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Academic Affairs Council Meeting 
August 11, 2008 

 
MINUTES 

 
The Academic Affairs Council met in Pierre on Monday, August 11, 2008 with the following 
people participating:  BHSU, Dean Myers; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Clyde Arnold; SDSMT, 
Karen Whitehead; SDSU, Carol Peterson & Mary Kay Helling; USD, Lynn Rognstad; BOR, Sam 
Gingerich, Paul Turman, Trudy Zalud, and Jodi Gabriel. 
 
 
The September AAC meeting will be held in Pierre on September 25.  
 
 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes   
M/S by Carol and Clyde to approve the AAC minutes for May and June 2008 as submitted.  
Motion carries. 
 
 
 
 
Item 3 Consent Agenda Items 

Item 3.A.1 Program Modifications - SDSU 
Carol reported that as SDSU moves the Health Promotion major towards accreditation, 
the allied health specialization will no longer be offered under that major.  This 
modification moves the specialization under the BATS degree.   
 
SDSU has found an error in the attachment and Carol will send a corrected copy.  The 
proposal will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in October. 
 
 
Item 3.B.1 Course Modifications – SDSMT 
SDSMT submitted a new course request for CEE 425/525 Sustainable Engineering.  The 
new course proposal will move forward to Dr. Perry for consideration and be reported 
on the Interim Actions report for the October BOR meeting. 
 
 
Item 3.C.1 Mobile Computing Initiative Report  
Paul reported that this is the item that was also presented to the BOR last week.  The 
BOR had a lengthy discussion on the pay date change that resulted in supporting the 
pay date change.  The rollover date is June/July 2009.  Dr. Perry will confirm with the 
BOR within a month.  He is currently talking to legislative representatives to assure that 
the funds could not be used someplace else.  This would be the only thing that would 
stop this initiative from moving forward.  The BOR were supportive of everything else in 
the report.  Paul added that the budget request is set up so that $8.6M will go toward 
infrastructure costs.   
 
Paul asked AAC members to think about what computer should be recommended.  TAC 
is meeting tomorrow and will also discuss this.  Paul went through some of the quotes 
that he has received.   
 
Karen commented that at some point the departments will need to discuss the software 
requirements for students.  We will need to make students aware of the requirements 
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and specs that they will need to have on their own computers.  The level of tech support 
will also need to be discussed and clarified.   
 
Paul reviewed the report that was presented to the BOR last week during the planning 
session and BOR meeting.  He encouraged the VPAAs to talk to their TAC 
representatives and discuss the issues surrounding the decisions to be made.  He also 
encouraged them to discuss the initiative with the deans and department heads.   

 
 
 
 
Item 4.A.1 New Program SDSU – BS in Biotechnology 
Paul Gough joined the meeting.   
 
SDSU has submitted a proposal for a BS major in Biotechnology.  The proposal will move 
forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in October.  M/S by Karen and Carol to approve the 
request.  Motion carries. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.A.2 New Program SDSU – MS & PhD in Nutritional Sciences 
SDSU submitted a proposal for a MS and PhD in Nutritional Science.  The proposal will move 
forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in October.  M/S by Karen and Carol to approve SDSU’s 
request.  Motion carries. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.A.3 New Program SDSMT – MS in Construction Management 
SDSMT submitted a proposal for a MS in Construction Management.  The proposal will move 
forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in October.  M/S by Carol and Karen to approve the 
proposal.  Motion carries. 
 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.B.1 New Certificate NSU – Executive Banking Certificate 
NSU has submitted an Executive Banking Certificate.  The proposal will move forward to the 
COPS and BOR meetings in October.  M/S by Carol and Cecelia to approve the proposal.  Motion 
carries. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.B.2 New Certificate NSU – Intermediate Banking Certificate 
NSU has submitted an Intermediate Banking Certificate.  The proposal will move forward to the 
COPS and BOR meetings in October.  M/S by Carol and Cecelia to approve the proposal.  Motion 
carries. 
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Item 4.C.1 New Site Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.D.1 Intent to Plan DSU – MS in Health Informatics 
DSU submitted an intent to plan for a MS in Health Informatics.  The proposal will move 
forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in October.  M/S by Karen and Clyde to approve DSU’s 
request.  Motion carries. 
 
 
 
 
Item 5.A EUC Taskforce Update 
Cathy summarized the taskforce activities, which is also included in the item.   The taskforce 
worked on a plan to implement the recommendations with focus on the quality assurance 
process.  They are reviewing the plan and looking at the rubric to make sure everyone 
understands the quality matters process.  They are looking at any changes, what we need to do 
about the training, etc.   
 
The taskforce is also looking at the coordination of online program delivery and working at 
updating the 5-year program plan.  In relation, they are looking at cost effectiveness of distance 
education programs, enrollments of distance education programs, marketing of programs 
offered for distance education, and web presence. 
 
Sam clarified that the taskforce is looking at a process for approving programs.  The quality 
review is for course review, not program review.  New program or new site requests are not 
typically seen by EUC.  The HLC has provided guidelines for online program delivery that can 
serve as a foundation for review processes the universities will follow. 
 
Sam added that EUC will be looking at the process for course reviews.  We need to make sure 
the course reviews are being done on campus and implement a process for system wide review.  
Karen and Cecelia both felt a flow chart outlining the review processes for courses and 
programs would be helpful.  EUC will work on this also. 
 
There was a short discussion on developing courses and programs online.  Sam was concerned 
about putting more and more courses online and then all of a sudden there is almost a full 
program online without going on the 5-year plan at all.  This could develop into a problem.   
 
The EUC committee is working on updating the 5-year plan.  Karen was concerned that we may 
be setting ourselves up for criticism of non-involvement if the program is on the plan but is not 
developed within an appropriate timeframe.  We may also be missing out on the market needs.   
 
Sam added that the plan went to COPS and they asked for more clarification so EUC is 
discussing it further.  The report would eventually go forward to COPS and the BOR.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.1 BOR IT Policies for Review 
AAC approved the following IT policies from TAC.  Sam will report this back to Monte. 
 

• BOR Policy 7:1 Information Technology Systems 
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• BOR Policy 7:2 Acceptable Use of Information Technology Systems 
• BOR Policy 7:5 IT Security Policy for Employees Leaving the BOR System 

 
 
 
 
Item 6.B.1 Dual Credit - DWU 
Sam commented that AAC previously discussed the dual credit program offered by DWU and 
whether the courses were equivalent to entry level college courses.  Are the courses truly 
college level work, and if so, how should they be transcripted?   
 
Currently, the coursework is commonly transcripted with different numbers.  USD uses the 
100T transfer course but some others transfer them as English or Math or the discipline course.   
 
The Registrars discussed this issue and recommended that these would be transcripted as 100T 
courses for this year.  They would count as general education courses or electives but would 
not be accepted for requirements in the major. 
 
How can we close the gap on these courses?  Sam felt that we would need to engage the faculty 
in the review of the 22 courses.  AAC concurred that the courses should be reviewed to make 
sure they are college level courses. 
 
Sam felt the dual credit issue will remain a concern.  The P-21 council is meeting tomorrow and 
he put together some background information for the meeting.  He provided an update on the 
dual credit issues for other states and by remaining with our policies, recognized that this may 
make us less than competitive in some areas.  
 
USD will initiate a review among system faculty of the 22 courses from DWU that are included 
in the dual credit agreement to evaluate the courses and make sure they are college level 
courses.  Lynn will bring the results back this fall for AAC to consider remaining in or 
dissolving the agreement with DWU. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.B.2 Tracking of Honor Students  
Deferred to September. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.B.3 Spring Early Registration 
BHSU previously requested that AAC look at the registration dates of spring semester due to 
the lack of time in contacting students before they leave for the summer.  AAC discussed and 
referred it to the Registrars for discussion. 
 
The registrars recommend that registration week is moved back by one week for Spring 2009.  
Sam remarked that students need to get their grades before they can register and wondered if 
AAC thought about moving mid-term grades to earlier in the calendar.  Karen said that SDSMT 
has discussed it.  Lynn said USD uses the early alert process. 
 
Sam suggested AAC talk about moving midterm deficiency grade reporting to 1/3-term.  Would 
there be anything negative to this?  Karen felt that some faculty may not have many activities to 
base a deficiency at the time.  Trudy felt that colleague would support the move.   
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Sam will send out an email requesting the campuses to discuss moving the deficiency grade 
report to 1/3-way rather than ½-way into the semester.  AAC requests to move the registration 
week one week earlier for spring 2009 semester and possibility of 2 weeks for subsequent 
spring semesters, depending on the outcome of the deficiency grade discussion.  M/S by Karen 
and Dean to initiate this process.  Motion carries. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.C Approved Programs 
Sam reported that we have an outdated and inaccurate list of approved programs.  Examples 
are provided.  Institutions should look at the spreadsheets and report the changes to Paul 
Turman. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.D Student Opinion Surveys 
Deferred to September. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.E Credit by Exam and Validation 
Trudy provided a spreadsheet outlining the practices used within the system on acceptance and 
transcripting of credit by exam.  AAC agreed that the practices should be common in the 
system. 
 
The VPAAs should discuss the matrix with their campus personnel.  The item will come back to 
AAC in September.  AAC will then come forward with a common approach.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.F Class Visitor Guidelines 
After a short discussion, AAC agreed to the revisions proposed to the class visitor guidelines.  
The guidelines will move forward to COPS in October. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.G Personal Finance 
Deferred to September.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.H AAC Retreat Agenda 
Ideas for the retreat agenda are provided as an informational item.  Cecelia felt that most of the 
discussion will be spent on implementing the changes in the agreement with COHE.  Sam 
agreed.  
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Item 6.I Discipline Council Membership 
Sam commented that AAC has discussed the membership for discipline councils and has 
recommended that the VPAAs play a more active role in getting campus representatives 
involved. 
 
Sam added that we all agree that some councils are not active and these are having a hard time 
focusing.  We need to develop a strategy to move issues along for these councils.  Sam 
encouraged the VPAAs to read through the annual reports to get an idea of what each council is 
working on.   
 
Sam suggested that the VPAAs schedule a campus meeting of the discipline council members to 
discuss the operations of the discipline councils and their roles or expectations in the system.  
This should be scheduled towards the end of September or early October. 
 
This year the attached document outlining the history, purposes, and common operations of 
the councils will be included with the charge letter.  VPAAs should think about what other steps 
they could take to help the faculty member assigned meet the expectations of the councils.  
Any changes to the history document should be sent to Sam. This document could be used as a 
framework for the discussion on campus. The charge letters typically are mailed in mid-
September. 
 
The deans of arts and science will be convened as an ad hoc group.  The group will be asked to 
head up the end of course project.  A conference call for this group including the VPAAs will be 
scheduled mid-September.   
 
The listing of all councils and their memberships is included in the item.  VPAAs should send 
any changes to Jodi and Sam.  Jodi will review the annual reports because some councils have 
already designated a chair and vice chair for the following year.   
 
Sam will convene a meeting with the arts and science deans around the middle of September.  
He would like the VPAAs to join in this call.  Jodi will start a date-finder to schedule the call. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.J EOC Exams 
Sam remarked that during the last discussion at AAC in June, members asked Sam to draft a 
one page document for the campuses.     
 
VPAAs should send any comments to Sam to finalize in the next couple weeks.  This item will 
be part of the discussion with the arts/science deans and VPAAs in September and will be used 
as part of the communication to the discipline councils and for the mobile computing initiative. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.K Placement Guidelines 
Paul remarked that a concern has been raised concerning the language in the placement 
guidelines that were approved by AAC in June.  Some of those changes were not endorsed by 
the campuses and the assessment group.   
 
Changes were required because the Admissions Policy for transfer students were changed to 
allow all transfer students who had completed MATH 101 to bring in the course and continue 
the sequence.  The requirement for a grade of "C" emerged during the general education review 
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from the Math Discipline Council.  There was an on-going discussion about whether Math 101 
should be a U/S grade, which is the grade given to courses below the 100 level (MATH 021, 
ENGL 031, 032, 033).  However, it was decided that although a pre-general education course, 
Math 101 would be graded A, B, C, D, S.  Item IV.4.c reflects this and the fact that transfer 
students must have received a grade of "C" in the course in order to continue in the math 
sequence without further testing.  However, language was included in section IV.4.b to establish 
a grade requirement for English.  Currently, there is no requirement that students within the 
Regental system receive a grade of "C" to continue in the English Sequence.  And all students 
transferring English 101 with a grade of 'D" can continue in the English sequence (to ENGL 201, 
ENGL 277 etc.) without further testing.  Members of the System Assessment Committee have 
recommended that that section IV.4.b be removed from the existing guidelines.    
 
Paul added that there are different placement standards for in-state and out of state distance 
education students.  System Assessment Committee representatives have recommended that 
one standard be applied to all distance education students since the development in online 
COMPASS testing practices allows for adequate testing of all students seeking coursework 
within the Regental system.    
 
M/S by Karen and Clyde to approve the proposed changes to the placement guidelines.  Motion 
carries. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.L AP Guidelines 
M/S by Karen and Carol to approve the system assessment committee’s recommendations for 
changes to the AP guidelines.  Motion carries.  These include the College Board’s deactivation of 
four exams beginning with the 2009-2010 academic year:  AP French Literature, AP Computer 
science AB, AP Latin Literature, and AP Italian Language and Culture. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.M Counselor’s Workshops 
Everyone agreed to be present at the workshops as in the past.  Although the university system 
gets very little time to present information, AAC still felt it was important to be on the agenda.   
 
The BOR office staff will put together a small handout for the representatives to distribute to 
the counselors. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.N VSA Project 
Deferred to September. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.O CLEP Guidelines 
M/S by Karen and Carol to approve the system assessment committee’s recommendation for 
changes to the CLEP guidelines.  Motion carries.  The revision includes ACE score updates for 
French and German CLEP exams. 
 
 



draft draft draft 
 

~ 8 ~ 
 

 
 
Item 6.P CAAP Guidelines Revisions  
Deferred to September. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.Q Class Schedules Within Summer Term 
Sam reported that this issue came through the EUC.  There were a few problems this summer 
where students’ registrations were cancelled due to non-payment.  The student thought they 
had more time to pay because different campuses had different start/end dates of their classes.  
Cecelia reported that DSU had this problem because they seemed to have started their classes 
earlier than others. 
 
The VPAAs will talk to their campus personnel and the item will come back in September for 
additional discussion on whether the flexible start/end dates are okay or if something else 
needs to be done. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.R ESL Programming 
Deferred to September. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.S. Workforce Development: Healthcare Budget Request 
Paul Gough was present for this item.  He reported that the BOR decided not to request money 
to increase student enrollment in certain healthcare programs.  At this time he does not need a 
lot of information from the institutions.  The item will move forward and the BOR will look at 
the costs, however the dollars will be included for information only and will not be included in 
the system’s budget request. 
 
Paul is collecting additional information from RIS and will distribute to AAC.  Any questions 
should be sent to Paul G.   
 
 
 
 
Item 7.A Workload and Evaluation  
David Hildebrand, COHE Contract Manager for SDSU, Jim Shekleton and Janice Minder from the 
BOR office staff joined AAC for this discussion. 
 
Sam remarked that in May, AAC discussed the changes that have been negotiated into the 
agreement.  AAC agreed that it would be beneficial to have another discussion about those 
changes as we look at operationalizing the changes that relate to faculty, workload assignment 
and evaluation.   
 
Research activities also tie in with faculty responsibilities.  Within the budget request that 
moved forward this year, the campuses have been asked to propose what they would do with 
additional resources for research faculty.  The thought was to look at the commitment the state 
and universities have made to enhance their research efforts, but the bottom line is that we 
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need more FTE.  There was a proposal to ask for more FTE with the thought that these FTE 
would have split assignments.   
 
He continued that it appears that among leadership in the system, the institutions do a good 
job of meeting instructional management missions, but not a research mission.  There is 
thought that these positions should be controlled by the Research VPs so that mission can be 
accomplished.  This is still being discussed. 
 
Sam added that we will continue to work on meeting jointly with the research VPs.  VPAAs 
should be aware of these issues and how it will be managed and operated on campus.     
 
This also relates to curriculum and how we lock in assignment by semester.  Some assignments 
cannot be changed.  So there are some structural pieces that create a perception that we are not 
very responsive to opportunities for collaboration with outside businesses.  This draws 
attention to how we integrate research with university functions, management of faculty 
workload.  This has been largely in the VPAA’s domain. 
 
Critics will look at the outcomes and may think it is only a management issue, but it is really a 
resource issue.  Jim added that when looking at the tools in place and trying to get a balance 
between instructional and research responsibilities, it is critical that the VPAAs become 
involved to continue to have management of faculty assignments.   
 
Jim remarked that we have created a situation where we have separated out research and 
academic responsibilities.  The difficulties that come from that are not understood by our 
critics.  We now have an opportunity to come up with a solution.  This provides the VPAAs the 
opportunity to make some progress in finding the mechanism to work through the problems 
that we are facing.  It really isn’t understood by others who manages the assignment process 
and who has the opportunity to balance the academic and research responsibilities. 
 
Karen commented that SDSMT is interested in bringing together the academic and research 
affairs.  The centers and the new phD programs need to have interaction.  The current structure 
can discourage interaction.  SDSMT is concerned with how they can get research and the 
graduate centers and programs to interact.  
 
Sam responded that we want to come up with structures to accomplish this goal.  Cecelia added 
that putting research faculty under the research VP would only exacerbate the current division 
between the research dean, a graduate dean, and the academic deans.   
 
Jim remarked that historically outside entities brought out issues more as a political initiative, 
for example that the BOR did not understand research initiatives, that SD was way behind in 
research, etc. when the true nature of the problem was lack of resources.   
 
As a result, we have ended up with structural elements that have made it more difficult to 
manage research objects, and reflects some of the decisions that were made with no input from 
the system personnel.  If we look at workload and who controls assignment, there are ranks of 
faculty with research appointments that do not fall under the agreement and whose reporting 
is not regulated under BOR academic policy.    
 
Cecelia felt that the first step down this path was when policy was implemented to put the 
research faculty out of the bargaining unit.  Sam felt that this is an opportunity to review the 
policy and help clarify the implementation.  Research faculty were not viewed as unit members.  
We need to implement the process and then review policy.  
 
Jim agreed and added that the difference between the research faculty ranks and the 
instructional faculty becomes material when we adopt the strategies of trying to build your 
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research infrastructure to lead by creating graduate doctoral programs that will support 
research.  We are then talking about bringing in people as unit member faculty staff for 
graduate programs.  They may not be collaborators in independent research entities but core 
faculty for the graduate program would be in the unit.  We need to make sure our documents in 
the short term have flexibility so we can accommodate research assignments without 
abandoning the instructional program.  Long term, we need to make sure that when people 
come up with promotion and tenure, we are not advantaging people with research 
appointments and penalizing people with primarily instructional responsibilities.   
 
Jim commented that when AAAS came in and reviewed SD’s performance in research 
infrastructure, one comment that was cited as significant weakness was the ability to work with 
industry or business.  It is true that we have not done as much contract work or testing work as 
some other universities and organizations.  We need to make sure our workload policy doesn’t 
box us out of those so we can support both the instructional and the research portion of this.   
 
How strong is the support for having research outside the academic arena?  Jim responded that 
the interest in shifting the research component away from the BOR is very real.  There are 
faculty that are very good researchers who feel that they are better off keeping the academic 
portion out of the research portion.  This is a message that is being heard and was also played 
into the AAAS report. 
 
Carol felt that this is germane to the discussion of mission, strategic planning, and standards 
and if we separate management structures, then we are defeating what we are trying to do in 
the first place.  All of the strategic plans talk about an integrated mission that focuses on 
teaching, scholarship, service; and the expectation that they are based in the unit is also 
embedded in the accreditation criteria.  She felt that if we create new structures, we are out of 
character to what we are aspiring to.   
 
She added that this would be managed at the department level, through the discipline.  The 
reason we have not got this to the department level is because we have not had the resources to 
do anything with scholarship and research.  This is the challenge.  The culture has got us to 
where we are but we now have an opportunity to make changes.  Sam agreed. 
 
Jim added that we need to find a way to manage both academic and research objectives.  It 
seems to be in the academic area where we are able to make the changes.  The perception that 
is being sent to the board by the public is that there is not sufficient inter-institutional 
collaboration.   We need to figure mechanisms for institutions to readily and effectively 
collaborate.   
 
Jim commented that in the AAAS report they talk about STEM disciplines.  The limitations on 
some faculty disciplines may be severe but did not think it would be addressed by additional 
investments.  Some disciplines simply will not benefit.  We need to look at the curriculum in the 
STEM disciplines and how we will maximize the opportunities for research.   
 
David Hildebrand commented that the research role has never really been an issue at SDSU.  He 
felt that in his previous role as a research dean, they talked about how things were set up.  He 
did not feel that there would be a lot of changes in documentation on campuses but did think it 
is important to do this for the outside political perspective.  He thought a more political 
statement should be made.    
 
Jim agreed and added that we need to make sure the paper trail is in order and available for 
public relations, political perspective, etc.  We need to make sure we are able to articulate and 
follow through for the individual and for the institution.   
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Carol has provided a draft evaluation form for discussion.  She has also provided a draft 
handbook for P&T application.   
 
She explained that the items are focused on implementing the clause for the 3-year and 6-year 
evaluation plan.  AAC talked previously about integrating this in with the PSE so there are not 
so many documents.   
 
Cecelia commented that DSU has inserted a table that shows the rank, the standard of 
performance, the level of effort that faculty members said they were putting into that activity 
this year, and any comments.   
 
Carol added that if we wanted to do something more to pick up the conceptualization in 
section 9.1, it could be built into the PSE.  When we’re talking about describing their major 
responsibilities, we could change it to say that the assumption is X amount of total effort, how 
much is assigned to research?  Some of 9.1 could be captured in the PSE to accentuate the 
cultural change. 
 
Cecelia has always felt that faculty have a difficult time balancing workload assignment against 
percentage of effort.  She felt that if you could make that clear it may make more sense to 
faculty members. 
 
Karen felt effort was a little different than output.  What is the significance of their intended 
accomplishment in these areas?  If a new faculty member is establishing a research agenda, 
then that percentage of their effort should be set by the department chair.  It sends the 
message that this is important.  She did not feel it was always possible to link the 
accomplishment of the faculty member to the number of hours spent.  She felt that it is a 
problem that the faculty member sets the percentage of effort.  Cecelia agreed. 
 
Karen suggested that the key will be in the establishment of these plans and the role that the 
dean or department head plays in development of the plans.  There should be faculty 
interaction with the department head.  Sam suggested that each department chair or unit 
administrator come up with some over-arching language to guide the faculty in developing their 
3-year plan, listing department objectives and how they relate to the university agenda and how 
the individual faculty member relates to the overall university plan. 
 
Jim added that this fits within the context of the agreement that the faculty developed plan 
must address institutional standards for faculty and must be designed to permit individuals to 
progress through the ranks.  Jim felt that the approach to provide the framework would easily 
meet the criteria.  He added that faculty unit members who have responsibilities in research 
will be expected to maintain a research program.  The burden for the plan is on the faculty 
member.  Karen has identified a difficult operational issue and that is what will be measured in 
terms of performance of effort.   
 
Jim added that outcomes can be variable across disciplines and even within the discipline.  It is 
difficult to look at outcomes and try to calibrate them.  There will be other disciplines where 
people are doing off-site supervision activities that are clearly instructional but do not fit in the 
traditional lecture hall models.   
 
Sam cautioned that as the institutions make assignments, they must be viewed by many as 
equitable.  But at the same time AAC must recognize that they do have freedom and flexibility 
in making assignments.   
 
Sam clarified that faculty currently employed must submit plans within 3 years.  New hires 
must submit plans within the first 3 semesters. 
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Sam felt the framework of the plan would start out with the department mission statement and 
list the courses and sections that need to be taught and number of majors for the department.  
It should list the service roles of the department.  Faculty members need to know any research 
activities of the department that must be met.  A limit should also be set for how long the plans 
should be.   
 
Carol commented that the faculty member also needs to know what the strategic plan of the 
department is but it must be kept separate from the mission of the department.   
 
Jim remarked that one of the big criticisms of the AAAS report is that we are not as engaged 
with industrial research that we could be.  Karen said the department should be able to say that 
their research is focused in the following areas and when they will focus that research.  The 
new faculty member can then say this is where they are going to do research and this is how 
they will grow professionally for this particular activity.  This is how she sees department 
objectives fitting with individual professional development.  The plan will include expectations 
on how the faculty member will do their plan and how they will address all the objectives.  It 
should show the integration of the standards and the strategic plans of the department and 
how the plan of the faculty member will enhance the department.  We need to give the faculty 
member the expectations of their role in the department.  Their plan needs to include the 
professional development that they will need to carry out their plan and to be a successful 
component of the department.   
 
The guidelines for developing and approving the plan need to be drafted.  Sam suggested that 
the draft should include a process where the department chair prepares the framework and 
provides it to the faculty member, who outlines the plan.  The department chair reviews and 
comments, and the faculty member responds.  If there is agreement, then it would be signed by 
all.  If there is disagreement, then the appeal would go to the dean or to the VPAA.  
 
Sam will distribute the AAAS report to AAC members.   
 
Carol, Karen, and David will work on the forms and draft guidelines.  Cecelia had some 
suggestions too that she will distribute.  Any changes should be sent to these folks and copy 
the entire group. 
 
 
 
 
Item 7.B Update on HR Issues 
Information only.  Sam reviewed the issues on adjunct/overload contracts, leave accrual for 
10/11 month faculty, overload contracts and accrual of leave, health insurance for faculty, and 
summer contracts for FY09.  He commented that AAC has previously discussed these issues 
and they have been driven to resolution.   
 
AAC requested that Sam ask Janice to add a note to the adjunct letter explaining the new 
process of four equal payments. 
 
 
 
 
Miscellaneous Items 

EDC online program 
The Education Discipline Council has proposed an online program through the EUC.  
Sam will send the information to AAC members.  The proposal may eventually go 
forward to the BOR as an informational item but Sam is still discussing the proposal 
with Dr. Perry. 
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Library Directors and International Group Meetings 
Sam has recently met with both of these groups and requested that the VPAA talk to 
their campus representatives for updates and to discuss any issues that resulted from 
those meetings. 

 
 
 
 
 


