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Academic Affairs Council 
June 12, 2008 

 
The Academic Affairs Council met via conference call on Thursday, June 12, 2008 with the 
following persons participating:  BHSU, Kristi Pearce; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Clyde 
Arnold; SDSMT, Karen Whitehead; SDSU Carol Peterson & Mary Kay Helling; USD, Lynn 
Rognstad & Matt Moen; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Paul Turman, & Jodi Gabriel. 
 
 
 
Item 1.A Agenda – Additions, Changes, Approval 
The following discussion items were added: 

• Joint meeting with RAC members 
• Steps to take as a system to implement the new agreement with COHE 
• BOR policy & stopping tenure-track clock for non-unit faculty members 

 
 
 
Item 2.A Minutes 
M/S by Clyde and Karen to approve the April 2008 minutes as submitted.  Motion carries.   
 
 
 
Item 3.A.1 Program Modifications 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 3.B.1 Course Modifications – DSU 
No concerns by AAC members.  M/S by Karen and Clyde to approve the following course 
modification requests from DSU.  Motion carries.  The requests will move forward to the 
Executive Director for consideration and be reported on the Interim Actions report for the 
June Board meeting. 
 
New Course Requests 

• GAME 111 Introduction to Game Design 
• GAME 222 Computer Game Analysis and Development 
• GAME 333 Project and Process I 
• GAME 334 Project and Process II 
• GAME 444 Project Development I 
• GAME 445 Project Development II 
• GAME 291/491 Independent Study 
• GAME 292/492 Topics   
• MATH 282 Mathematics of Games 

 
 



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 
 

2 
 

 
Item 3.B.2 Course Modifications – NSU 
Clyde explained that the new course request for CSC 160 Programming .NET with Visual Basic 
is related to the experimental course clean-up project.  No concern by AAC members.  M/S by 
Karen and Kristi to approve.  Motion carries. 
 
 
 
Item 3.C.1 Mobile Computing Report 
This morning Paul sent a couple change to the attachments and additional info that he had 
requested, which will end up going into the final report.  He wanted to discuss three different 
areas: 

• Preliminary set of disciplines identified 
• Minimum requirements for students and faculty members – he met with TAC last week 

and talked briefly about some specifications 
• Implementation – assuming the BOR will accept and move forward with Fall 2009, how 

will we move forward with training, etc? 
 
NSU is the only institution that has provided a preliminary list of disciplines so far.  Kristi 
asked Paul to include her and the support staff on the emails.  Teacher Education, 
Arts/Sciences areas, and anything that is tied to the secondary fields should be included so we 
can start shaping the list for board review.  We will probably have to make specifications by 
August so some sort of release can be sent out. 
 
Paul asked the VPAAs to continue to work with people on the task force and get the list along 
to Paul.  Secondary disciplines should be in the first round, in addition to teacher 
education/pedagogy courses, etc.   
 
Paul felt that the Board was envisioning that all the institutions will be going in the same 
direction.  Sam added that if we target the secondary disciplines, we will hit most of the 
disciplines in the arts/sciences.  He felt that there should be an opportunity for other areas to 
look at this too.   
 
Paul remarked that an issue from TAC was concern regarding facilities.  They felt we would 
need to move quickly to begin to upgrade classrooms and get the infrastructure started in order 
to be ready to go in Fall 2009.  We at least need a temporary list so they can begin to review 
and see if it is feasible relating to facility use. 
 
Sam commented that although the CIO, TAC, AAC groups have all been discussing mobile 
computing, the discussions need to become integrated.  The VPAA is expected to facilitate 
these joint discussions, manage this and coordinate the implementation.  It’s important to have 
centralized discussions on campus.     
 
Mary Kay remarked that SDSU will put together a separate SDSU team to help coordinate 
this.  Sam added that this will happen pretty fast and without money.  We’re phasing in the 
student involvement in addition to trying to get the infrastructure in place.  We need to 
coordinate this and communicate clearly with the board on what we are trying to accomplish 
and keep them informed on what we are doing.   
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Paul added that we tried to show in the table how we are already doing some of this on campus.  
In certain programs, it comes down to the percentage of students that we are already working 
with.   
 
Although the institutions have begun discussions on campus, does there seem to be a need to 
have a campus person work with Paul to make sure that everything is connected and 
coordinated?  Will the task force members still continue to meet?  Paul said that the task force 
was brought together to put a good implementation plan in place.  Mary Kay felt that if the 
task force did not continue, then some sort of liaison group should be formed.  She did not feel 
that we needed two groups however.  Paul added that once this item goes to the board, the task 
force group would dwindle down and an implementation group would become the group that 
would meet and then continue to meet.   He felt that there will be an expectation that the 
collaboration will continue between the campuses and the BOR staff. 
 
Clyde commented that the deans council felt that this is a culture changing event for NSU.  He 
supported a group that could meet and focus on implementation and faculty development, 
bringing experts to the area in getting faculty ready to teach with this technology.  Paul 
responded that these are exactly the conversations that he and Sam have been having.   
 
Paul asked the VPAAs to think about 2-3 people on campus who would be the best for faculty 
development and training and also would understand a little on the infrastructure needed.  
Forward those names to Paul and this group would become the implementation team. 
 
Sam agreed and added that we also need to find a balance for implementation at a system level 
and still make sure that all issues are being addressed and met and at a campus level, the reps 
from the campus level that can take all issues to the meetings and then also bring it back to the 
campuses and help with the implementation portion. 
 
What level of curriculum are we talking about?  Sam responded that all courses in the 
discipline would be going to mobile technology.  For example in biology, will it be every course 
they offer or everything in the major?   Students in other majors may be taking some 100/200 
level courses that some biology majors are also taking.  This is one of the issues that we will be 
muddling through.   
 
Carol remarked that SDSU students average about 1000 major changes a year.  This needs to 
be sorted out but latitude will need to be given to the institution.  Sam agreed.  We need clear 
expectations what we are doing at a system level and we need to be positioned to work with the 
campus to address these types of issues.  The objective will be to bring all this together.  It’s 
being compared to what was done at the high school level with a narrow focus but this is not 
how we are doing this project.  We need to establish clear expectations and have plans in place. 
 
Paul asked the VPAAs to think about the individuals for the implementation team and send 
those names to him.  They have talked about having a meeting shortly after the board meeting 
in June for this implementation meeting.  Sam added that a critical point is the expectation to 
distribute information for high school students, particularly seniors, about which programs will 
be impacted and computer specifications that they maybe required to have.  We need to develop 
some things that will be published broadly. 
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The VPAAs will send to Paul 3-4 names and their role on campus of people that could serve on 
a system wide implementation team this summer and into the fall.  They need to be able to 
make decisions and should be mix of CIOs and faculty and deans.  This group would try to 
meet yet in July.   
 
Sam stressed that the coordination for this project needs to come from the VPAAs offices on 
campus.  Karen agreed and added that TAC said that they were not moving forward until AAC 
decides on the programs and tools to be used.   
 
Paul added that TAC did not have a preference for laptop or tablet in the classroom, as far as 
connectivity for the classroom.  The program would give the student specifications but then 
allows the student to decide.  TAC also talked about whether there should be a warranty and if 
so, how long it should be?  We want to provide flexibility for students.   
 
Cecelia commented that a tablet or no tablet makes a huge difference on faculty development.  
The tablet allows for a different level of interaction in the classroom and engaging students.  
It’s what you can do in the classroom and how you can teach that make the difference in the 
tools used.  Karen agreed.   
 
Paul felt that the universities could still accomplish a range of activities with a mobile device.  
Students can be encouraged to purchase a tablet and work around that.    Carol commented that 
some disciplines are built on the MAC equipment and software that works with that equipment.  
At SDSU they are all in the program already.  Paul felt that it really comes down to the IT 
support on campus and if they can handle the infrastructure.   
 
Paul felt that it was important to identify the programs so the infrastructure needs can be 
worked on.  Maybe the program should also specify the infrastructure that they may need.  
Cecelia commented that DSU has maintained the high end computer labs.  Students may not 
get everything they want on their machines so the labs are important to maintain and available 
for students. 
 
SDSMT and DSU both are working on problems right now with open labs and they have had 
to go to mobile labs.  Something to consider is the high end labs still being available on campus.  
Sam added that students may be taking courses from multiple campuses so we need to make 
sure their specifications are available so their platforms work regardless of the site they are 
attending or the institution offering the course. 
 
Sam and Paul would like to meet with the VPAAs for 30-60 minutes after the BOR meeting so 
AAC can talk about what was said and the institutions can all move forward collectively.  
SDSU will coordinate with Paul on room and time.   
 
Paul clarified that on table 6 of the Excel document, he took the fact book information for FT 
faculty relating to costs.  He had RIS pull data on faculty and adjuncts or temp faculty members 
and used that number of total faculty, and then used 70% of the faculty members to get costs 
based on that.  The implementation team will then be able to work with these numbers.  The 
implementation team will talk about how we can best use a set of resources across the campuses 
for targeted areas.  The new table will be used for the BOR item.  There are a lot of half time or 
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adjunct faculty teaching courses and we felt we needed to add these.  Any questions or concerns 
with the report should be sent to Paul as soon as possible. 
 
 
 
Item 4.A.1 New Program – USD Minor in Interdisciplinary Sciences 
Paul Gough joined for this item.  USD has proposed a new minor in Interdisciplinary Sciences.  
Karen noted that 75% of SDSMT students probably meet the minor requirements.  USD and 
SDSU both have a major in interdisciplinary studies.   
 
Send any comments to Paul for inclusion in the coversheets for the COPS and BOR items.  The 
proposal will move forward to COPS and BOR for consideration. 
 
 
 
Item 5.A EUC Five Year Program 
Sam has worked with the EUC committee to try to get the program plan as accurate as 
possible.  The spreadsheet lays out a development plan and lists the programs already in place.  
As this plan was initially developed, it was more for information only and had little to do with 
the operations of the system.  It was an item to let everyone know what campuses were 
thinking about. 
 
At the BOR office, this has now become part of a formal review.  If programs were brought to 
the BOR, it is assumed that the program was listed on the plan. 
 
Sam asked that the VPAAs review this list and make sure it is accurate.  The note for existing 
programs was prior to the development of EUC and the note for approved means that it has 
been approved since.  Sam will add a footnote to the spreadsheet.   
 
How often should this be reviewed?  We need to use this as a tool of what the campuses are 
doing to provide online programming to the students.  The planning side is now more 
important than it was previously so AAC and EUC will be reviewing the list often.   
 
VPAAs will review the list and send any corrections to Sam.  He will forward this on through 
the EUC and then AAC/COPS/BOR.   
 
 
 
Item 5.B EUC Update Task Force Update and Recommendations 
The EUC task force was established last fall.  The intent was for the task force to do tactical 
planning and lay out a plan for EUC for 2-4 years.  The goal was for recommendations that 
could be completed in that timeframe to meet the needs of the citizens of SD and help the 
campuses.  The report meets these expectations. 
 
Sam reported that as we continue to interview candidates for an EUC director, it’s important 
they understand that if EUC is going to continue, it must add value to what the campuses are 
doing.   
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Sam felt that this would eventually go forward as an informational item for both the COPS and 
BOR meetings.   
 
Task Force Recommendations: 
Vision/Mission.   
It is expected that the campuses will deliver a wide variety of courses.  The nature of online 
education is changing and we need to recognize that.  A lot of students enrolled in online 
courses are now the traditional students who are right out of high school and living in dorms, 
attending classes on campus.  We need to recognize the whole changing movement. 
 
Policy issues. 
The distance education committee is still established in policy.  Since the blending of the 
distance education committee and the EUC consortium committee is occurring, a policy 
revision should be make to make reference to the EUC consortium rather than the distance 
education committee.  This may not be a quickly accepted but was a recommendation by EUC 
members. 
 
Coordination of program planning, development and delivery. 
Sam commented that this ties back to the discussion on the 5-year program plan.  We need to 
formalize how the plan is going to work.  Guidelines need to be established to control the 
process and minimize any surprises.   
 
Occasionally a program proposal that is not on the plan will come forward to the Board staff for 
consideration.  This whole approval process will work better if we have a plan and it is formal. 
 
Coordination of course planning, development and delivery. 
The EUC was established to coordinate delivery of online courses.  A course development form 
was used.  Since campuses now need to be continually developing online courses, its thought 
that the course level initial approval would go away and initial control will be more at the 
program level.  We will need a clear indication of what is being developed by the campuses.  
Course enrollment will be traced to make sure that unnecessary duplication of courses is 
minimized.   
 
Quality assurance course reviews. 
Sam stated that the quality assurance review process that was initially developed was labor 
intensive.  Reviews required a significant amount of training as well as groups established 
system wide.  Course reviews are implemented at the campus level but there are some 
variances.  System wide reviews are not implemented yet because there are not enough trained 
reviewers. 
 
We need to establish guidelines for course reviews and assurance that quality assurance is 
being done.  It’s the foundation of recognition of the EUC by the HLC as the accrediting 
agency. 
 
Review and program delivery approval. 
Currently there is not a system wide program review process in place.  While there are services 
for students, the expectations are not quite as great for the programs.  We will need to 
formalize this process. 
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Web presence of EUC. 
The current EUC web site is dated.  We need to develop a more robust website.  Individuals 
are looking for online courses and programs and the website should be inviting.  We will need 
to do some things on the technical side. 
 
Marketing. 
Although initially there was expectation that system level marketing would be established, this 
has never really been developed.  Coupled with a better web presence, the marking aspect of the 
EUC needs to be addressed. 
 
Rapid evolving change of this environment. 
AAC and EUC need to assume the role of coordination of online programs, in addition to online 
courses.  
 
Kristi felt that the institutions need to coordinate the marketing aspect so that rather than 
duplicating the cost and effort on each campus, the system’s efforts support their efforts.  Sam 
added that there will be some confusion if it’s not established of who is doing what.   
 
Sam felt that there is a presence that EUC needs to be marketed at the system level.  The board 
office would be marketing the store front.  Once potential students enter the store, the products 
are from the campuses.  We also need to demonstrate added value to the campus.  We want to 
increase the number of students to the programs in our system.  
 
This document will go back to the EUC committee to be discussed further. 
 
 
 
Item 6.A BOR Policy Revisions 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 6.B MOCC Issues 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 6.C CLEP Guidelines 
Paul reported that the French language guidelines are being changed.  The system assessment 
committee looked at this and coordinated with faculty.  Although a couple people were 
concerned with the nature of the exams of the languages, we are still consistent with the ACE 
guidelines and with other languages. 
 
M/S by Carol and Lynn to approve the revised guidelines.  Motion carries.  Jodi will post the 
revised version on the academic website. 
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Item 6.D Placement Guidelines 
Paul reported that primarily the changes are clean up and are reflective of language at ACT.  
The most critical change is to section 4 where the changes were made to be consistent with 
BOR policy.  Campuses should review these changes before moving the guidelines forward. 
 
M/S by Kristi and Clyde to approve.  Motion carries.  The document will be updated and 
posted on the web and Paul will forward this to the assessment group.   
 
Lynn replied that previously MATH 101 was transcripted as a 100T course, are we going to 
consider the transfer course effective now based on the policy?  Under policy, MATH 101 did 
not get accepted as the pre-requisite for 102; the student had to take the course or test into 102.  
Now that the policy has changed, we now accept 101 in transfer and accept it as the pre-
requisite to enrollment in MATH 102.  This is not retroactive, we should not go back and 
change transcript.  However Sam felt that operationally, this may provide opportunities for the 
campuses to work with some students who may have come in with a course and may not have 
started the math sequence on campus yet.   
 
BOR policy was changed in April and is effective that date.   Some students may already be in 
the math sequence on campus and should stay in the math sequence.  Policy and guidelines 
should be utilized but we don’t want to set up the student for failure if they have already been 
placed in a lower math course.   
 
 
 
Item 6.E Section Size Guidelines 
Paul reported that he has updated the section size guidelines with the new RIS procedures and 
updated some language that we have already had in policy.  This is a set of cleanup issues.  
Institutions should double check the small lab exemption table. 
 
M/S by Carol and Lynn to approve the revised guidelines.  Motion carries.  Jodi will post the 
guidelines on the academic website. 
 
 
 
Item 6.F Class Visitor Guidelines 
The system implemented the class visitor program last year.  Systemwide, maybe 20 people 
have participated in the program.  Last month COPS raised an issue.  One campus was 
approached by staff members of a neighboring adjustment training center with a request that 
clients be allowed to participate.  This led to some discussions in the system.  
 
After COPS discussion, it was referred back to AAC to consider that visitors would need to 
meet the admissions requirements on campus. 
 
Sam added that there were cases where individual faculty members would allow people to sit in 
some courses prior to the guidelines.  The policy was not meant to halt this practice.   
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After short discussion, AAC agreed that the visitor should at least be a high school graduate 
and meet admissions requirements.  Sam will revise guideline #3: 
 
To participate, an individual must be a high school graduate and meet admissions requirements.   
 
VPAAs will discuss this on campus and the guidelines will be brought back for consideration in 
August. 
 
 
 
Item 6.G Common Courses – Uncommon Prerequisites and Corequisites 
Sam mentioned in May that there were more and more requests where campuses would add 
campus specific pre- or corequisites to common courses.  He asked Trudy to generate a list of 
courses and applicable sections from the guidelines are added on the coversheet. 
 
Campuses have the ability to establish campus specific pre- or corequisites.  Sam was concerned 
that if we let this go too far, common courses may be perceived as different because of the pre- 
or corequisites and we are then back to courses that are not common. 
 
Karen offered that when we did the common course numbering project, we were looking for 
commonalities for easy transferability for students.  If we are able to change the pre- or 
corequisites because maybe the course is slightly different and we get to a point where an 
institution may not want to accept the course in transfer, then the course is no longer common.   
 
Kristi remarked that sometimes for upper division courses, the pre- or corequisites are laying 
the foundation for the major upper level courses.  Sam replied that students take courses that 
are common from a system perspective and unique courses from a campus perspective.  We are 
charged with making sure all students are prepared.  We need to recognize that students are 
transferring in certain coursework and if we say they are not common, we are then back to 
where we were in the first place and problems with transferability. 
 
Sam added that although he understands the need to make it part of a unique program, students 
do not see it this way.  If there are courses that are common and will take them to a specific 
program at another institution, then we have to consider their point too. 
 
Carol concurred that the primary argument for common courses initially was for student 
transferability.   Although the course may have different pre- or corequisites, the course may 
still transfer.  But she understood the possible evolution that eventually a campus may not 
accept a course from campus X because they did not have the pre- or corequisite required at 
campus Y.   
 
Sam felt that faculty members need to understand that if it is a common course, there will, to an 
extent have common outcomes.  If they do not, then they are not common courses. 
 
Cecelia did not feel that any campus has said that they would not take the course in transfer 
because the student did not take their pre- or corequisite but rather that the student could not 
take a certain course after transferring because they did not take that campuses’ pre- or 
corequisite for the course.  She cited a couple cases where the student was denied enrollment 
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because of the lack of a pre- or corequisite for a UC course.  Lynn felt that an exception could 
be made if necessary.     
 
Sam brought the issue to AAC just because of the number of course modifications where the 
campus specific pre- or corequisites were being changed.  But he felt it was something that we 
need to watch.   
 
As noted earlier, this will be discussed in greater detail during AAC’s October retreat. 
 
 
 
Item 6.H EOC Exams 
Sam commented that one of the driving factors for this project is to have faculty members 
clearly state the expectations of freshmen-level courses.  Statements are being made that these 
courses are not common courses and the learning objectives for the courses differ.  This is an 
issue that underpinned some of the confusion that needs to be addressed. 
 
AAC has discussed this project for about a year now.  Most of the campus faculty did not like 
this activity and had some conversations with Board members this spring.   BOR members have 
their own views on this project but in general, support moving this forward with more 
engagement of faculty members.   
 
AAC will be going back and formally engaging faculty members to complete this activity.  We 
will need development of a plan to engage faculty in the fall to get this done.  BOR members 
were clear that faculty members need to be engaged for a discussion on objectives.   We need to 
better articulate the outcomes of the college level courses.  We want to articulate that the 
college level general education course is different and more in-depth than the high school 
course.     
 
Kristi suggested that we approach this where we differentiate that the high school courses are 
more geared toward teaching information and a little bit of application whereas the university 
courses are more concerned about applying the knowledge and a more in-depth conceptual 
understanding for problem solving.  Sam agreed and added that it must be done at a course 
specific level.   
 
Sam felt we needed to talk about where things are and what is happening on each campus.  
Then come up with a plan to promulgate in the fall to engage the faculty and assign 
responsibility to the campus people involved. 
 
Sam clarified that we need to get the faculty together and ask them to articulate the general 
learning outcomes of the introductory course.  We have general outcomes and we need to drive 
that down to the course level.  It may be short and define the course but it should also 
differentiate the course with the high school course. 
 
Sam suggested that we need to develop outcomes similar to the general education outcomes but 
at a course level.  The outcomes are addressed by the courses in the disciplines represented 
under the broader umbrella.   
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Sam did not feel this would be a difficult task but the confusion and faculty discontent is there 
now and we need to address that and work to allay concerns.   
 
Matt felt that this has been an issue with the senates but hasn’t really bubbled up at USD.  
Karen offered that in terms of process, it would seem to keep the senate informed and have the 
deans of arts/science propose an approach to inform rather than have each discipline council 
tackle the problem.  The deans can ask for time and the provost goes to each meeting at USD 
each month.   
 
Would the grade solution address the political aspect of this?  Sam responded that in the end, 
there is not really a belief that the courses are not different.  However, when we have students 
and parents complain that they are not different, we do not have a way to show that they are 
not different.  If we have a way to show that these are the high school outcomes and these are 
the college outcomes, we will be in a position to articulate how the courses are different. 
 
Carol suggested that we start with the original intent, what was accomplished, what are the 
misconceptions, what will be the new plan and new intent, and here is the AAC plan.  There is 
confusion and we know that and affirm that the board has expressed support for this.  She felt 
that we need to establish what has happened and what we want as we go forward so we can 
complete this project.   
 
Sam asked if the document presented to COPS and the Board could be used.  SDSU felt it was 
too detailed and suggested a 2-page document to make it easier for people to read it.  Since each 
campus is in a different place, this may be difficult to do but the campus could add their 
comments.   
 
Sam can draft a 1-2 page summary and then the campus can add their take.  The campus needs 
to take ownership of this project.  Matt agreed.   
 
Cecelia suggested that we pick a class that is maybe in the middle of the controversy of no 
difference between high school and college.  Review the course syllabi and add it to a 
spreadsheet with the course outcomes, and see how much similarity there is.  She felt there 
would be a good amount of similarity.  We could then give this to the faculty showing the 
commonalities in the course objectives, and here are the course learning objectives for the high 
school for a similar course.   
 
She continued that we could do a pilot test for this project.  We would like faculty to select 5 
questions that might be part of an end of course exam from the high school, and at the 
beginning of the college course, faculty would take the 5 questions from the high school exam 
and another 5 questions that the faculty member thinks fits their own college course learning 
objectives.  The questions are a pre-test at the beginning of the semester and then incorporate 
those same questions in a post-test at the end of the semester.  We would like to track the 
change in the correctness of those questions.   
 
She felt that this would avoid the end of course language, provides a context for why we are 
asking them to do this, and she did not feel that the faculty would object to this.  She felt we 
must start with the course syllabi and the course learning objectives. 
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Sam replied that operationally this is a great way to go, but there is no specificity in the 
learning outcomes in the syllabi.  They are the same as what is in Board policy.  We have to 
start with the outcomes and those are in the syllabus.  In conversations with some faculty 
members, he understood that the faculty did not feel the course was common; it was 
appropriate to have different outcomes, doing different things, etc.  The outcomes discussion 
must come first but your assessment tool suggestion would be appropriate.   
 
Sam felt that the differences between high school and college courses are obvious but there is 
nothing that we can point to articulate what those differences are.  Kristi remarked that we 
have stressed in the last few years the importance of writing outcomes in the general education 
courses.  NCATE is forcing the arts/sciences to use this language so the foundation is in the 
secondary education programs.  If those programs are moving to meet the accreditation 
requirements, they need to state those outcomes and how they are being assessed.   
 
She added that this may be a bridge to take a different run at the project with the arts and 
sciences group.  Rather than looking at this as an end of course exam, we can start talking 
about how we provide evidence of documentation of general education learning outcomes.  We 
could use that to frame the activities of this project.   
 
Sam agreed that it would be helpful to have a 1-2 page summary that can be used on campus as 
we go forward and also have a 1-page strategy that we will use to guide the plan this fall.  The 
goal is to articulate the difference in the learning standards and come up with some ways to 
articulate how the courses offered by the universities are different when compared to the 
courses offered by the high school.  We could then easily roll this into the strategy that Cecelia 
suggested or something similar that can address the accountability portion of this activity. 
 
Sam will provide a summary to the VPAAs to use on their campus.  Carol agreed and 
suggested that within the strategy document, Sam ask the VPAAs to communicate information 
to their faculty senates. 
 
 
 
Item 6.I D2L Update 
Sam explained that Erika has passed on some concerns that have popped up with 
implementation of the D2L course management system.  These are a little more complex than 
the operational ones that were noted earlier. 
 

1. summer course schedules 
We are finding out that WebCT was used on some of the campuses for a lot more than 
supporting the courses offered as part of the traditional curriculum.  Courses are 
starting and stopping at different times.  As a result, finding convenient times on all 
campuses to schedule maintenance has been difficult.  This is something that you should 
be aware of.    

 
2. D2L designated tech staff 

Some campuses had a little more freedom with WebCT than they will with D2L.  Erika 
was concerned that only the designated staff authorized is contacting D2L directly, as 
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per our D2L contract.  We need to make sure that formal strategies are in place and are 
communicated. 

 
3. access speed 

From the beginning there has been concern on campuses about the speed of access to 
D2L course materials.  They have run tests that have demonstrated good access from all 
campuses.  There doesn’t seem to be issues with access to the D2L servers, just issues 
that are inherent when using the internet.  User access through dial up is very slow.   

 
4. grading issues 

This was specifically brought up by DSU and Cecelia provided an email outlining the 
issues.  They were concerned about grades being loaded through integration would not 
go through some of the same verification processes.  They have provided suggestions 
for fixes and these are being discussed by the tech and steering committees for D2L. 
 
What is the current plan for grade submission?  Sam replied that first we need to realize 
that not all that are using D2L will be submitting grades through D2L.  DSU suggested 
that they do some pilot testing.  Sam thought that the reps from the tech committee or 
steering committee should be talking to the registrars and discussing the issues. 
 
Sam encouraged the VPAAs to talk to the D2L reps and make sure they discuss the 
minutes of the tech committee and the steering committees.  Sam assumed that the 
campuses were engaged in this project.  Karen concurred with DSU that although they 
are not opposed to grade submission in D2L, they want the function to be fully tested 
on live courses before activating it for all faculty members. 
 

Sam requested that the VPAAs review the AAC item from May.  The D2L report included a 
recommendation to establish a system level management council.  This council would guide 
D2L as we move forward.  TAC has made the comment that D2L would be used as much for 
on-campus as it will for distance courses and the reps should be chosen with interest in on-
campus courses in addition to distance courses. 

 
VPAAs should send their reps for the management council to Sam and Jodi. 
 
Sam added that the deadline of July 1 for implementation will not be met so Erika’s contract 
will be extended through August or September.  AAC agreed that this was critical to seeing the 
project completed. 
 
 
 
Item 7 Faculty Issues 
No report. 
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Miscellaneous Items 
Tenure  
Sam has talked to Jim Shekleton about stopping the clock for non-unit faculty members.  While 
the agreement with COHE allows unit faculty members to stop the clock, we did not 
incorporate the language into BOR policy.   
 
Sam offered to draft a policy revision based on the agreement and will send the proposed policy 
to AAC next week so it could go to the July COPS and August board.   
 
 
 
Meeting with RAC 
Sam remarked that AAC had talked a little about a joint discussion between RAC and AAC.  He 
participated in the RAC meeting on June 10 and RAC agreed a joint meeting would be 
beneficial.  They agreed that a principle topic for the meeting would be a discussion of the 
system’s framework for faculty assignments, evaluation, and rewards.  It was noted that in 
moving forward with the implementation of the agreement with COHE, there are opportunities 
to reshaping aspects of the system’s culture.   
 
As AAC works with faculty this fall in implementing the new agreement, RAC members would 
like to be part of this process.   
 
Sam suggested that the August 11 conference call be a meeting in Pierre and use the morning 
to meet with RAC and discuss strategies to meet the agreement changes.  AAC would then 
meet in the afternoon to take care of any issues for AAC.   
 
The meeting with RAC will start at 10:30 am, working lunch and ending with RAC around 
1:30 pm.  Any issues for AAC will take place afterwards. 
 
 
 
Implementation of the COHE agreement 
Sam volunteered to work with Jim and an email was sent shortly after the meeting to 
summarize AAC efforts thus far.  (Note:  the following was circulated.) 
 
During the AAC last Thursday, we had a brief discussion about implementation of the changes that were 
approved to the Collective Bargaining Agreement with COHE.  It was agreed that a summary would be 
helpful in that it will articulate the system’s framework within which the campuses will operate to 
communicate the changes that are being implemented, to support the campuses as this occurs, and to 
provide to the Board and to COHE assurances that this being done within the boundaries of the Board’s 
Agreement with COHE.  
 
As we all know, this year’s negotiations with COHE did lead to some significant changes in the 
Agreement.  AAC has discussed steps that we will take this summer to make sure the system and the 
campuses are prepared to address this with faculty as the fall semester begins.  As a first step, last month 
we did review all of the revisions made.  We quickly focused on those that deal with faculty assignments 
and evaluation.  We identified those changes that will require a modification to procedures.  We 
discussed the need to develop forms to support these changes.  Finally, we agreed that we need to outline 
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the support/training that will need to be provided to front-line administrators as these changes are 
implemented.  It is recognized that some of this will occur at the campus level and some may occur at the 
system level.   
 
These system-level discussions need to move forward to ensure that the campuses understand the broad 
framework within which they are operating as campus documents that establish local standards and 
expectations are modified for review. 
 
At this point in time, this is the status of the key activities. 
 

1. A summary of the May discussion is being prepared.  This will be circulated and members of 
AAC can work with others on campus to verify that all substantive changes have been flagged. 

2. Dr. Peterson and Dr. Whitehead agreed to review Appendix F (evaluation form) of the 
Agreement and to revise this to accommodate three-year or six-year professional development 
plans.  This will be circulated for review in the next few weeks.   

3. Campuses were asked to review documents in Appendix J of the Agreement (workload 
provisions) as well as other standards/expectations documents to identify sections that may need 
to be revised. 

4. A meeting is scheduled for August 11 to finalize changes to Appendix F.  At this time, there will 
also be discussion about strategies need to operationalize these changes.   

a. At the system level we will determine if this will be phased in and, if so, the 
number/percentage of faculty to be included in each stage and the timeline for this 
process.   

b. There will be a focused discussion on training/support that will need to be provided 
to front-line administrators as they work with faculty to develop and submit 
professional development plans.   

c. This will culminate with the development of a communication strategy to ensure that 
both the system’s and the campus’s expectations are communicated to all unit 
members. 

 
In addition, this topic will be included as an agenda item for our meetings throughout the year.   


