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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
Wednesday, June 11, 2014 
University of South Dakota 

 
MINUTES 

 
The Academic Affairs Council in the Muenster University Center Conference room 216A at the 
University of South Dakota on Wednesday, June 11, 2014 with the following persons participating:  
BHSU, Rod Custer and Curtis Card; DSU, Judy Dittman; NSU, Tom Hawley; SDSM&T, Mike Gunn; 
SDSU, Laurie Nichols and Mary Kay Helling; USD, Kurt Hackemer and Deborah Dodge; BOR, Sam 
Gingerich, Paul Turman, Katie Boehnke, and Sydney Bartunek with Jim Shekelton joining for part of 
the meeting.  
 

1. Agenda– Additions, Changes, and Approval 
 

2. Minutes 
A. February 2014 
B. April 2014 
C. May 2014 

 
Council members approved the February 2014 AAC minutes as submitted. Paul noted that the April 
2014 and May 2014 will be brought to the next AAC meeting for approval. 

 
3. Consent Agenda Items 

A. Program Modifications 
1. University of South Dakota 

 
The University of South Dakota submitted the following program modifications requests. These 
proposals will move forward to COPS in July and BOR in August. 
 
Existing Program-Substantive Program Modifications 

• Basic Biomedical Sciences (PhD) – change in total credits of elective course work and total 
credits of supportive coursework 

• Secondary Education/Biology Education (BSEd) – change in total credits required within the 
discipline and total credits required for the program 

• Contemporary Media and Journalism (BA, BS, and Minor) – change in program name  
 

B. Course Modifications 
1. University of South Dakota 

 
The University of South Dakota submitted the following course modification requests. These 
proposals will move forward to Dr. Warner for review and will be reported in the Interim Actions 
report for the August BOR meeting. 
 
New Course Requests 

1) BADM 442 Database Management for Business Professionals 
2) CSC 120 Fundamentals of Programming 
3) CSC 180 Introductory for IT Consulting 
4) CSC 270 Software Engineering for IT Consulting 
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5) CSC 280 Advanced Software Engineering for IT Consulting 
6) PHGY 225/225L Human Anatomy and Physiology for KSS / Human Anatomy and 

Physiology for KSS Lab 
 
Revised Course Request: Common Course 

1) CSC 250 Computer Science II – University specific prerequisites 
 
Authority to Offer an Existing Common Course 

1) HIST 488/588 Introductory to Grand Strategy 
 

4. New Programs 
A. New Program Requests 

1. No report 
 

B. New Certificate Requests 
1. No report 

 
C. New Site Requests  

1. No report 
 

D. Intent to Plan Requests 
1. No report 

 
E. Summary of Pending Programs 

 
Jay noted that if there is anything new coming along on campus that is not noted on this summary 
list, please to send those to Jay or Paul and we will keep the list updated.  
 
Paul noted that Katie Maley will begin to coordinate campus visits scheduled in the next couple of 
months for Paul to meet with administrative teams and review upcoming curricular items. 
 

5. Policy Revision and Development 
A. Revisions to BOR Policies 2:7 & 2:26 – General Education 

 
Paul noted that during the May 2014 AAC meeting, the council discussed proposed changes to BOR 
Policy 2:7 and 2:26 which would have removed the specific courses that can be used to meet the 
SGR and IGR requirements for the Regental system.  As was discussed, this framework requires 
Board action to incorporate any course-level curricular changes for these sets of requirements, and 
the limit to approve only during the December meeting each year has continued to cause issues 
with campus internal curriculum processes. AAC and COPS both approved advancing the policy 
changes to the BOR in an attempt to remove these course lists.  This policy direction was discussed 
with Regent Johnson prior to placing it on the Committee A agenda for the June 2014 meeting.  
During this discussion it was noted that one of the major concerns that would be voiced by the BOR 
members would be the potential expansion that could occur within the list of courses specified 
under each goal.  The proposed strategy was to establish a quota or course limit for each institution 
under each of the SGR and IGR goals.   
 
Council members discussed such a strategy and considered whether placing such a limitation on 
the SGR and IGR courses would result in additional curriculum issues at the campus level. Paul 

http://www.sdbor.edu/services/academics/AAC/documents/5.A.2RevisionstoBoardPolicies2-7and2-26GeneralEducation.pdf
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stated he will draft language that will go forward to the September AAC 2014 meeting for review 
and approval. 
 

B. AAC Course Guidelines – Internships & Practicum 
 
Paul stated that during the May 2014 meeting, AAC discussed recommendations from the Tuition 
Structure Review Committee to begin assessing a different tuition rate for Internships/Practicums 
offered throughout the Regental system.  The intent of the TSRC was to address issues raised by 
those students who are registered in a fulltime experience that has them off-campus for the entire 
semester.  However, data presented to AAC established that the majority of students enrolled in 
practica or field experiences tend to be enrolled for only 3-6 hours and they are on campus the rest 
of the time.  Of the total 1,204 internship and 1,677 practicum registrations for Fall 2013 and Spring 
2014, only 165 (14%) and 44 (3%) of these registrations resulting from students who were only 
enrolled in internship/practicum.  Since the size of this student pool is relatively small at each 
campus, and the fact that the self-support rate in general is higher than state-support with tuition 
and fees, AAC recommended that the proposed tuition change not move forward.   

 
Additionally, while the TSRC was collecting data for their review, it was discovered that clinical 
practicums and other course types were being coded as internships and practicums.  In addition to 
internships and practicum, students also enroll in field experience and cooperative education 
offerings which are guided by the AAC Common Course Guidelines.  These guidelines specify that all 
course types are to use instructional method type "S" which is "internships and practicums" in 
Datatel, and the "S" instructional method code was used to evaluate the pool of students for the 
purpose of the TSRC review. The data collected for the committee’s review noted some level of 
inaccuracy for how some campuses were coding each of the four instructional types noted below.  
AAC supported a refinement to the Common Course Guidelines to provide greater clarity for 
campus personnel when making coding distinctions for each of these course types.  A proposed set 
of modifications have been made to the AAC guidelines, and Council members were asked to 
evaluate the revised definitions and whether they aid in helping campus personnel make the 
appropriate distinctions between these course types. Also, should these be classified by disciplines 
should be thought about.  
 
AAC representatives noted that the proposed framework did not easily allow for campus personnel 
to make the necessary distinctions that would be needed for coding students into the four 
experiential learning course types.  Paul noted we will leave the guidelines as is for now and come 
back to it if there are issues going forward. 

 
C. Use of Incremental Credit 

 
Paul stated that during the May 2014 meeting, AAC discussed a request to use .5 credit hour 
increments for courses where variable credit is available (788, 798, and 898D project, thesis and 
dissertation credit respectively).  Data from the Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 terms was assessed to 
evaluate the extent that institutions are already using this approach, and it was evident that a small 
subset of courses at SDSM&T and SDSU were using incremental credit.  AAC agreed that this 
practice should be terminated, and BOR staff indicated it would further assess the use of this 
practice across the system and propose a set of guidelines to outline that course credit offered in 
the system would occur at the full unit level. Attachment I provides the full list of courses that have 
used this approach over the past few years, and the following addition to the Common Course 
Guidelines is proposed for AAC consideration.  Council members discussed the impact on their 
existing courses and the proposed guideline language presented below.   

http://www.sdbor.edu/services/academics/AAC/documents/common_course_guidelines.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/services/academics/AAC/documents/common_course_guidelines.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/services/academics/AAC/documents/common_course_guidelines.pdf
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Board Policy 2:32 Definition and Assignment of Credit Hours establishes the credit hour as 
the unit by which institutions measure course work, and aligns the credit hour to the 
amount of time, intensity of the educational experience, and outside preparation necessary.  
Under this framework the number of hours can vary based on the course type, but the 
standard level of measurement for all courses must occur at the full unit level (i.e., 1, 2, 3, 4 
credit hours) in the Regental system. Incremental or half-unit credit hour assignments are 
not allowed.  
 

AAC agreed to include this policy statement into effect and, Paul noted that if campuses already 
have these in their catalogs the goal would be to clean these up by next Fall or Spring. 
 

D. Academic Suspension – Summer Registrations 
 
Paul noted that the minimum progression standards for the Regental system are established in 
Section 3 of BOR Policy 2:10 Grades and Use of Grade Point Averages, establishing that students 
must maintain a cumulative grade point average of 2.0 to remain in good academic standing within 
the system.  Students failing to meet this standard are place on academic probation the following 
term, and then are suspended for a period of two academic terms when he/she fails to establish the 
2.0 after a term on probation. Student seeking to re-enroll within the Regental system within the 
“two consecutive” term period established must abide by the guidelines established in Section 3.G 
of Policy 2:3 Undergraduate Admission.  Specifically, the applicant must appeal to the Regental 
institution that had enacted the suspension.   

 
Paul stated that a question has been raised regarding institutional approaches to the suspension 
process in those situations where a student has registered for and been enrolled in coursework 
during the summer term prior to the time when grades are finalized for the spring term.  This year 
the summer term began on May 14 and notices related to academic suspension may not go out until 
May 20.  This presents a difficult situation for the institution and students, and campus personnel 
appear to be approaching this differently.  Some have allowed students to continue in the courses 
during the first summer session regardless of their status since only certain types of courses tend to 
be offered during this time period (i.e., internships, co-ops, etc.).  The rationale for establishing this 
particular policy is to ensure that students who are not demonstrating the ability to successfully 
obtain a degree do not remain in the system earning credit hours that will be of no benefit.  
However, the summer term does present an opportunity for students to re-take courses, take a 
lighter course load, and get back on track for making adequate progress toward their degree.  
Council members discussed institutional approaches for handling these students between the 
spring and summer term, and discussed common approaches working with these students within 
the framework of Policy 2:10. Paul noted that 2 weeks before the end of the term, those students 
who are on probation who you see are registered for summer courses, would it be possible to 
communicate with those students at that time. The communication would include notice that if the 
student ends up with those grades they will be suspended from the institution which will require 
an appeal to be readmitted and you could be extracted from courses.      
 
Paul will look at Policy 2:10 again noted the goal is to ensure consistency and bring it back to the 
September 2014 AAC meeting. 

 
E. AP Guidelines Update – Physics C 

 

http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/2-Academic_Affairs/documents/2-32.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/2-Academic_Affairs/documents/2-10.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/2-Academic_Affairs/documents/2-3.pdf
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Paul stated that the Advanced Placement credit falls within Board of Regents Policy 2:5 Transfer of 
Credit which specifies that “Credit for college level courses granted through nationally recognized 
examinations such as CLEP, AP, DANTES, etc., will be evaluated and accepted for transfer if 
equivalent to Regental courses and the scores are consistent with Regental policies.”  Consistent 
with this policy, SDSM&T received a request for a review of the Physics C examinations available 
through the College Board.  To facilitate the review of the equivalencies with existing courses, 
representatives from the System Assessment Committee were asked to work with institutional 
faculty/departments that manage this curriculum area and have them review the materials 
obtained from the AP program. 
 
Physics C-Mechanics 

·         Course Homepage: http://apcentral.collegeboard.com/apc/public/courses/teachers_corner/2264.html  
·         Exam Information: http://apcentral.collegeboard.com/apc/members/exam/exam_information/8039.html  
  

Physic C-Electricity & Magnetism 
·         Course Homepage: http://apcentral.collegeboard.com/apc/public/courses/teachers_corner/2263.html  
·         Exam Information: http://apcentral.collegeboard.com/apc/members/exam/exam_information/2008.html  
 

Individual responses from the various campuses can be found in the item, noting concern with the 
level of content covered within the examination and the alignment this content has with equivalent 
courses within the Regental system.  Based on these recommendations, the system AP Guidelines 
have been modified to reflect that the Physics courses have been reviewed, and that no credit may 
be earned for these particular examinations. Council members approved the revisions and these 
guidelines will move forward for approval by the BOR at the August 2014 BOR meeting. 

 
F. DoD Memorandum of Understanding 

 
Paul noted that on May 15, the Department of Defense (DoD) published final rules in the Federal 
Register for its voluntary education programs.  The rules include the newest edition of the DoD's 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), which institutions are required to sign if they wish to 
continue their participation in the Tuition Assistance (TA) Program, as well as several other 
service-related tuition support initiatives.  All institutions will have to sign the new MOU in order to 
participate in these programs, regardless of any previously signed MOU.  A brief overview of the 
changes enacted by the DoD can be found in Attachment I, and the complete set of rules are 
available at the Federal Register in a provided link.  
 
Paul noted that Council members should make sure they have the appropriate person on campus 
reviewing the requirement and meeting the established deadline of September 14, 2014.  
 

G. D2L Management Committee Composition 
 
Paul stated that the Desire2Learn (D2L) Management Committee was established shortly after the 
adoption of D2L, in 2007, to manage various aspects of the central LMS.  This included providing 
both academic and technical guidance as D2L was implemented, as well as developing 
recommendations as to the proper academic and technical management of the system.  To that end, 
each campus was allowed to appoint one academic representative and one technical representative. 
Most of the core members of the 2007 group are still present today, though the representation has 
changed slightly, and in many cases, has been augmented, as D2L has become more interconnected 
to other systems, both academic (e.g. Starfish) and technical (e.g. Internet2).  Here is a current 
breakdown of each campus’ representation of the committee:  
 

http://apcentral.collegeboard.com/apc/public/courses/teachers_corner/2264.html
http://apcentral.collegeboard.com/apc/members/exam/exam_information/8039.html
http://apcentral.collegeboard.com/apc/public/courses/teachers_corner/2263.html
http://apcentral.collegeboard.com/apc/members/exam/exam_information/2008.html
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BHSU – Christopher Dawes, Terry Hupp, Anne Stevens  
DSU – Lynette Molstad, Haomin Wang  
NSU – Duane Dolejsi, Lindsey Huber, Debra Wenzel  
SDSMT – Dane Finnesand, Bradley O’Brien  
SDSU – John Howard, Wendy Stubbs, Shouhong Zhang, Ju-yu Chang, Michelle Parker  
USD – Eric Mosterd, Carla Reihe, Ryan Johnson, John Flack  

 
The committee has always been lead by a staff member of RIS and the BOR office, with RIS taking 
the more active leadership role in the day-to-day activities of the committee.  Ruth Peters currently 
fills this role for RIS, with additional assistance, as needed, from Cory Berg, Dan Hightower, and 
Ryan McGarry.  Paul Turman has been the BOR representative for the past few years, though some 
of this responsibility has been shifted to Eric Mosterd, the e-Education Fellow for the BOR.  
 
The basic charge of this committee has been to research and recommend best practices not only in 
the academic and technical management of D2L, but also various other academic technologies that 
relate to it (e.g. Collaborate, Turnitin, Respondus Monitor, publisher integrations, etc.).  The 
representatives on this committee are further charged with helping to make decisions on behalf of 
the institution, and have an added role of keeping campus leadership informed about major 
discussion topics or recommendations that might have a direct impact at the institutional level.  
While updates have traditionally been brought forward to AAC to keep them informed of 
developments underway with D2L, few recommendation or action items have routinely emerged 
since the first few years of the committee formation. 

 
Due in part to the leadership of the committee by RIS staff, recommendations from the committee 
have traditionally been brought first to TAC; however, as D2L becomes more and more integrated 
into other systems, many of which have a more direct impact on the delivery or our academic 
programs than a technical one, there has been confusion as to what recommendation should be 
vetted, and at which council such recommendations should be discussed.   AAC representatives 
should review and be prepared to discuss two issues related to the D2L management committee. 
First, review the academic representation on the committee to ensure appropriate representation 
for meeting the growing needs for serving the academic enterprise.  Second, AAC representatives 
should review the D2L Management Committee’s charge, and discuss the most appropriate 
reporting/approval process for the committee’s recommendations.    
 
Paul noted the Council members should reach out to the main D2L representatives on their campus 
and make sure they are keeping you updated on new engagements, projects and tools they are 
working on. 

  
H. Respondus Monitor & Video Note 

 
Paul noted that in late 2013, the Desire2Learn (D2L) Management Committee viewed a demo of a 
tool called Monitor, by Respondus.  Respondus also provides a host of other tools the BOR uses 
including: 1) LockDown Browser (LDB):  used for securing exams; 2) Respondus:  used for 
managing/building quizzes; and 3) StudyMate:  used for building interactive study tools, games, 
and simulations.  The management committee was familiar with the company, and has been 
satisfied by both their offerings, and their level of support.  Specifically, monitor is an enhancement 
to the LDB that can be used by instructors to require students to take an exam while being recorded 
with a video camera (webcam) and microphone.  This has a number of benefits: 
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• It helps with identity verification:  is the person taking the exam the student who should be 
taking the exam? 

• It is a deterrent to cheating:  the student is recorded—audio and video—during the entire 
exam taking process. 

• It can help lessen the load on the testing centers by providing an environment similar to the 
proctored environment at the student’s location. 

• It is convenient: students can test anytime/anywhere, whereas the testing centers and other 
proctors are only available at certain locations during certain times. 

 
One of the concerns that the committee had was how much burden this would place on instructors.  
It is one thing to record the students, but it is a whole other issue to review those recordings.  Some 
vendors address this by having people review and flag the recordings as part of their service 
agreement, but this tends to be very expensive—often imposing a per student/per assessment fee 
for such a service, which can quickly add up.  Respondus attempts to strike a balance here, by 
providing instructors with snapshot view of the student’s exam session.  Monitor takes periodic 
pictures during the exam, and presents them to the instructor for quicker review.  As a result, if an 
instructor notices that a student is not in the frame in one of the snapshots, is looking down, or is 
otherwise behaving in a suspicion fashion, they can jump right to that point in the exam and review 
the recording. 
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The cost for Respondus Monitor seemed very reasonable to the committee.  Usage can be tracked 
by course—ergo, by institution as well—so institutions could be billed for actual usage.  The 
projected costs for the pilot and the first and second year are outlined below. 
 

• pilot:  no cost 
• first year:  $3,950 for unlimited seats 

o a seat is counted as the number of students in a course that uses Monitor 
o if a student is in two courses using Monitor for multiple exams, that student counts 

as two (2) seats, regardless of the number of exams 
• second year:  pricing is based on actual first year seat usage, with the first 1,000 seats 

costing $3,950, and each additional block of 1,000 costing $1,950 
o if the system used 2,500 seats the first year, the second year cost would be $7,850 

 $3,950 (first 1000 seats) + $1950 (second 1000 seats) + $1950 (third 1000 
seats) 

 
After viewing the demo and comparing the costs to other solutions, the committee felt that 
Monitor’s capabilities were significant enough to warrant a small-scale pilot of the tool.  That said, 
due to a variety of issues—the need to integrate this into D2L, the fact that the videos are stored in 
Amazon’s Cloud Services (with whom we do not have FERPA coverage, etc.), RIS was advised to 
establish a committee—D2L Video Tool Subcommittee—to further investigate Respondus Monitor 
and make a recommendation to TAC.  Ultimately, that committee also recommended pursuing a 
pilot of Monitor, and presented its recommendation to TAC at their April 17, 2014 meeting (see 
attached TAC agenda item). Around the same, the D2L Management Committee also recommended 
implementing another tool by D2L called the Video Note Tool.  This tool allows users to record 
short videos—limited to three minutes, by default—in D2L.  These can be used for a variety of 
functions, from allowing instructors to provide personal feedback to students, to having students 
record short speeches, or demonstrate techniques visually. There is no cost for the Video Note Tool, 
unless the system goes over the total allocation of 50 MB / FTE (around 1.5 TB).  The cost of going 
over the allocated space is $2/GB/year.  Like Respondus Monitor, usage can be broken down per 
course (i.e., overages can be charged back to a single institution.) 
 
Because there was no cost involved for the tool, and usage can be monitored, the D2L Management 
Committee recommended moving forward with the tool; however, similar to Respondus Monitor, 
D2L also uses the Amazon Cloud Services to store the videos.  For this reason, the D2L Video Tool 
Subcommittee also reviewed this tool.  They too recommended moving forward with the Video 
Note Tool, and presented this to TAC at their April 17, 2014 meeting (see Attachment I for TAC 
agenda item). 
 
As part of larger funding concerns, TAC and BAC decided to not move forward with the 
recommendations of the D2L committees, at least until AAC had a chance to review them.  Should 
AAC approve the recommendations, TAC and BAC agreed to have further conversations about the 
tools.  AAC representatives should review the two recommendations from the D2L committee and 
provide a recommendation to TAC for moving forward with adoption of these two tools.  
 
Paul will pass on to TAC that AAC agreed Respondus Monitor would be a good idea moving forward.  
The Voice Note Tool will be left as is until there is a point in time when we go over the allocated 
space and then at that time we will look at how the extra will be divided and paid. We will ask that 
Monte brings this to TAC and consider these tools once more. 
 

I. BSM Prefix Withdraw – BHSU 
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Black Hills State University submitted a request for authorization to withdraw the use of the BSM 
(Business Services Management) prefix. The request was approved and the summary list in the AAC 
Guidelines will be changed to reflect this.  
 

J. Revisions to Terminal Degrees – USD  
 
The University of South Dakota is asking that the Ed.D be added as a recognized terminal degree in 
Health Services Administration to better align with future faculty appointments in this area.  The 
Council members approved USD’s request and Ed.D revision will go forward to the Board in August. 

 
K. Institutional Scholarships 

 
Paul stated that when the Opportunity Scholarship program was established, the credit hour 
requirements were modeled slightly after the various institutional scholarship programs that had 
been in place for a number of years prior to Fall 2014.  During the initial years of the program, 
students raised a number of concerns regarding the hardships they faced as they sought to attempt 
and complete 15 credit hours during each fall and spring semester, and many highlighted the 
flexibility afforded in the institutional programs which allowed for coursework to be completed 
during the summer to meet the 30 hour requirement.  During the 2010 legislative session, the 
Board of Regents were successful in modifying the credit hour requirements for the program 
moving to a more flexible credit hour “threshold” framework that has limited the need for 
exemption requests and allowed dual credit, AP, CLEP, and summer hours to meet the credit 
thresholds outlined below: 
 

30 credit hours completed prior to the 3rd semester of eligibility 
60 credit hours completed prior to the 5th semester of eligibility 
90 credit hours completed prior to the 7th semester of eligibility 

 
As the credit hour threshold structure has taken hold over the past few years, students/parents 
routinely contact the central office to indicate their frustration with having to meet the 30 credit 
hour requirement each semester for institutional specific scholarships.  While our response has 
been that since Foundation funds are being used to sponsor these scholarship programs, the BOR 
(and the state in particular) does not have control over the requirements that are established 
continuing eligibility requirements.  However, over the past two years a number of policy decisions 
by the BOR, and the Governor, suggests a need to discuss institutional approaches.  Most recently, 
the Governor’s Dual Credit program is providing greater opportunities for students to earn college 
credit while in high school.  Our intent to encourage students to complete coursework that meets 
System Graduation Requirements increases the likelihood that an increasing number of students 
will arrive needing to take fewer credits each semester to graduate on time.  When coupled with the 
system move to lower the credit hour requirements from 128 to 120 and the growing number of 
students enrolling in Advanced Placement courses, the norm of needing 15 or more credits each 
semester to graduate in four years is declining.  A scholarship policy that enforces a 30 credit hour 
per year requirement continues to present students with a choice of either enrolling in unnecessary 
credits or forfeit institutional scholarships.   
 
Paul noted that institutional personnel were asked to provide the credit hour requirements for the 
primary scholarship program included in Attachment I of the item, and Council members discussed 
the institutional policy decisions associated with the approach currently employed. SAC 
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representatives will be asked to engage in a similar discussion.  Paul noted he would like to make 
the recommendation to SAC to have a broader discussion at the institutional level.  
 

L. Articulation Agreement Signature Pages 
 
Paul noted that as the agenda items for the June 2014 BOR meeting were being prepared it was 
noted that institutions employ different approaches for coordinating the signature pages including: 
1) signature sections for academic deans; 2) signature required by the executive director following 
Board of Regent approval; and 3) no completed signature until BOR approval is received.  
Attachment I provides a series of screen shots to depict the variations across each institution.   

 
BOR action during the Committee A meeting provides the necessary approval required to allow 
each institution to enter into agreements with the various institutions for the program identified.  
AAC representatives should be prepared to discuss institutional prerogatives for the signatures 
obtained as they work with the various institutions to facilitate articulation agreements with the 
intent for establishing a common approach for when these are approved in the future by the BOR.  
 
Paul noted that it would be his recommendation that  the Dean in the respective college should sign 
the agreement followed by the Provost rather than the President. Having the signatures before it 
goes to the Board would be very beneficial. There will be a space for the Provost and then it will be 
left open to campus representatives to add 2 spaces if that will be enough. 
 

M. Articulation Agreements 
1. Northern State University 

 
Northern State University requested approval for the following articulation agreement: 
 

• Students completing the AA in Business Administration at Northeast Iowa Community 
College can apply credit toward the BS in Business at NSU.  

 
AAC approved the proposed agreement and this will move forward for COPS in July and BOR in 
August for approval.  

 
2. South Dakota State University 

 
South Dakota State University requested approval for the following articulation agreements: 
 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Medical Laboratory Technician at Northcentral 
Technical College can apply credit toward the BS in Medical Laboratory Science at 
SDSU; and 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Agriculture: Agribusiness at Northeast Community 
College can apply credit toward the BS in Agricultural Business at SDSU; and 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Agriculture: Agribusiness, Agronomy, Animal Science, 
Diversified Agriculture, Mechanized Agriculture at Northeast Community College can 
apply credit toward the BS in Agricultural Science at SDSU; and 
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• Students completing the AAS in Agricultural: Agronomy at Northeast Community 
College can apply credit toward the BS in Agronomy at SDSU; and 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Agriculture: Animal Science at Northeast Community 
College can apply credit toward the BS in Animal Science: Business and Production 
Specialization at SDSU; and 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Human Resource Management at Western Iowa Tech 
Community College can apply credit toward the BS in Operations Management at SDSU; 
and 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Mechanical Engineering Technology at Western Iowa 
Tech Community College can apply credit toward the BS in Operations Management at 
SDSU; and 

 
• Students completing the AAS in Robotics and Automation at Western Iowa Tech 

Community College can apply credit toward the BS in Electronics Technolgy at SDSU. 
 

AAC approved the proposed agreement and this will move forward for COPS in July and BOR in 
August for approval.  

 
3. University of South Dakota 

 
The University of South Dakota requested approval for the following articulation agreements: 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Accounting Specialist at Western Iowa Tech 
Community College can apply credit toward the BS in Health Sciences at USD; and 

 
• Students completing the AAS in Administrative Assistant – Medical at Western Iowa 

Tech Community College can apply credit toward the BS in Health Sciences at USD; and 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Administrative Office Management at Western Iowa 
Tech Community College can apply credit toward the BS in Health Sciences at USD; and  
 

• Students completing the AAS in Biology at Western Iowa Tech Community College can 
apply credit toward the BS in Health Sciences at USD; and 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Business Management at Western Iowa Tech 
Community College can apply credit toward the BS in Health Sciences at USD; and 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Health Office Coordinator at Western Iowa Tech 
Community College can apply credit toward the BS in Health Sciences at USD; and 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Physical Therapy Assistant at Western Iowa Tech 
Community College can apply credit toward the BS in Health Sciences at USD; and 
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• Students completing the AAS in Pre-Dental Hygiene at Western Iowa Tech Community 
College can apply credit toward the BS in Health Sciences at USD; and 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Sports Medicine – Athletic Training at Western Iowa 
Tech Community College can apply credit toward the BS in Health Sciences at USD; and 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Surgical Technology at Western Iowa Tech Community 
College can apply credit toward the BS in Health Sciences at USD; and 
 

• Students completing the AAS in Technical Studies at Western Iowa Tech Community 
College can apply credit toward the BS in Health Sciences at USD. 

 
AAC approved the proposed agreement and this will move forward for COPS in July and BOR in 
August for approval.  
 

N. Cooperative Agreements 
1. South Dakota School of Mines and Technology 

 
South Dakota School of Mines & Technology submitted a cooperative agreement with 
Azerbaijan State Oil Academy, Baku, Azerbaijan to be considered by the Board in August, 2014.  
 

2. South Dakota State University 
 
South Dakota State University submitted the following cooperative agreements to be considered 
by the Board in August, 2014.  

• Sisseton-Wahpeton College, Agency Village, South Dakota 

• CAPA International Education, Boston, Massachusetts 

 
O. DOE Initiatives – Dual Credit & Remediation  

 
Paul stated that over the past year, BOR has coordinated with the Department of Education on 
various projects to help with college readiness and provide advanced educational opportunities for 
students while they are still in high school. These projects include the Dual Credit and Remediation 
initiatives.  
 
Paul noted he would give an update on the Dual Credit – Reduced Tuition Program project first. 
Efforts have continued to progress in the expansion of dual credit opportunities in South Dakota 
through the reduced tuition High School Dual Credit Program.  Courses will be offered to high 
school juniors and seniors who meet the program acceptance criteria, and whose schools have 
signed an MOU with DOE. These courses will be offered in person, online, or at the Centers. A 
System working group has coordinated this project over the past several months to bring this 
program to fruition.  Included in this group are the points of contact for each campus who have 
been responsible for identifying general education courses available through the program, 
registering students for courses, and communicating with school districts, students, and parents 
regarding this program.  The designated points of contact for each campus are listed below: 
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POINTS OF CONTACT FOR HIGH SCHOOL DUAL CREDIT PROGRAM 
Campus Name Title 

BHSU Mitch Hopewell 
Interim Director of Educational 
Outreach 

CUC 
Laura Hayden-
Moreland Academic Program Coordinator 

DSU Amy Crissinger 
Associate VP of Enrollment 
Management/Marketing 

NSU Ronald Brownie 
Director of Online & Continuing 
Education 

SDSM&T Molly Frankl Director of Admissions 
SDSU Amber Rost Student Services Facilitator 
USD Gary Girard Director of Programming 

RCUC Maria Hartung 
Coordinator of Admissions and 
Marketing 

SFUC Sarah Rasmussen 
Assistant Director, Academic and 
Student Services 

 

Paul noted that information regarding these courses can be found on the SDMyLife website, 
operated by DOE. Students and School Faculty are able to access course lists for each campus, as 
well as the common System application. The enrollment process for the Fall Semester opened in 
early April, and MOU’s have been received by 157 high schools, indicating a very high level of 
interest.  To date, just over 100 students are enrolled in the reduced tuition dual credit courses 
within the System. Please see the table below, which lists the number of course enrollments for 
each campus: 

Institution Enrollment 
BHSU 28 
DSU 4 
SDSM&T 2 
SDSU 25 
USD 42 
Total 101 

 
Paul noted that these numbers have likely went up since they were last pulled and he has asked 
Cory from RIS to generate this list every two weeks going forward so he will continue to share that 
information with each university. One issue that has come up since this item was drafted is that we 
have a number of students who have registered for 16 or more credits through this program on top 
of the courses they are required to take at their high school. Therefore, high school counselors and 
superintendents have been following up with personal at the institutions asking them how is it that 
you can help me restrict students from taking more than a certain number of credits. Paul noted 
that institutions have been doing a good job communicating with the districts and students to 
reinforce this is not a wise decision and that if you choose to continue down this path let me 
forewarn you what the implications could be. Melody from the DOE agreed that it would best to put 
not more than 9 credits in the Board polices and anything more than 9 credits would require Board 
office approval.  
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Paul stated that next he will provide an overview of the Remediation – College Algebra Readiness 
Course project. For the past two years the DOE has been offering remedial coursework through the 
South Dakota Virtual High School with limited participation from students around the state (just 
under 100 this past academic year).  In an effort to expand this opportunity, they are working with 
school districts to offer a College Algebra Readiness Course that was designed in conjunction with 
math faculty from our system to be implemented during the upcoming academic year.  This course, 
which is offered through MyFoundations Lab, is designed to replicate remedial courses offered on 
our campuses and offered as the fourth year math course for interested students. Students will 
complete a series of modules they are assigned based on a diagnostic test taken at the start of the 
course.  After completing the modules, students will take the Accuplacer exam, with a successful 
outcome being to attain the System’s benchmark score for placement into College Algebra.  This 
course will be taught by high school teachers at participating schools and will be offered to students 
at no cost.  
 
Paul noted that districts can offer the course as a replacement to an existing math course such as 
consumer math or business math, as an independent study supervised by a qualified math teacher, 
or by adding the course to their existing math offerings.  The goal is for students to receive the 
remediation they need while still in high school, which will save them time and money when they 
arrive on our campuses.  Promotional materials and a MOU have been sent to school districts. So 
far, twelve schools have signed up to participate in the first year of this program. If these schools 
see success with this course, it is our hope that more schools will participate in the coming years. 
 
Paul noted that he will be having a conversation with Melody regarding this and given the potential 
for the project, Dr. Warner is willing to provide some funds for this piece moving forward.  

 
P. ACA Update 

 
Paul noted that since the last briefing on the Affordable Care Act (US H.R. 3590) during the May 8 

AAC meeting 12 system staff have been working with council representatives to refine the method 
for calculating hours worked by graduate students.  The issue that remains to be resolved is that 
there is no safe harbor exempting graduate research assistants from reporting hours worked.  
Currently only two choices exist including: 1) provide healthcare coverage and continue to manage 
research assistants as in the past; or 2) track hours and provide coverage to individuals who are 
entitled to coverage under the ACA (see Attachment I for guidelines established by Dr. Shekleton). 
O n  May 29, representatives from a number of councils took part in a conference call to specifically 
discuss the impact on the graduate students.  Following this discussion Nathan Lukkes developed 
the flowchart identified below for assisting campus administrators with the making decisions 
related to which of the two above options graduate students will align with. 

 
GRA Benefit Eligibility Flowchart: 
 

1. Will the GRA average 30 hours or more a week in the lab working on their thesis or dissertation (i.e. analytical 
work they will use to complete their degree requirements) and performing compensable work?   
- If no, benefits are not required. 
- If yes, continue to question 2. 

 
2. Is the GRA’s compensation based either: (1) solely on their thesis or dissertation work; or (2) solely on non-

thesis or non-dissertation work? 
- If yes, benefits are required. 
- If no, continue to question 3. 



 
 

 

3. Can you identify the percentage of the GRA’s hours that is expected to be allocated to projects, tasks or work that 
will not comprise part of the analysis presented in their thesis or dissertation? 
- If no, please revisit question 2 because it would appear the GRA is being compensated solely for their work 

on their thesis or dissertation. 
- If yes, continue to question 4. 

 
4. Does the percentage obtained in question 3, multiplied by the total number of hours the GRA will average each 

week exceed 30? 
- If yes, benefits are required. 
- If no, the GRA is not eligible for benefits under the ACA.   

 
Creating an Auditable Paper Trail. 
 
The determination has been made that the GRA is not eligible for benefits under the ACA, all that’s 
left to be done is to create the record.  Generally speaking, there’s a three pronged approach to 
creating a paper trail that will survive IRS scrutiny.  It’s worth noting that none of the three in 
isolation should be expected to clearly establish compliance, but in conjunction, the three should 
establish absolute compliance.  The three components necessary to adequately demonstrate ACA 
compliance are as follows: (1) Policies/Procedures; (2) Offer Letter/Contract; and (3) Time 
Keeping.   
 

1. Policies/Procedures 

Adequate policies and procedures must be established to create the framework necessary to 
differentiate between positions which are ACA eligible and those which are not.  The 
expectations regarding the number of compensable hours a GRA is allowed to work each week 
must be clearly established, which should also include the non-ACA related rationale for 
limiting the number of hours GRA’s should work each week (i.e. academic performance 
implications of excessive workload).  Likewise, a general distinction between the categories or 
concept of compensable and non-compensable activities should be addressed.   
 
Furthermore, adequate procedures should be in place for tracking and monitoring the GRA’s 
activities on a weekly or monthly basis.  The logging of any weekly timesheet in excess of 25 
compensable hours should require approval/sign off at a heightened level.  Requiring this will 
not only discourage GRAs from pushing the envelope, but it will also ensure those who should 
be aware of GRAs who are approaching/surpassing the 30 hour threshold are in fact made 
aware.  Keeping in mind the 30 hour threshold is an annualized average, so proper tracking and 
monitoring can ensure compliance even if a GRA occasionally busts the 30 hour weekly cap. 

 
2. Offer Letter/Contract 

The offer letter or contract should clearly state the expectations and compensation parameters 
applicable to the GRA.  The foregoing should include, without limitation, the maximum number 
of hours per week for which the GRA will be compensated; whether or not the position is 
benefit eligible; the projects, tasks or work for which the GRA will be compensated; the projects, 
tasks or work directly related to the GRA’s thesis or dissertation, which comprise the GRA’s 
“educational experience,” and for which no compensation will be rendered; and the 
requirement that the GRA allocate their time spent between activities for which the GRA is 
compensated and those for which they are not.  If you can only identify one of the two 
categories of activities (compensable or not compensable) then the time allocated to the 
identified class is just that, and by default, all other time must fall into the other category. 
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3. Time Keeping 
 

Similar to what’s currently done for effort certification, each GRA will be required to log their 
total hours and then allocate, on a weekly basis, what percentage of those hours were 
attributable to compensable activities and non-compensable activities.  The faculty member 
responsible for direct supervision of the GRA should be required to verify the hours and 
allocation submitted by the GRA.  In the event a GRA submits a weekly time long containing in 
excess of 25 compensable hours, the GRA should be required to submit an explanation of why 
their hours were increased during that week, in addition to providing their assurance that it 
was an isolated incident and their hours in the weeks to come will comply with the established 
parameters.  At that point the timesheet and supplemental information is presented to the 
approving authority to validate, which in-turn allows for the immediate flagging and continued 
monitoring of the GRA’s hours to ensure their annualized average remains below 30 hours a 
week.   

 
This information has been distributed to campuses and discussed during the June 16 ACA working 
session in Pierre.  As a part of this continued dialogue, campuses are still in the process of 
identifying graduate research assistants who may become eligible for benefits. Campuses have 
been asked to assess the potential impact on their budgets and provide a firm number of graduate 
students that could become eligible for benefits.  On May 20, the HR Directors held a conference call 
to discuss the report that RIS developed and other specific questions that are needed to be resolved 
in order to implement the ACA in Banner.  This too will be addressed during the work session on 
June 16.  
 
The Board Office recognizes the cost of implementation of the ACA could be signification for the 
system.  By the end of June, we hope to have a clear understanding of those costs so we can educate 
the Bureau of Human Resources and Office of Bureau of Finance and Management about the finance 
impact of the ACA on the Regental system.  AAC representatives should be prepared to discuss 
questions/concerns being raised by their campuses as guidelines/frameworks for managing ACA 
are developed.      
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Affordable Care Act 
Regental System Graduate Research Assistant Guidelines 

 
I. Affordable Care Act & IRS Guidance 

A. The Affordable Care Act defines full-time employment in terms of average hours “of 
service per week,” and it charged the Internal Revenue Service, in consultation with the US 
Department of Labor with the task of implementing that mandate to cover all employees, 
including those who are not compensated on an hourly basis. 

B. The implicit IRS mandate was to maximize large-employer coverage in furtherance of the 
objectives to maximize access to health insurance, with the intent to use its common law 
definition of employment as the baseline for determining who would be deemed to be 
employed.   

C. Higher education advocates early saw that the standard IRS definition, 26 C.F.R. 
§  31.3121(c)  would capture broad ranges of student employees.  The American Council 
on Education advocated adoption of DOL guidelines that accommodate the range of 
standard university practices that were cited by the various institutional speakers during 
the conference call.1 ACE articulated the interrelationship between Graduate Assistant 
duties/responsibilities and research conducted toward the thesis/dissertation which 
were rejected by the IRS.   

D. Even though hours worked are immaterial for purposes of overtime payment under the 
Wage and Hour rules implementing the Fair Labor Standards Act, hours worked must be 
tracked in order to comply with IRS requirements implementing the Affordable Care Act.   

E. No safe harbor exempting graduate research assistants from reporting hours worked 
exists and Regental Institutions must either: (1) provide healthcare coverage and continue 
to manage research assistants consistent with previous practice; or (2) track hours and 
provide coverage to individuals who are entitled to coverage under the ACA.  For those 
graduate assistants not receiving benefits, hours will be tracked in the same fashion as 
those of other part-time academic and research employees.  

 
II. Instructional  & Administrative Activities 

A. Hours devoted to instructional activities for graduate assistants with teaching 
assignments will be tracked in the same way as are those of part-time instructional staff.   
1. Hours spent by teaching assistants for purposes not incidental to direct instruction 

(e.g., office hours, departmental meetings or mandatory employee training) will be 
tracked hourly in the same way as other part-time instructional staff. 

2. Hours worked by graduate assistants with exclusive assignments to grade will be 
tracked hour for hour. 

3. Hours worked by graduate administrative assistants, including graduate residence 
assistants, are to be tracked hour for hour. 

 
III. Research Activities 

A. Hours worked by all research assistants are to be tracked hourly. 
                                                           
1 See, US Department of Labor Field Operations Handbook, http://www.dol.gov/whd/FOH/FOH_Ch10.pdf, § 10b18 (“In 
some cases graduate students … are engaged in research in the course of obtaining advanced degrees and the research is 
performed under the supervision of a member of the faculty in a research environment provided by the institution under a 
grant or contract.  Normally, the graduate students involved in these programs are simultaneously performing research 
under the grants or contracts and fulfilling the requirements of an advanced degree.  Under such circumstances, [DOL 
Wage & Hours] will not assert an employee-employer relationship between the students and the school, or between the 
student and the grantor or contracting agency, even though the student receives a stipend for their services under the grant 
or contract.”). 

http://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/26/31.3121%28d%29-1
http://www.dol.gov/whd/FOH/FOH_Ch10.pdf
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B. Assistants Assigned Duties Unrelated to Thesis/Dissertation Designated Tasks 
1. The research assistant contract should specify what range of tasks that will be 

compensable.   
2. The object here is to establish a foundation for differentiating between tasks that are 

compensated and tasks that may take place in the same laboratory or on the same 
project, but that involve high order research skills whose mastery is essential to 
completing degree requirements. 

3. In the optimum case, a research assistant can be compensated for work that is wholly 
unrelated to the research that forms the basis for the student’s degree program. 

C. Assistants Assigned Tasks Aligning with Thesis/Dissertation 
1. In circumstances where the GRA is compensated for work on a research project that 

will also provide the basis for the research used to satisfy degree requirement the 
focus should be placed upon laboratory tasks that might equally be performed by a 
laboratory assistant or a work study student (i.e., cleaning equipment, managing 
inventory, feeding laboratory animals, weighing animals, preparing slides, recording 
data and other such support work that is distinguishable from the key elements 
considered in designing experiments and evaluating results).  Compensation should 
only occur for the technical work (record only hours for technical work), and limit 
hours on technical tasks to discipline norms for avoiding interference with progress 
towards degrees. 

2. Where it is not possible to identify a bundle of technical tasks that can form the basis 
for compensating a resident assistant, and where resident assistants are likely to 
spend thirty (30) hours or more per week in a laboratory or on a research project, 
write budget proposals to include health insurance coverage into grant requirements.  

 
IV. Reporting Requirements 

A. There is no basis for concerns that tracking hours for purposes of IRS monitored 
Affordable Care Act compliance will compromise recognized exemptions from wage and 
hours laws established by the US Department of Labor.   

B. Two sets of requirements are readily distinguished from one another as it is applied to 
graduate assistantships generally: 

 
 Graduate 

Teaching 
Assistant 

Graduate Research 
Assistant                                            
                                                              
             

Graduate 
Administrative 
Assistant 

FLSA Exempt Hrly/OT 
if meets teaching 
exception               
                       

Exempt Hrly/OT if meets 1994 
DOL Op Ltr for no 
employee/employer 
relationship             

NON Exempt 
from 
Hrly/OT   (track 
hours and pay 
OT/Comp) 
 

ACA Use 2.25 x 
weighted credit 
hrs +service 
hours (30 hrs 
avg)            

Track hours for ACA 30 hrs avg 
purpose                                              
                                              

Track hours for 
ACA 30 hrs avg 
purpose 
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C. Pursuant OMB A-21 grant accounting standards, and consistently with FLSA rules, 
institutions have for years used payroll data as the basis for estimating hours devoted by 
research assistants to grant-funded research projects. If existing Banner system data 
definitions fail to accommodate the tracking of hours worked by FLSA exempt employees 
(such as graduate research or teaching assistants), a work rule or protocol should be 
established to confirm that hours are tracked solely for the purposes of complying with 
IRS directives for administering the Affordable Care Act or OMB standards for 
documenting compensable hours devoted to grant funded research.   

 
D. Where graduate assistants are reasonably expected to work 30 hours per week or more, 

the positions should be budgeted to include health insurance.   
 

E. In most other cases, graduate assistants should be confined to work schedules of twenty 
hour per work or less. This approach serves two purposes: 
1. It is consistent with good practice, since studies show that students whose non-

academic endeavors exceed that level are less likely to make consistent acceptable 
progress towards their degrees; and 

2. It avoids situations in which it appears that the employer is manipulating graduate 
assistant hours for the sole purpose of avoiding ACA employer coverage obligations 
while still maximizing the level of services received. 

 
 
 
 
 

 


