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Academic Affairs Council 
September 25, 2008 

 
Minutes of the Meeting 

 
 
The Academic Affairs Council met in Pierre on Thursday, September 25, 2008 with the 
following people participating:  BHSU, Kristi Pearce; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, 
Clyde Arnold; SDSMT, Karen Whitehead; SDSU, Carol Peterson & Mary Kay Helling; USD, 
Chuck Staben & Lynn Rognstad; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Paul Turman, Cathy Anderson, & 
Jodi Gabriel. 
 
 
Item 1 Additions to the Agenda 
The following item was added to the agenda: 

• EOC exams update 
 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
M/S by Clyde and Karen to approve the August 2008 minutes as submitted.  Motion 
carries. 
 
 
 
Item 3 Consent Agenda Items 
M/S by Karen and Carol to approve the following course modifications on the consent 
calendar.  Motion carries. 
 

Item 3.B.1 Course Modifications – BHSU 
The following course modification will move forward to the Executive Director 
for consideration and be reported on the Interim Actions report for the October 
BOR meeting.  The course is offered for zero credit. 
 
New Course Request 

• GS 189 Program Tracking 
 
 
Item 3.B.2 Course Modifications – USD 
The following course modifications will move forward to the Executive Director 
for consideration and be reported on the Interim Actions report for the October 
BOR meeting. 
 
Authority to Offer Existing Common Course 

• BME 601 Biomaterials 
• BME 606 Occupational Biomechanics 
• BME 673 Engineering Analysis I 
• BME 725 Biocomposites 
• BME 726 Bio-MEMS and Nano Systems 
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• BME 731 Advanced Biomechanics 
• BME 732 Medical Imaging 
• BME 733 Cardiovascular Fluid Dynamics 
• BME 734 Transport Phenomena in Biomedical Engineering 
• BME 735 CAD/Cam in Medicine & Surgery 
• BME 736 Advanced Finite Element Analysis 
• BME 737 Advanced Signal Processing 
• BME 738 Information Technology in Medicine 
• BME 739 Continuum Mechanics 
• BME 745 Molecular Machines 
• BME 746 Biomimetics 
• BME 773 Engineering Analysis II 
• ENGL 576 Creative Writing:  Fiction 
• ENGL 578 Creative Writing:  Poetry 

 
New Course Requests 

• BME 721 Tissue Engineering 
• CSC 525 High Performance Computing 
• ENGL 702 MA Research Methods 
• ENGL 746 Seminar:  American Naturalism 
• ENGL 780 Seminar:  Writing Drama/Screenplays 
• ENGL 810 Comprehensive Preparation 
• PAST 720 Physician Assistant Professional Issues 

 
 
Item 3.B.3 Course Modifications – SDSU 
The following course modifications will move forward to the Executive Director 
for consideration and be reported on the Interim Actions report for the October 
BOR meeting. 
 
Revised Course Request 

• CHEM 342 Physical Chemistry I 
 
New Course Requests 

• NURS 850 Philosophical & Theoretical Foundations for Evidence-Based 
Care 

• NURS 855 Translational Research in Health Care 
• NURS 860 Health Operations & Financial Management for Nurse Managers 
• NURS 865 DNP Capstone 
• NURS 870 DNP Practice Innovation Project 

 
 
Item 3.C.1 High School to College Transition Report 
The report is still being worked on.  There are two tables that are still being 
refined to highlight the distinction between student retention within the system 
compared to those who remain at the same institution.  Paul contributed the 
low remedial rate to the increase in recipients of the SDOS.   
 
The report will move forward to the October COPS and Board meetings. 
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Item 3.C.2 High School to College Progression and Completion Report 
Paul reported that this is a new report that he is working on.  He has worked 
with ACT on academic indicators that affect retention and completion in the 
system.  
 
Paul commented that he wanted to pull together a comprehensive report for 
high schools for a 6-year period.  He can track students to see how well they do 
when they get to the regental system, i.e. first year performance, information on 
the CAAP exam, etc.   
 
Paul will develop a narrative and hopefully have it in time for COPS, and send it 
to AAC members too.  He plans to compile the reports every 2 years and 
distribute it a week or so after the transition reports.   
 
Lynn commented that they are always concerned about how ACT sets the math 
score at 22 and we set it at 20.  There are a lot of students that do not meet the 
score of 22.  Sam responded that ACT set these a long time ago and basically 
looked at scores of students across the country.  When we set our placement 
scores in the system, a similar process was used and apparently the system 
considered the number of students that would be impacted.  We are asking the 
math and English discipline councils to look at the current placement scores to 
see if they are set where they should be. 
 
Paul did not feel we could get data to compare this nationally.  Sam added that 
in South Dakota, there are a significant number of high schools that had six-year 
graduation rates approaching 80%.  It’s clear that some schools do a good job of 
getting their students ready and some do not.   
 
Paul is developing a narrative for this report and will that forward to AAC 
members when it is complete.  If possible it will also move forward to COPS. 

 
 
 
Item 4.A New Programs 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 4.B New Certificate Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 4.C.1 New Site Request – NSU – MSEd in Teaching & Learning and MSEd in 
Leadership & Administration 
NSU has submitted a request to offer the MSEd in Teaching & Learning and the MSEd in 
Leadership & Administration in Gettysburg and Miller.  Any comments should be sent 
to Paul Gough to be included in the COPS item. 
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M/S by Carol and Clyde to approve the request.  Motion carries.  The proposal will be 
on the October COPS and Board agendas. 
 
 
 
Item 4.D.1 Intent to Plan – SDSU Masters in Architecture & BS in Architectural Studies  
SDSU has submitted an intent to plan request for a Masters in Architecture and a BS in 
Architectural Studies.  Comments should be sent to Paul Gough to be included in the 
COPS item.  
 
M/S by Carol and Chuck to approve SDSU’s request.  Motion carries.  The proposal will 
be on the October COPS and BOR agendas. 
 
 
 
Item 5.A EUC Update 
Cathy reported that at the last meeting, AAC reviewed the goals established by the task 
force.  She has since met with EUC and they are discussing how to operationalize these 
goals.     
 
A working group has looked at the quality matters rubric and will be meeting later 
today to finalize that.  Very few changes to the rubric will occur. 
 
Cathy commented that we have a lot of people with experience in the quality assurance 
process for course reviews.  We are going to use these people to train others.  A very 
simple model is being suggested and discussed right now.   
 
We are identifying people within the system who have experience in the course review 
process.  We will bring in a couple people from each university to Pierre for one day 
and will work as teams in reviewing courses.  We are pulling about 6% of courses from 
each university randomly to review. 
 
Cathy sent out the course authorship agreement yesterday to the task force for 
feedback.  This will replace the intent to develop form/process. 
 
Program review process:  We are starting from scratch with the program review 
process.  They are taking the best practice statements from HLC and revising these to 
develop a program review rubric.  They are adding information in on new programs 
and also refining the ongoing program review. 
 
Cathy has been talking to Factor360 on the website.  They did the University Center 
website.  Our website will then tie into the program review and development process.  
Then the marking piece will relate into that. 
 
Lynn commented that the accreditation self-study process is underway at SDSU and 
USD and the timeline for this process will be critical.  Cathy felt that the rubric would 
be in place yet today.  The program review process will probably take the longest and 
probably the process that the universities want to see the fastest.  She felt it could be 
in place by mid-October, just based on how fast the other items are falling into place.  
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There are so many things already in place and we just need to fine tune these things to 
make it work for our system. 
 
Sam added that we want to have a web presence for the course review and program 
review processes developed by the end of the year.  Factor360 has the ability to 
develop forms for us and will be able to do some of the marketing aspects for us.  
After talking to EUC members, Cathy was excited to understand where they want this 
to go. 
 
Sam said that the goal is to get the procedures in place and visible for everyone.  The 
marketing portion will benefit each individual campus as well as the system.  He added 
that EUC is just the storefront which will promote the services provided by the 
campuses.  The storefront is guaranteeing that the products are of quality and ties 
back with the HLC directive that EUC is the review/approval entity for the SD system.   
 
Cathy reported that overall her impression of D2L is that the semester started pretty 
well.  There will be issues because people will compare D2L with Webct and eventually 
over time, people will start to acknowledge the good things with D2L.  D2L is always 
interested in feedback from us.   
 
Eric Mosterd from USD joined the most recent D2L call and went over some 
suggestions about feature requests from D2L.  They were very open of his suggestions 
and although it won’t happen overnight, it may happen when they do a new version.  
On high priority issues, they do respond and try to work with us.   
 
Cathy reported that there were some issues on instructors impersonating a student.  
FERPA asks the question:  is there a legitimate educational reason for a faculty member 
to see all of the student’s work?  Sam felt that it would depend on the reason that the 
faculty member would be looking at the student’s record.  With D2L, if the faculty 
member wanted to be able to impersonate a student to help with any problems the 
student is having, this gave them ability to see all student work in all courses. 
 
This then raised the question of whether this is a FERPA issue.  If this were not an 
online course, the faculty member would most likely go to the dean or someone and 
say that they had a concern regarding a student. Then the decision could be made to 
review the student’s records and this would not be in violation of FERPA.  But there are 
some individuals that are insistent that the faculty member needs to have an ability to 
impersonate the student.   
 
Cathy added that the example given to her was that the faculty member needs to step 
in if a student is trying to submit a quiz and is having trouble.  Some felt it was a good 
idea for the faculty member to impersonate a student in their own course to see what 
the student was seeing but the gray area is that the faculty member then has access to 
all student work.  Carol felt that the faculty member should not be able to see what a 
different course is doing, as if there was no D2L.   
 
Cathy reported that another issue that they are working on right now is storage 
capacity that was purchased from D2L.  They are working on getting some of those 
things works out.  D2L is working with us to better manage our storage.  This is the 
biggest issue right now because we do pay for all storage.   
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Cecelia suggested that there is a shell created for every course and every section 
downloaded from colleague into D2L.  Obviously there are faculty members that are 
not even using the D2L program and if a shell is being allocated for each active course 
needs, we are paying for a lot of space that is not being used.  Cathy will check into 
finding out what courses are being stored and what is not. 
 
Sam added that as implementation unfolded, modifications were done to make D2L 
operate like Webct.  We will need to revisit the customizations that we have made to 
make sure they are working for us since we have to pay for each customization each 
time there is an upgrade.   
 
Cathy felt that overall implementation is going well and still encourages people to 
submit their work tickets for suggestions.   
 
 
 
Item 6.A BOR Policy Revisions 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 6.B.1 Tracking of Honor Students 
Trudy Zalud joined the meeting for this item. 
 
A request came forward from NSU to establish a tracking code for students enrolled in 
the honors program offered.  While we have not had a request for number of honor 
students yet, we have had requests for the number of students in high demand areas.   
 
Should coding issues be discussed by this group?  Do we need to review/develop 
coding system-wide?   Or should we continue as we are now? 
 
Cecelia felt that DSU codes the honors program students within their center of 
excellence.  Sam added that some universities code the honors students and the 
centers of excellence separately.  Carol cautioned about confusing honor students with 
the centers of excellence and the independence of the centers of excellence. 
 
Sam added that clearly everyone is tracking honor students but should this be a 
system coding?  Lynn remarked that USD uses a code now and it’s working very well.  
NSU also has a process in place, tracking specific courses as does BHSU.  Is this 
something that should be discussed at this level?  Do we want to make a system code 
for this type of student? 
 
Sam commented that the BOR office typically gets asked for different reporting and we 
go to RIS to run a report and then have to work with campuses directly to correct the 
data.  Significant time is being spent pulling these reports and then correcting data.   
 
Karen felt that there could be some merit in coordination of coding upfront otherwise 
we try to untangle things when we realize we have some a problem.    Lynn added that 
this is parallel with the teacher education coding problems.  
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Do we want to review the codes?  This doesn’t necessarily have anything to do with 
honors students specifically, it is more about reporting. 
 
Chuck added that it seems that some are not using the codes that they should be using 
and some institutions are using the coding spots for things other than what they 
should be used for.  If we don’t work on coding then we will never get ahead of the 
game.  When a request comes in, we are scrambling for data because there are no data 
to pull.   
 
Lynn felt that we need to establish what reporting codes are needed to make reporting 
better.  Kristi added that it also raises the level of awareness on campus of the 
importance of coding of students.    
 
Do we implement a process where AAC reviews a request?  Should data administrators 
review this?  Sam stressed that AAC needs to be involved on major reporting issues 
that are intrinsically tied with coding.   
 
The VPAAs will go back to their institutions and talk to their data administrators to see 
how often they propose a new code and come back in November with an opinion on 
whether AAC should review coding issues.   
 
 
 
Item 6.B.2 Pre-registration Date and Deficiency Date Reporting 
AAC previously discussed moving the spring registration date that resulted in talking 
about moving the deficiency date reporting to 1/3 term.  MOCC also discussed moving 
the registration date and recommended that the date in 2009 could be moved back by 
one week.  AAC suggested grade reporting at 1/3 term and each member agreed to 
take this proposal back to campus for review. 
 
There was some support for moving the deficiency date reporting.  USD does the early 
alert process now and faculty members feel it is working well.  They feel it is too early 
to move deficiency reporting to 1/3 and not having enough time for assignments for 
an accurate grade. 
 
Clyde added that NSU had early alert at 3 weeks and most felt that it was a little early.  
We have many faculty that can’t tell if the student will be successful in the course.  
They want to do this early enough to catch the student and intervene but 3 weeks is a 
little too soon to tell much except absenteeism.  Mid-term is more definite and the 
faculty can tell the student what their grade is, before they go into the advising portion 
and preregistration. 
 
Sam remarked that this primarily affects the spring semester.  He added that relating 
to retention is that students walk away in the spring without a plan for returning in the 
fall.   
 
AAC concurred to move registration date one week earlier for 2009 but mid-term 
reporting is left alone.  Each institution can do what they want in terms of early alert, 
however mid-term and pre-registration will be done system-wide. 
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Item 6.B.3 2nd Degree vs 2nd Major 
Deferred to November. 
 
 
 
Item 6.C Student Opinion Surveys 
Sam commented that when the board visits campuses, one of the common topics 
raised by faculty is the student opinion surveys.  There are often comments that it is 
poorly designed and not thought out.  Sam reminded the group that guidelines were 
established and that these should be regularly reviewed with faculty.   
 
Sam added that a couple years ago, this was an issue with the students, too.  VPAAs 
should have communications with faculty and clarify any questions.  We want to be 
proactive with any issues. 
 
Cecelia felt that it is the frequency of the SOS surveys that cause concern.  Carol 
agreed.  The response rates from the students are very low.  Sam replied that the Board 
feels it is giving the students the opportunity to evaluate every faculty member they 
have.  Cecelia felt that over-surveying is giving the same result as not surveying at all.   
 
Karen reported that SDSMT does online surveys and there is a way to identify who 
does not fill it out and they are prompted.  DSU does administer the survey online 
because the students all have tablets.  Students fill it out in the classroom, and the 
faculty member leaves the classroom.   
 
Paul commented that a couple campuses are talking about this, and this may become a 
broader issue when placed within the context of the mobile computing initiative.  Kristi 
thought the online submissions are more valid because they are more apt to take their 
time and do it at their own pace rather than with paper and pencil.  She did feel there 
seems to be a little less resistance towards the instrument. 
 
Paul offered to talk with the assessment committee about further developing the 
existing guidelines to extend to online completion outside of the classroom.  He felt 
that if we revise the guidelines, we could take those to the BOR and get feedback to see 
if they are open to looking at the short form.  
 
Paul will add discussions on online submissions and short form versus long form with 
the assessment committee.    
 
 
 
Item 6.D Credit by Exam 
Sam commented that AAC has talked about awarding CLEP credit during the last few 
meetings and AAC has agreed that the system should be consistent in granting credit 
by exam.  Institutions were to make sure that this spreadsheet accurately reports what 
they do on their own campus.  SDSU and NSU received different spreadsheets from 
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what we have in the item.  Trudy felt that there were two spreadsheets; one that shows 
where the campuses are at now and one that shows where they want to be.   
 
Mary Kay and Clyde received an updated spreadsheet from their registrars.  The 
spreadsheet may be an updated item from the one that was provided in the agenda 
materials.  Sam felt that it was best to regroup and bring the item back in November 
for discussion. 
 
 
 
Item 6.E. Personal Finance 
Sam remarked that student financial literacy continues to be of interest within the 
system as well as at the state and federal levels.  The universities previously updated 
the summary of activities that are done on campuses and Sam asked for additional 
information on student participation.  SDSU has sent their information and he would 
like the same from other institutions. 
 
USD:  financial literacy is a topic during fast track orientation at USD.  Close to 90-
100% of students participate. 
 
SDSMT:  activities are done with students during summer orientation and also with 
parents during orientation – close to 90% student participation. 
 
NSU:  a seminar for all freshmen is conducted.  The IDL 192 course has a whole section 
on personal finance, with about 70% of all freshmen taking the course in the past.  
They use it in several other classes & ended up with over 80% of the freshmen who get 
an introduction to personal finance topics.  Now NSU requires all freshmen to take the 
course. 
 
DSU:  a university experience course required.  Also had an informational session at 
parent orientation and also student orientation.  The GS 100 class covers close to 90% 
of freshmen students.   
 
BHSU:  offers the course and everyone has the opportunity to take it. 
 
 
 
Item 6.F VSA Project Update 
Paul commented that when the last VSA item had been discussed by AAC, the decision 
was made to meet the minimum student learning reporting requirements.  As a result, 
the System Assessment Committee was charged with examining the three available 
measures used in the VSA template (CLA, CAAP, and MAPP) to evaluate student value 
added thinking and writing essay skills at the freshman and senior year within the 
system.   

 
This summer the System Assessment Committee reviewed and evaluated each of the 
three measures and agreed to use the CAAP writing essay and critical thinking tests to 
meet the minimal requirements of the VSA (i.e., 200 freshmen and 200 seniors 
sampled) was the most viable option for positioning the system for maximum 
flexibility (as the VSA is /is not instituted nationally).  As a system, institutions would 
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begin testing freshmen at the start of the Fall 2010 semester and conclude with seniors 
at the end of the Spring 2011 term, with ACT performing the scoring of the writing 
essay portion of the examination.  The committee asked for potential flexibility to 
reassess options for future testing once results from the proposed validity study for 
the MAPP, CAAP, and CLA, become available.  If this recommendation is accepted by 
the members of AAC, the committee will begin to explore the staffing and financial 
impacts, as well as testing incentives necessary for successful implementation over 
three years to meet VSA requirements for reporting results.    
 
Paul continued that the assessment committee recommended sending the essay 
writing portion back to ACT to evaluate rather than coordinating this by campus 
personnel.  The financial costs would be pulled together and brought for AAC review, 
and eventually would need BOR approval. 
 
Karen suggested that as we see what the costs are and observe increased performance 
on the rising junior CAAP, we may be able to establish a focus on writing and possibly 
do away with the rising junior exam, if the writing skills are the focus.   
 
Lynn commented that by testing the at risk students with the rising junior exam, we 
may be able to find students who have not met the requirement.  We need to make 
sure we are proficiency testing.   
 
Students coming into remedial Math and English would take the rising junior exam but 
students who test into the English 101 or Math 101 would be randomly selected (200 
students) for the VSA testing.  Then all seniors would take the VSA.  All students 
deemed at risk would take the rising junior exam. 
 
Would we still use this as a high stakes test?  If the student does not take the writing 
exam portion, will it affect graduation?  Sam replied that we do need to discuss this.  
We need to make sure we identify students that have difficulty writing and that we 
provide remediation so that they can demonstrate proficiency.   
 
Paul commented that if our data shows that the majority are coming in meeting the 
requirements, it would seem irrelevant to continue to test these students. We could 
show that the ones that are not meeting the requirements are being remediated and 
with the rising junior exam, we can then show that they now meet the standards.  All 
seniors would be tested. 
 
M/S by Karen and Carol to accept the recommendation of the assessment committee to 
use the CAAP writing essay and critical thinking tests to meet the minimal 
requirements of VSA.  The assessment committee will review the costs and bring the 
financial information to AAC in November.  Motion carries.   
 
 
 
Item 6.G CAAP Guidelines Revision 
Paul reported that all the changes are routine and clean up issues except for the new 
language to reflect when a student’s “clock” begins after failing on the first attempt.  
AAC previously agreed that the one calendar year window for retesting would apply 
only to those students who remain enrolled at one of the six institutions.  If a student 
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stops out, the one-year retesting clock stops during this period and it restarts when 
the student re-enrolls.  Currently each campus uses a CPF hold to monitor these 
students, yet each campus uses this code in slightly different ways.  A subcommittee 
of the system assessment committee is reviewing these procedures to develop a 
common set of guidelines for the system.   
 
M/S by Carol and Karen to accept the changes recommended by the assessment 
committee to modify the section of CAAP guidelines showing that the one calendar 
year window for retesting would apply only to those students who remain enrolled at 
one of the six regental institutions and accept the minor editorial changes of the 
document.   
 
 
 
Item 6.H Class Scheduling Within Summer Term 
Sam commented that the lack of uniform class schedules among the campuses during 
the summer term caused some confusion for students and university staff and as a 
result, this year some students’ registrations were cancelled.   
 
Some students thought tuition for all classes was due when their home institution 
tuition was due.  Some staff at institutions are also confused and must do refund 
calculations manually.  Cecelia added that this becomes an issue when the online 
program is substantial in the summer because it attracts students from other 
campuses.   
  
Cecelia had suggested that a note be put on the D2L portal main page but the D2L 
team did not think this was a good idea so DSU has put it on their website.  Cathy felt 
it was a good idea to put a note on the D2L website and will take this back to the task 
force and discuss it with them.   
 
Mary Kay and Lynn both commented that they appreciate the ability to maintain 
flexibility in the summer.   
 
DSU cancelled 41 registrations on the first session and 38 were cancelled for the 
second session.  It became a labor issue at DSU.  Cathy agreed that it makes things 
difficult for students too, especially if it is an online course. 
 
Sam added that we recognize that there are issues but the universities want to 
maintain flexibility in the calendar.   
 
Cathy will talk to the D2L task force to see about adding a statement on the D2L portal 
to alert students of tuition payment dates and still maintain flexibility for the 
universities.  
 
 
 
Item 6.I ESL Programming 
Sam reported that at a meeting of the international affairs/studies directors, they 
discussed areas where system-wide partnerships could provide additional services for 
international students.  The group also talked about the international globe trekkers 
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workshop coming up in October and Sam will be sending out an email inviting the 
registrars and financial aid directors to attend.   
 
Registrars and financial aid directors are invited because some institutions have 
figured out how to get the students registered and get them financial aid.  Some 
institutions are struggling with this.   
 
ESL programming was also discussed.  The group wondered if we should try to 
coordinate something at a system level or leave it at a university level.   
 
Carol commented that ESL has previously originated from English but everyone only 
has a few courses.  SDSU is looking at ESL relating to international programs. 
 
Lynn suggested that this discussion could start with the English discipline council but 
felt it was more from the international programs departments.  Should the system do a 
coordinators meeting? 
 
Cecelia felt that it might make sense to coordinate this since there might be resources 
that could be shared.  Sam added that the intention is not to focus the program in one 
place but the meeting can focus on how we can cooperate and collaborate as we 
provide these services.  These tend to be high cost programs.   
 
Cecelia agreed that it may be good for them to talk and try to come up with some 
ideas.  By just getting these people together to share ideas, they may be able to come 
up cooperatively with some programs or resources to share.   
 
Karen explained that this issue came up through the international activities group 
meetings.  The example given was that at SDSMT they were told they were getting 20 
Saudi students who were going to do their ESL program in California because SDSMT 
did not have a program.  The students decided to stay there for their schooling.   
 
Sam will set up a meeting with the campus coordinators of ESL programming. 
 
Sam will be sending out an email to the registrars and financial aid directors asking 
them to come to the workshop. 
 
 
 
Item 6.J AAC Meeting Schedule 
AAC decided that the 2009 meeting schedule should be more in sync with the COPS 
and Board agenda, with an additional meeting and retreat scheduled.  Sam preferred to 
meet in Pierre but AAC reserved the ability to meet via conference call in case of 
conflicts or bad weather. 
 
AAC agreed that that proposed schedule should be attempted for 2009.  Jodi will post 
the schedule on the academics website. 
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Item 6.K Mobile Computing Update 
Paul reported that Dr. Perry sent an email to the Presidents last week that probably 
was passed along to the members of AAC.  The email originated from discussions in 
the office which followed meetings with the student federation and the concerns that 
they have.  He asked that each campus discuss the initiative leading into the COPS 
meeting so they can determine whether it is feasible to have the infrastructure in place 
to go forward in fall 2009.  Campuses with the largest enrollments may have trouble 
trying to get tablets into the hands of the faculty members and still have time to get 
the professional development and training completed too.   
 
The excel document shows the breakdown on the requirements for programs.  This 
has been used to drive the discussions on what vendor would be selected for the 
preferred device.  Issues need to be resolved and hopefully COPS will come forward 
with some recommendations.  The implementation team is trying to pull some 
information on faculty development based on the current timeline and how this could 
be accomplished.   
 
Paul did not see a problem with keeping the same program priority list.  Any initial 
disciplines that are ready to go should proceed.  Sam added that if an institution can 
look at the discipline and possibly shift some resources for faculty development, it 
would show that we are moving forward at the institutional level. 
 
Carol remarked that so many students come to campus with computers and many are 
mobile.  Not all may be using them in every class but they are certainly seeing a 
computer as a required tool.  We need to look at what they are bringing in when 
considering the instrument that we are requiring. 
 
Monte is talking to BAC about some major hurdles too and has some concerns about 
the start date of fall 2009.  The money is not coming right now and that is being 
discussed in relation to the pay date change and implications there.  Chuck added that 
there are some financial issues that need to be taken care of.  Sam added that although 
to this point the fiscal portion has been driving the initiative, it now needs to become 
an academic issue. 
 
Mary Kay remarked that previously when programs have gone mobile and it has come 
up from the faculty or institution, it has always been successful but often times when 
something comes mandated from the top it is not as successful.  Sam encouraged AAC 
members to talk to their Presidents because all of this will be discussed at the COPS 
meeting. 
 
Paul commented that the original plan was for program implementation and to provide 
the legislature with a comprehensive framework for depicting the value of a mobile 
computing environment.  The implementation plan emphasizes flexibility at a variety 
of levels and VPAAs need to talk to the reps from TAC and BAC and emphasize 
flexibility for students because as flexibility is incorporated into the design, the better 
the project will be implemented.  He added that one issue that has changed in the 
implementation discussions is that originally the thought was that only one instrument 
was going to work and now they are discussing multiple instruments.  Students want 
flexibility and we may need to increase the technical support to accommodate them.   
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Chuck commented that part of the problem is what happens when the machine fails in 
the classroom.  It’s not as critical when they need to just have their computer working 
by the end of the day but when it’s part of instruction, it may create a problem.   
 
Kristi felt that we need to make sure that we are engaging the faculty.  Chuck offered 
that the wording of the initiative may be alienating the faculty.   Kristi agreed.    
 
Clyde felt that in moving forward, the faculty development process needs to be done 
by the academics.  How they are going to integrate technology into their courses and 
what instrument they are going to use is as important as making sure that the 
infrastructure is there for faculty and professional development is done.  He felt it will 
be important to get some champion faculty that are involved already with technology 
in their course to run with this, have success, and get other faculty members interested 
in building technology into their course.   
 
Who is working at pedagogical models?  Chuck replied that he can provide a few 
integration models.  He felt that the group working on this is struggling with doing all 
things in a shallow way or doing a few things well.  Sam encouraged the VPAAs to 
make sure these people are being involved in discussions on campus.  The VPAAs can 
help integrate these groups together.  Has that group engaged in the campus 
discussions?  Paul responded that they are just starting to discuss faculty 
development.  He felt that they are still getting held up on where the money is coming 
from, what instrument we are using, etc. 
 
Sam added that regardless of any outcomes, professional development will be critical.  
This is the part that we can move on now.  Both DSU and Mines have agreed that a year 
or two of professional development is the key to successfully make sure faculty are 
prepared.   
 
Karen responded that their representative on this committee is the one that puts 
together the faculty development sessions during the summer on how to integrate 
technology into the pedagogy.  It’s like faculty teaching faculty.  It is slow but their 
idea is to build on this concept.    
 
Chuck commented that we want to be able to point to something that shows that this 
is a success but there may be some parts of the initiative that should be run slowly.  
This doesn’t seem to be an option.  Lynn added that if we have to tell students that in 
Fall09 they must bring a mobile computer, even though we are still moving forward on 
campus and the building may be ready, the institution will not be prepared.   
 
Paul agreed that the VPAA needs to communicate to their Presidents that we need to 
find a way to do the faculty development before that requirement is in place.  Sam 
added that we do want to get to a point where we can tell the student what specs they 
need for their mobile computing instrument.  However, a transition period would need 
to allow for both faculty and student flexibility as the mobile devices begin to be 
deployed in the classroom.   
 
Sam commented that there were 12,000 students taking online classes last year so we 
pretty much know that students on-campus are also taking online courses.  We need to 
be able to let the students know what specs they will need for their computer.   
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Paul summarized that as you have your conversations on campus the most critical 
thing will be that you give your comments to your Presidents and begin to lay out your 
critical issues as we move forward. We need to figure out what will work and what will 
not.  Issues that we have been talking about need to be conveyed to them.  The existing 
model was designed around the timeline that was initially proposed.  As we are able to 
extend the timeline, the new model can begin to take shape. 
 
 
 
Item 6.L General Education Changes 
This item is provided as a reminder that any proposed general education changes must 
come to AAC during the November AAC meeting in order to be presented at the BOR 
meeting in December.   
 
One change that will be coming from USD is to add MATH 103 Quantitative Literacy 
(currently part of DSU’s offerings) as another course that meets goal 5.  Placement 
would still take place but MATH 103 would be another choice for students.   
 
Lynn will share the information on MATH 103 with AAC members. 
 
 
 
Item 6.M Coding of Faculty 
The item is provided as a reminder for the VPAA and their staff to have discussions on 
campus to make sure that aspects of faculty reporting are coded correctly.  Previously 
with the new HR system, issues with coding and reporting rose.   
 
The coding and reporting issue affected some tables that are reported in the fact book.  
This is an opportunity to remind folks on campus to get those issues resolved in time 
for this year’s fact book. 
 
VPAAs will review faculty information that is reported in the fact book and make sure 
coding is accurate; i.e. faculty rank, cip, years of service, etc. 
 
 
 
Item 6.N DWU Course Analysis Update 
Lynn is facilitating discussions with campus representatives who are reviewing the 
syllabi on dual credit courses from DWU.  More information will come as the review is 
conducted. 
 
 
 
Item 6.O Discipline Council 
The item is provided for information only.  The charge letters to each council and the 
council rosters are included.  VPAAs should keep encouraging the deans and council 
members to stay involved.  Any changes to the roster should be sent to Sam and Jodi. 
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Item 6.P Transfer Equivalencies 
An inquiry was received asking if there is a database of courses that have been 
reviewed from other institutions that are accepted in transfer.  A lot of people spend 
time reviewing transcripts.  Policies clearly establish that when one institution accepts 
a transfer course and establishes an equivalency with a common course, that course is 
accepted by all institutions offering the course.   
 
SDSU and USD currently have a list that they maintain but there is not a system-wide 
list. 
 
Sam will request a data set of courses at the system level where the transfer 
equivalencies have already been set up by one of the universities. 
 
 
 
Item 6.Q Section Size Reporting 
M/S by Carol and Chuck to add EE303/303L to the list of permanent exemptions from 
the 7/10 enrollment reporting for SDSMT.   Motion caries.    Jodi will make this update. 
 
 
 
Item 6.R WorkKeys 
Sam reported that the P-21 Council has been discussing ACT’s WorkKeys product and 
DOE and DOL are considering the implementation of WorkKeys in SD.   
 
These materials were presented to the P-21 council and AAC should review them.  This 
testing is specific to career paths.  They look at a number of professions and look at 
the skill levels needed in critical areas for those professions and developed a series of 
tests for the students to determine if their skill levels are appropriate for the 
profession. 
 
If this gets more push, we may be asked to look at this formally, possibly tying it into 
admissions or placement type issues.     
 
 
 
Item 7.A Implementation of the COHE Agreement 
Jim Shekleton joined for this meeting.   
 
Sam commented that when we discussed implementation of the COHE agreement in 
August, we decided to reserve the retreat for the operational issues that need to be 
addressed and resolved as revisions to the agreement are implemented.  Materials have 
been circulated and will serve as the basis for discussion at the retreat. 
 
Carol provided a draft revision to Appendix F and Dr. Hilderbrand provided a draft 
handbook.   
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As VPAAs are meeting with administrators on campus, what kind of feedback are you 
getting?  Carol reported that SDSU held sessions for deans and department heads.  
They were good discussions and the questions were on target.   
 
Karen had a meeting with all faculty members and relative with the agreement, told 
them AAC was discussing implementation issues and wanted to integrate this with the 
PDT.  Faculty were receptive.   
 
Chuck reported that they have talked with the deans but not yet with faculty members.  
They did not feel quite ready to talk to the faculty about the development plan.  They 
talked about the changes to the contract and were a little concerned about the 
promotion issue.   
 
A short discussion was held on promotion and tenure and moving these forward at the 
same time.  Jim commented that there are changes in the promotion process.  He 
clarified that effective immediately faculty must have 5 years of post-doctoral 
experience.  Sam remarked that some exceptions have been dealt with within the 
system.   
 
Carol clarified that the revised conditions with the post terminal degree are effective 
immediately but within the internal process of service credit, institutions can use the 
provisions of the contract given the faculty member is coming in under the old 
contract.  Jim answered that current standards documents are not updated and will 
need to be changed in order to reflect the agreement and BOR policy.  In fairness we 
need to advise the P&T committees and deans to advise the people who are applying 
for P&T using the standards that currently exist.   
 
Jim encouraged the VPAAs to work with the P&T committees and advise them that they 
need to be clear in their decisions.  Are they registering performance at the level of a 
higher rank for promotion?  If they are it is appropriate to grant them promotion.  
 
He felt tenure is different.  The question is whether the person has produced evidence 
that they have a professional development plan, they are following it, and if they are 
continuing to perform at that level where in time, they will reach the level of full 
professor. 
 
If someone is coming in with a request for P&T, Jim suggests that the committee be 
told that they should consider only the tenure question, i.e. are they performing at the 
rank of associate professor.  If the answer to tenure is yes, then consider the 
promotion.  If the answer is no, then deny the promotion.  This does seem different 
than what we are doing. 
 
Chuck remarked that doing this in year 5 & 6 drives this to exactly what they are 
concerned about.  The decision will be made on promotion, and tenure will be the 
factor.  We are doing a 5th year tenure decision.   Both decisions are made in the 5th 
year, although they are distinct decisions.   
 
Sam added that if there have been processes in place that said they had to have prior 
service credit in hand before applying for P&T, we can review exceptions and mark it as 
pending BOR approval to help with the submission dates.    



draft draft draft 

~ 18 ~ 

 
 
 
Item 7.B Adjunct Faculty 
Sam reported that it was apparent during the library study last year, that within the 
system the libraries have some common resources and some that are unique to each 
library.  Within each institution, we have groups that are research active and are 
supported by their local library.  Others doing research would like easy access to other 
system libraries online.  There is not a direct affiliation so many do not have access.  
Many resource agreements demand the affiliation.  We need a way to provide faculty 
members this status in the system. 
 
We seem to already do this but the process is not communicated well.  Jim added that 
through the EUC, we have integration throughout the system.  Carol agreed that the 
process is there but the system sloppily runs together.  For instance, SDSMT uses the 
part-time language rather than the adjunct language but it’s still the same.   
 
Chuck was concerned that within the contracts of the library resources, there may be 
some infringement to the contracts.  Jim did not feel this was an issue.  Chuck felt we 
needed to make sure that we did not use the phrase courtesy appointment, as in the 
BOR policy.  Courtesy appointment language was discussed at the national level about 
infringing on the resources agreements. 
 
Chuck suggested that we revise language in the policy so that courtesy appointment 
language is not used.   Lynn agreed.  Carol suggested that the policy be revised so that 
an adjunct person is a title given to a person whose primary employment is outside the 
university system but who is not compensated for their relationship with the 
university.  Faculty who are hired for part-time term contracts are regarded as part-
time faculty. 
 
Sam commented that revising policy will require some system review.  A university 
faculty member must establish a relationship with colleagues on other campuses and 
the faculty member must ask for an adjunct appointment so that he/she may have 
access to the resources.  Faculty members should make contact with campuses where 
they would like to have access to research resources. 
 
Sam offered to come up with a standard letter to be used within the system relating to 
the courtesy appointment language.  The objective is to share faculty resources.  At a 
later date, we may look at policy and discuss a revision.   
 
 
 
Lumina WICHE Grant Update 
Paul reported that although SD was not selected initially, WICHE received additional 
funds and we were selected to be included in the initiative with five states.  Paul will 
meet with other state representatives and will be asking that VPAAs provide an update 
on the personnel identified to assist with the five working groups for the project.  He 
will know more details at the retreat.  This is a system project analyzing students who 
were close to degree completion but had stopped out.  This is a project to try to get 
them back for degree completion.   
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Internships update.   
Paul G. will provide reporting when he gets information.  He is looking for things like 
work experience outside the university and may be asking the university for additional 
information. 
 
Sam added that we are finding out that the codes designated to internships are not 
being used, so it is difficult to find these students, i.e. internships, practicum, field 
study, labs, outside the university setting. 
 
Carol was concerned that the students who are receiving credit for the internships are 
receiving the proper equivalents to the courses that they are getting credit for.  Paul 
said he may be looking at graduate assistantships also.  More information will be 
forwarded. 
 
Paul also handed out some material on scrub camps. 
 
 
 
 


