 
the assessment committee would need to talk about it too but for a student who really wants to 
continue, this gives the university an option.   
 
If these changes are approved, changes will also need to be made to the guidelines.  Since the 
suggested change to policy is permissive, it is suggested that changes to the guidelines include the 
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requirement that every student granted a deferment should be informed of the specific penalty that 
will be imposed if they do not sit for the exam when scheduled.    
 
M/S by Chuck and Carol to move to the system assessment committee for discussion and 
recommendation.  Motion carries. 
 
 
 
Item 6.B MOCC Issues  
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 6.C Distinguished Professor 
Sam reported that current guidelines were established in 1986 by the BOR.  Guidelines were 
submitted by 4 or 5 institutions but there is nothing in policy currently that provides guidance for 
this or establishes an umbrella at the system level.  Sam felt we should do something at the system 
level for recognition of these folk.   
 
Each campus has submitted their guidelines.  Cecelia reported that DSU has never designated 
anyone.  SDSU does this regularly.  They have 23 distinguished professors.  SDSMT limits theirs to 
a percentage of faculty.   
 
Carol added that at SDSU, the designation is nothing more than recognition and a plaque.  At some 
institutions it is an addition to pay.  She thought a one-time bonus might be something to consider 
rather than adding something to their base salary.   
 
Sam felt that we may need a system umbrella policy and he will bring this back in February with 
a proposal.   
 
The VPAAs will review the guidelines and see if there should be system guidelines.  There are some 
things in common for each campus. 
 
Carol felt that with the different missions, it may be hard to have common guidelines.   Chuck 
agreed that the institutions want the flexibility to do their own.  Sam clarified that if the BOR 
approves a policy change, then the guidelines will need to be approved.  However if there are no 
changes, then they have already approved the current guidelines. 
 
 
 
Item 6.D Copyright Clearance Center License 
Sam commented that AAC talked about a copyright clearance center license that the USD library is 
considering.  Currently the library directors are discussing this option.  BHSU and NSU have 
decided not to move forward with this particular program.   
 
 
 
Item 6.E Program Review Process 
Sam reported that the committee has met and a draft report is attached.  It has now gone back to the 
committee for comments.   
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Sam continued that one issue that came up from each campus was that the program review and 
accreditation processes seem to be duplicated.  Can we coordinate this for one review?   Program 
review becomes a topic of interest when campuses prepare for accreditation visits of programs.   
 
Generally, the group agreed that the program review processes were working well and there is no 
need for major changes.  However a few specific recommendations were made. 
 

1) take steps to coordinate the program review process to work together with the program 
accreditation reviews  

 
Carol remarked that SDSU has been trying to coordinate this but haven’t been clear on what the 
accreditation review requirements are so that it will suffice for the program review.  Who will decide 
this?  Will the VPAA look at the accreditation review or will the program review questions need to 
be answered in addition to the accreditation review?    
 
On page 6 is a section on evaluators.  Karen remarked that institutions have never asked the 
Executive Director to choose an evaluator for our programs.  With the revision, the decision would 
now be at the campus level with communications with the CAO.  Do we need that section on the 
evaluators?  Would the VPAA need to talk to the CAO regarding evaluators?   
 
Sam remarked that currently we have guidelines that say something should be happening that is not 
happening.  We do not want to remove that totally from the guidelines.  Sam suggested that we 
remove “for approval” under that section.  The sentence would then read: 
 
Each campus will generate by an internal process a list of potential outside evaluators with the 
campus’s chief academic officer, who in turn will recommend specific evaluators to the system’s 
Chief Academic Officer.   
 
The data sheets that are currently used are provided.  Karen suggested that the campuses be able to 
use the accrediting body template rather than the form, if appropriate.  Sam felt a sentence within 
the guidelines could be added to address that issue and will draft a sentence to add. 
 
Cecelia commented that the respiratory care program accrediting body has a stack of forms where 
they just need to check boxes but she did not feel that should suffice for a program review.  Carol 
remarked that SDSU’s program review form is more comprehensive than the form provided for 
accreditation review of some programs.   
 
Sam will revise the guidelines and bring this back to AAC in February for additional review.  
Any campus with a template should send the document or the URL for the document to Sam & 
Jodi for inclusion.   
 

2) system-wide reviews 
 
The Executive Director is interested in incorporating system reviews into the program review 
process.  The accreditation review is for the quality of the program where the institutional review is a 
review of how it fits with the institution.  The system review is evaluation of how these programs are 
in sync with each other and how they are moving forward system-wide. 
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3) Master schedule through the BOR office and annual review of the schedule 
 

The accreditation review could be reported to Sam for a program review schedule and to develop a 
matrix so everyone knows what review is coming up.  The BOR will bring a little more formality to 
this and AAC would review the list annually.   
 

4) guidelines 
 
Sam commented that the group agreed that in general the guidelines are still effective.  AAC agreed 
with the recommendations of the committee and concurred that the guidelines should be updated to 
bring formality to the process. 
 
Sam will bring the guidelines back for further review in February. 
 
 
 
Item 6.F System-wide Review of SDSU’s Proposed Changes in Spanish Programs  
Sam reported that SDSU had proposed a program modification in Spanish about a year ago.  The 
proposal was to eliminate the 100/200 level Spanish courses in the program.  Since this could have 
some implications with the other programs in the system, Dr. Perry requested that a system wide 
group convene and review the changes. 
 
The following topics were discussed. 
 

1. Dr. Ramos discussed SDSU’s proposal to require all students majoring in Spanish –Teacher 
Education to achieve a ranking of Intermediate High and all other students majoring in 
Spanish to achieve a ranking of Intermediate Mid on an official Oral Proficiency Interview 
(OPI) certified by the American Council in the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL).   

 
There was agreement that the SDSU program modification made sense and will go forward 
to the March COPS and Board meetings.   
 
A couple institutions thought they would make the same changes in their program and start a 
proposal through their curriculum process.  A couple institutions felt the change will be made 
but would take more time in making the changes. 
 
The group will have a follow-up meeting in March to further discuss the oral proficiency 
requirement and talk about establishing similar requirements in their programs.  BHSU has an 
oral proficiency requirement in their Spanish program already. 
 
2. The group agreed that students needed to be provided more opportunities for international 

study.  It was mentioned that there is a system-wide group that includes representatives from 
each campus that is focused on opportunities/activities to internationalize the campuses.  
However, concerns were voiced by some on the call that study abroad opportunities are tied 
to inter-institutional agreements rather than language studies.  This concern will be discussed 
further but Sam wanted to raise the issue with AAC too.   
 

3. The group discussed guidelines used by the campuses to recognize/transcript credits for 
students who have studied a language in high school or in some other venue before 
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enrolling.  It was clear that there are a range of processes used.  Participants were asked to 
forward a summary of the procedures in place on their home campus.   
 

Sam added that some take the course or CLEP exam.  If the student wants credit for a previous 
course, it is kind of validation of credit at that point.  But common procedures should be 
discussed.   
 
Sam felt that we should find a common way of placement and then talk about credit that 
students may want for a prior class.  He was not sure that this should be transcripted however 
SDSU does transcript the lower level course.  They may need the course towards their program, 
major requirements or maybe elective credit.  The benefit to the student should be considered. 
 
The issue of making SPAN 201 part of the general education requirements has been brought up 
before.  Cecelia added that AAC had decided there would be no general education course for 
which a pre-requisite was required.  Do we leave the model in place where students come in and 
are placed at appropriate levels?  If they complete SPAN 201 and pay a modest fee, can they 
then have credit for the SPAN 101 course?  Maybe this is a way to pay for the placement testing.   
 
Sam added that one thing to remember is the SDOS requirement.  Those scholarship recipients 
will have had 2 years of foreign language at the high school level. 
 
If a student comes in and does a placement test that determines they are ready for SPAN 201, 
then have they satisfied the general education requirement?  Can the student get credit for the 
lower level course?   
 
Sam replied that the only way to get credit for the lower level requirement is to validate the 
learning by completing the course.  There is no consistency among the campuses currently.  
 
Cecelia suggested that the two fair options to the student would be to add SPAN 201/202 to the 
general education requirements to take care of the fine arts/humanities requirement.  Or 
complete SPAN 201/202 at a sufficient level and automatically get credit for the lower level 
course, which would fulfill the fine arts/humanities general education requirement.  The lower 
level course would be transcripted for a set recording fee consistent at all institutions. 
 
Sam will put a summary together and send to AAC members.  Institutions will talk to the 
Spanish and other foreign language departments, since this would be for all foreign 
languages.  This will come back for additional discussion at the February meeting.  
Consistency among campuses relative to the transfer issue is necessary in this issue. 
 
4. Sam noted that the common course process for Spanish never did reach closure and at this 

point in time there are many courses that should actually be common but they are not.  The 
ad hoc group has been asked to review course offerings and to recommend changes that can 
be made to better align course offerings.   

 
5. The group suggested that similar calls should be facilitated for those involved with the 

programs in French and German. 
 

Sam commented that there is broader coverage of faculty in Spanish and considerably small for 
French and German.  Do we want to try to get these faculty groups together?  AAC felt it was 
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worth at least convening the faculty to see if there are any issues that need to be further 
discussed.  
 
Sam will convene a group of French and German faculty members. 
 
Clyde suggested that system wide we should possibly talk about a cooperative Asian 
program.  Sam suggested that the Arts/Science council may be the group to talk about this 
initially.   
 
Chuck felt that currently most businesses use rosetta stone but agreed that it’s hard to travel to a 
foreign country without some language work.  He suggested exploring the option of validating 
the rosetta stone coursework or something similar.       

 
 
 
Item 7.A Coding of Employees with Split Assignments 
Sam commented that in November AAC also discussed briefly the coding of employees with split 
assignments.  When employees have split assignments, we need consistency in coding to generate 
accurate data in providing reports to state entities.   
 
A suggestion was made that we establish a common system for defining positions.  A proposed 
recommendation for coding is listed.  There would be 3 sets of appointments: 
 

1) Line administration (VP’s, deans, department chairs/coordinators, and variations) 
2) Program administration (director of a center, coordinator of a program, etc) 
3) Faculty/research faculty 

 
Sam clarified that if someone is coded as line administration in addition to another title, the line 
administrator is a primary position.  For program administration and no line administration, then 
program administration would be the primary position.   
 
Sam added that there are codes to designate these positions.  Chuck understands why we want to do 
this but felt that we will find a huge amount of people whose primary assignment will end up as 
administration.  Carol added that this will be why documenting percentage of assignments will be 
critical.  Chuck felt that this will give a head count number but agreed that this will paint an 
unflattering picture of higher education.   
 
Sam understood and added that the issue is that those who are asking for the reports have an idea of 
how many department heads we have on campus and they believe that we are hiding administrators.  
We need to address this head on.  The issue is that right now we cannot search for certain 
classifications even if the time is only 10% because we can only search on primary assignments.   
 
Carol felt that instructional research will be affected and inaccurate also.  There will be no true 
picture to where persons are at.  We need to be aware of all the side effects that may come of this 
coding issue.  Sam added that right now when questions are asked, we are not able to provide 
answers with the new system.   
 
Cecelia clarified that line administrators as defined here are not included in the COHE unit.  But 
their definition of a program administrator is currently in the unit.  She felt that if program 
administrator designation is given to some of the faculty, the argument could be made that they 
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should not be in the unit.  Carol agreed and added that SDSU also has a lot of faculty members who 
are coordinators of programs who are coordinating teams but are not managing people.  
 
Sam replied that the question is being asked on what portion of assignment is given to 
administration?  If it’s part of their workload and the title is given, there is an assignment being 
made.  Cecelia commented that the titles that would be given to these people, she felt would take 
them out of the COHE unit because they are now administrators.  She thought that currently they 
are still in the unit and as long as they are not evaluating other faculty members, they can stay in the 
unit.   
 
Chuck added that before we make this type of change, he thought we should see the data.  Sam 
replied that there are people working on this information right now.  He encouraged the VPAAs to 
meet with their HR personnel and talk about this issue. 
 
Chuck felt that the information would have not only contractual effects but also public relations 
effects.  Sam remarked that the public relations effects are worse now because the information is not 
available.   
 
Carol did not want to get into a coding system where the academic or salary discretion or 
negotiation prerogative is lost and she felt this was a concern.  Sam felt that if we have the coding, 
we will be able to keep the prerogative for these actions.  We want to be able to tell them that XXX 
amount of people are doing administrative work with XXX percent amount of effort and currently 
we cannot pull this information.   
 
Can we change the names of the position coding to designate management of personnel?  It was 
suggested that the classifications should be: 
 

1) Line administrators who have personnel management 
2) Program coordinators with no personnel management 
3) Faculty/research faculty 

 
Karen remarked that some program coordinators are part of the responsibility of faculty members.  
There are departments who offer multiple degree programs and they rotate the responsibility of the 
program management among the faculty.  There is no stipend for doing this.  To recognize the work 
they are doing, they give them the title.  If she had the money she would give it to them. 
 
Sam commented that this has brought us back to Janice’s issue, which is that there is no consistency 
in the classification among the institutions.    
 
Sam will relay to Janice that AAC has issues over the classifications and cannot come to a resolution 
based on the recommendations presented.  AAC would like a conversation with Janice before any 
changes are implemented.  VPAAs should talk to their HR director and discuss this issue before the 
next meeting. 
 
 
 
Item 7.B Implementation of the Agreement with COHE 
Jim Shekleton joined the meeting for this item.   
 
Jim remarked that COHE is concerned about faculty members currently under contract on tenure 
appointments who will not have accumulated five years of postdoctoral experience by the time they 
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are required to apply for promotion.  Based on an email exchange, these instances have been 
handled on a case by case basis. 
 
Once we laid out the 6-year plan for full professors to meet the standards for promotion and tenure, 
some of the apprehension seemed to fade away.  But we still have concerns about a union-friendly 
solution to the 5-year scheduled folk.  The easiest solution seems to be to grandfather in that group.   
 
Institutions will have people who have been hired for Fall of 2008, some of those people may have 
been brought in without a degree with the expectation that they will get one.   If they are on a tenure 
track appointment, there is no way to get the 5-year doctoral done to be eligible for associate 
professor based on the schedule.  It would make sense to grandfather those who were appointed on 
tenure track without the doctoral requirement and their contract began in Fall of 2008.   
 
Sam was concerned because there is no commitment for anyone to hire doctorally qualified persons 
on tenure track positions.  To take one group of people hired on July 1 and give them a pass, and 
then on January 1 hiring another group of people with the same qualifications and holding them to 
different criteria, doesn’t seem to make sense when it’s all about meeting the standards for tenure.   
 
Cecelia suggested that the flexibility that the campuses have to suggest to the faculty member to 
apply for prior service and expedite that request would solve this issue rather than giving everyone a 
blanket grandfather.   Jim replied that from the standpoint of the union, it does not solve the 
problem to leave it to the discretion of the administration.  Having a cut-off date makes it clean.   
 
Jim proposed that if a person was hired on a tenure track contract and did not have a terminal 
degree, the duty date was effective August 2008, then this policy will not apply.  Anyone whose duty 
date starts after January 2009, you must have 5 years post doctoral teaching experience.  
 
Jim has proposed a resolution for COHE that he thinks they will feel is appropriate.  AAC agreed 
with Jim’s solution. 
 
There are a couple other issues that have come up with the agreement and concerns with what was 
implemented. The deans and department heads are waiting for information on the 5/6 year 
promotion and tenure implementation.  We want to take a formal stance and request 
reconsideration. 
 
Cecelia said there is a paragraph that talks about the professional development plan relating to the 
promotion and tenure committee.  She felt that it was hard to understand what is being said. 
 
Cecelia understood Jim to say that tenure was supposed to be based on the progress toward meeting 
the development plan.  This was the reason for separating promotion and tenure.  She did not feel 
the language spoke to that intent. 
 
Carol agreed that the P&T committee can use that plan in their deliberation.  It’s the results of the 
plan that is being judged, not the plan itself.  Chuck understood that for tenure, it does say that 
having a plan that clearly indicates the progression toward full professor is a component of being 
granted tenure.   
 
We want to get this portion reconsidered.  Wasn’t the original goal to try to get the decisions on 
promotion and tenure steps together, either everything happening at 4 years or everything happening 
at 6 years?   We ended up having the promotion happening at 5 years and the tenure happening at 6 
years. 
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Sam replied that in this system, most of the people applying for tenure have already been promoted.  
There is reason to believe that we will continue to do this as we hire more and more people with 
prior service credit.  If we want to link these at 6 years, Sam felt that we will end up with a lot of 
people asking for prior service credit for tenure.  As a result, we’ll be forcing a decision earlier on 
promotion because they don’t want to wait on promotion since the rewards are tied to promotion.   
 
Karen clarified that by allowing someone to go up for promotion prior to the 6th year then they must 
also go up for tenure.  These come in together.  Sam added that given the practices within the system 
there were campuses where people were promoted in year 5, applying for tenure in year 6, then 
denied for tenure.  Currently these do not come forward together.  The model you are proposing is 
that they must come together and you get one shot.   
 
Will we open ourselves to legal issues if it all goes to one date?  AAC discussed the ramifications 
that may come from combining the promotion and tenure process.  There are faculty who were 
hired prior to the research agenda and their role when hired was different than it may be now.   
 
Sam commented that the P&T committee is made up of 50% faculty unit members and 50% 
administrators, if this recommendation is made, while this may be our view, it may not be that of the 
faculty members on the committees.  There were operational issues to why these were separate 
processes.  Karen felt that if they realize it is an up or out position, they will wait longer.  Chuck 
agreed. 
 
Sam will talk to Jim about this issue and see if it would be in our best interest to bring this 
suggestion forward.   
 
The matrix on the impact of changes for implementation of the new agreement was discussed 
briefly.  David Hilderbrand from SDSU has provided the matrix and it is attached to the item.   
 
Carol reported that SDSU is getting ready to submit their revised workload document to the 
President and have renamed it the Professional Activities document.  Any merit to changing this 
language to a professional activities document?   Sam agreed that it’s less industrial.   
 
 
 
Sam will add an item to the AAC agenda next spring regarding common courses and specific pre- 
and co-requisites and the common catalog.  We’re not there operationally. 
 


