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Academic Affairs Council Meeting 
January 19, 2012 

 
MINUTES 

 
 
The Academic Affairs Council met via conference call on Thursday, January 19, 2012 with the 
following persons participating:  BHSU, Rod Custer; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Tom Hawley; 
SDSMT, Duane Hrncir; SDSU, Laurie Nichols and Mary Kay Helling; USD, Kurt Hackemer and 
Lynn Rognstad; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Daniel Palmer, Paul Turman, Trudy Zalud and Jodi 
Gabriel. 
 
 
Item 1 Agenda 
There were no corrections or additions to the proposed agenda. 
 
 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
M/S by Mary Kay and Tom to approve the October 2011 minutes.  Motion carries.  Any changes 
or corrections should be sent to the BOR office.  
 
 
 
 
Item 3.A Program Modifications 
(February) 
 
 
 
 
Item 3.B Course Modifications 
(February) 
 
 
 
 
Item 3.C.1 Teacher Education Accountability Report 
Daniel noted that the teacher education accountability report is a fairly long report.  The first 
half discusses unit and program review outcomes.  BHSU underwent a full unit review, in 
addition to program review along with USD’s program review.  Both had passing rates of 100%. 
 
The second half of the report is more data oriented.  Most data are fairly similar to the previous 
years’ reports.  Daniel did not think there was any issues presented that should raise questions 
from the Board.   
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The report will move forward to the COPS and Board meetings in March.  Any comments or 
concerns should be sent to Daniel.   
 
 
 
 
Item 4.A New Programs 
(February) 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.B New Certificates 
(February) 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.C New Site Requests 
(February) 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.D Intents to Plan 
(February) 
 
 
 
 
Item 5.A State Authorization Update 
Sam commented that Jim continues to have discussions with representatives from the executive 
branch as well as the private and for-profit institutions in the state about legislation for 
institutions to come into compliance with the program integrity rules.  Sam explained what 
legislation would do for the public universities.   
 
He continued that as required there is a complaint procedure being established.  Any complaints 
about the Regentals would be passed to the Board.  This will meet the basic program integrity 
rules.  Once posted, this will be circulated to the VPAAs and the EUC representatives.  There is 
reason to believe that this will be enacted without too much concern. 
 
Sam replied that there are 4 regional compacts and 47 of the 50 states are members of these 
compacts.  There have been a couple meetings to discuss strategies to establish reciprocal 
agreements in order to help institutions come into compliance.  The process continues along.  
There is reason to believe there will be some options available but these are a year or two out.   
 
Sam commented that there is one unique issue for South Dakota and a small set of neighboring 
states in WICHE.  We have a very low threshold for eligibility to operate in the state.  There are 
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concerns being voiced that these states will need to beef up their requirements if they are going 
to be part of a compact.  This year the legislation deals with the immediate requirement that 
institutions be authorized with the understanding that remaining issues will be addressed in the 
future.   
 
Sam added that the other part of this is what we need to do in order to be compliant in other 
states.  EUC has been working on this with the individual surrounding states.   
 
Sam said the Bush Foundation has awarded money to the BOR and DOE to initiate a project to 
review education leadership programs.  The money has to be expended by the end of this year.  
This is a project that Sam is working on.  Since work on the Bush project results in limited time 
for him to work on the individual state requirements, the system would like to contract with 
someone on campus to assume some responsibilities here.  If the institution has someone who 
could help with this process, contact Sam. 
 
Sam continued that the person would have the types of discussions that he has been having 
with other institutions.  Discussions are unfolding at the state levels.  A series of letters was 
sent out from this office to other state offices.  Then Sam has follow up discussions to find out 
what the institutional options are and the steps needed for our institutions to come into 
compliance in those states. 
 
Sam added that for Minnesota, there will be some data gathering required for instance.  The 
person may coordinate the response for the system or maybe just the responses from the 
individual institutions.  This could be a good professional development opportunity for someone.  
Any suggestions should be sent to Sam by the middle of next week.  
 
Sam said he would like to identify someone in the system who would be assigned responsibility 
for working with other states to gain approval to offer courses/programs by the system’s 
campuses.  Salary would be back-filled.  The VPAAs will send names to Sam by January 26.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.1 Minimal Number of Upper Level Credits Required 
Sam commented that DSU asked if policy stipulates the number of 300- and 400-level courses 
that must be completed prior to graduation.  Current policy does not reference the number of 
or the proportion of upper-level courses that must be completed.  This issue has come up 
before and currently requirements are set at the specific program level.  Typically there are 
statements made when the program is proposed and approved. 
 
Cecelia clarified that she is not advocating that there be a policy statement.  DSU does not have 
a preference.  Sam noted that the fact that it does come up might indicate the need to write 
something in policy.   
 
Lynn commented that USD has a university policy of 32 credits.  Although they haven’t talked 
about moving it to 30 credits yet, it does seem like a fairly minimal expectation.  
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Tom noted that NSU has no university policy but this question has come up in the past couple 
years when they are modifying programs.  Laurie added that although SDSU does not have a 
university policy, there are requirements set at the program level and she would suggest that 
we leave it at the program level.  Duane said that there are no set guidelines at Mines but 
agrees with Laurie that this be left at the program level. 
 
Sam replied that AAC does have curriculum guidelines where a statement could be added into 
the major.  It would be minimal and could address the whole level of drivers that affect the 
requirements.  Lynn responded that USD views it as the degree program requirement rather 
than the major.  After a short discussion, AAC decided to leave the decision at the institutional 
program level and make no system statement in policy or guidelines. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.B MOCC Issues 
No report. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.C Revisions to Study Abroad Guidelines 
Sam met with the international affairs group a couple months ago and talked through issues 
they were facing.  There were some questions about the guidelines that AAC approved last fall.  
At this point, MOCC and the subgroups have yet to engage with this one. 
 
Sam talked to a couple members of the financial aid group and has volunteered to sit in on their 
next meeting.  They are the one group that seems to have questions and he wants to make 
sure they can quickly work through these to identify concerns that need to be addressed in 
these established guidelines. 
 
While Sam will keep pushing the international affairs and financial aid modules, Trudy should 
get this in front of MOCC for discussion.  Kurt commented that he is also hearing ongoing 
concern about financial aid.   
 
Sam commented that one more issue for discussion is a practice established at USD that could 
be helpful if implemented system-wide.  At USD, there are 2 different prefixes used in the class 
schedule to identify students in study abroad courses.  For those that are involved in the one-
for-one agreements, they use the EXCH prefix.  (see Appendix A of the item) 
 
For all the rest of the students, they use the EXPL prefix.  Staff can then make sure what set of 
students they are working with.  Kurt agreed this method seems to be working well.  USD uses 
the EXPL for service learning and undergraduate research as well.   Sam commented that as 
the camps reps on the call discussed it, there were 2 or 3 other institutions that were interested 
in using the EXPL and EXCH model as well. 
 
Has this issue been discussed with the study abroad folks on campus?  Cecelia commented that 
DSU has no reciprocal agreements.  SDSU is planning to move in this direction and will be 
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submitting curriculum changes.  Tom remarked that NSU has not had discussions yet but is 
interested in looking at this.   
 
Sam remarked that there was a need to implement these guidelines because there was a wide 
range of services provided to the study abroad students.  If everyone is planning to move in 
this direction, Sam can make a simple change in the guidelines.   
 
Sam will make revisions to the study abroad guidelines to accommodate the move to a model 
that uses the EXPL and EXCH course prefixes for coding students enrolled in different types of 
study abroad programs.  The guidelines will be brought back to AAC in February for review and 
approval.  
 
 
 
 
Item 6.D Proposal to Revise the International Student Fee 
Sam reported that last fall SDSU staff discussed with him an interest in revisiting the 
international student fee.  SDSU has submitted a proposal for AAC review and consideration.  
The suggestion is to make this an ongoing fee because many of the services that the 
institutions need to provide are ongoing services.  He added that AAC would consider this 
proposal and if it is agreed that further review is warranted, it will also be forwarded to SAC and 
BAC for consideration before moving to the COPS and BOR. 
 
Laurie noted that Dr. Fairfax has considered the national regulations and costs as well as the 
need to stay in compliance.  Sam added that given the mix of international students, this will 
play out differently on each of the campuses.   
 
Tom noted that he got the impression from the NSU study abroad rep that this proposal 
received soft approval.  Is this something that should be discussed further with the international 
group before moving forward?  Sam replied that there were reservations expressed by NSU but 
there was agreement by the other five institutions that this should be looked at further.  NSU 
was concerned that if the fee gets reduced too much, it will affect NSU’s revenue stream 
because of the number of non-tuition paying students they bring in for one semester.  Laurie 
agreed that if this gets moved to SAC and BAC, she wants to hear the perspective of those 
groups on the $75 versus $50 amounts.    
 
Sam agreed.  We need to think about every issue.  We need to look at the fees needed if these 
offices would be self-supporting.  Laurie did not feel the $75 or $50 would come close to self-
supporting their office since SDSU heavily subsidizes the international affairs offices.  Duane 
agreed with Laurie that we should see what it will cost before we settle on an amount.  Kurt 
remarked that although he agrees with the movement, he doesn’t really have an amount in 
mind. 
 
SDSU has proposed a new model for the international student fee system.  Sam agreed to 
contact Monte and Paul and ask them to bring this proposal to their respective councils for 
further analysis of any broader implications.   
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AAC members will take this back to their campus for additional discussion.  The item will come 
back to the AAC meeting in February for action. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.E Degree Audit 
Paul commented that SAC and AAC had a joint discussion about exploring degree audit systems 
that provide more robust options than what is currently available in colleague.  He has 
discussed briefly with SAC about what can be done to help address the problems.  Some are 
simple solutions and some are more programming issues, etc.   
 
Paul has talked to staff who felt that moving to another degree audit program and manning two 
systems would be too cumbersome.  He noted that the better solution was to see if we could 
do something with our current program.   Concerns were voiced to Dr. Warner and he agreed 
to put the degree audit modifications back in as a piece of the one-time funds request to use 
from the Governor’s funds.  A proposal was put together for appropriations.  The goal is to 
more aggressively create a degree audit tool that students and advisors as well as registrars 
can use on a day to day basis.  This is an ongoing issue to resolve.     
 
Kurt commented that one thing USD likes about degree audit right now is the extent that they 
can write specific requirements for programs themselves.  The level of control works for USD.  
The current solution may not be the best solution but he would like to have this same level of 
control with anything new.   
 
Paul concurred that this is one of the benefits to what we currently have; but it also feeds into 
the problem that we have, i.e. general education.  The add-ons that are being talked about are 
more about creating better usability on campuses rather than changing what is currently done 
on campus.   
 
Sam noted that AAC has discussed for two years that for 2 of our institutions, degree audit 
cannot work for general education because there is no date stamp.  For those campuses, the 
situation is getting more troublesome year by year.  
 
He continued that degree audit does give students a good snapshot of where they are now to 
see what they need to do to complete their degree.  There are programs there that allow 
students to track out a schedule to be used by the institution to shape future curriculum 
offerings.  He felt this would be more critical in moving forward and working with students.   
 
Laurie noted that SDSU did a presentation on Degree Works, another academic planning tool.  
They do more than degree audit.  They help students plan their academic program.  There is so 
much more power behind it rather than just degree audit.  These are made more for students. 
SDSU really liked that the student has an option for a ‘what if’.    
 
Paul replied that he has been told that degree audit can do that as well.  Cecelia agreed with 
Paul that there is a ‘what if’ function in degree audit now that can do the same thing.  Laurie 
commented that SDSU does not use it because it was too cumbersome.  Cecelia did not feel 
this was the case.  
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Paul thought that the add-on for Datatel may be what SDSU could be referring to.  The goal is 
to move students along.  He felt we would see some pressure to get students out at 120 hours.  
Cecelia noted that her primary concern is that this needs to talk to Colleague.  If it’s too 
cumbersome to talk to Colleague, then we need to look at other programs. 
 
Sam felt that everyone uses what we already have differently and he thought that there should 
be more uniformity.  We should have a review of what is available.  AAC may need to look at 
how the different campuses are developing this degree audit program on campus.  We can’t 
move in different directions and expect any product to work uniformly with colleague.  He 
continued that AAC should talk about what it is that is needed.  There are functions and option 
that need to be met and we need to know the cost.   
 
Sam felt that there is a need to have a discussion on what is being used currently with degree 
audit.  Cecelia felt that although DSU was not having the problems that SDSU was having, it 
would be worth participating in a discussion.  Laurie felt that the student has more ease 
working with newer programs and that there were better programs on the market.  Kurt added 
that although he is not opposed to looking at other programs, we need to make sure that they 
are fully integrated with colleague.  If there is a product that works better, then we need to 
look at it. 
 
Paul will draft an email to AAC asking for representatives for a committee to review the degree 
audit processes. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.F Cross Listed Courses 
Sam noted that this item is just a follow-up on the issues with cross listed courses that were 
raised earlier just to see if there are any problems popping up.  Curricular changes can be made 
at the campus level.  Is there anything that the Board office needs to do to support the 
institutions?  AAC did not feel that there were any issues preventing them from working on this 
project. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.G Zero-Credit Courses – Follow Up 
Sam reported that the review on 0-credit courses was brought up by Dr. Warner because of 
issues that we have been aware of with enrollment reporting over the years.  There were 
decisions made to use courses to enforce some tracking issues that don’t necessarily tie to 
degree completion.   
 
Sam continued that enrollment reporting was set up so it is basically a snapshot of students 
who were enrolled in a course so some students who were in tracking courses, not pursuing 
credit, were included in the enrollment numbers.  While a manual process was used last fall to 
exclude those students, it was agreed that the course catalog needed to be reviewed and all 
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entries that are tracking only and not tied into an activity that is a degree requirement should 
be deleted. 
 
Sam circulated a report last fall with a request that the campuses use the report to clean up the 
data.  Spreadsheets were provided, one with lab courses included and one without.  Some 
courses were set up as 0-99 credits.  It is logical to get people to agree that there should be a 
more nominal range applied and that the range should start at 1 instead of 0.  There were 
really no audits in place before and students were registered in places where they really should 
not be registered. 
 
Sam suggested that AAC designate someone to go through this and come back with a set of 
recommendations for the next AAC meeting.  Tom noted that since the majority of the common 
courses are music, wouldn’t it make sense that the fine arts discipline council takes care of it?  
Sam noted that as we talked about this last fall, the music people were using this to register 
community people, maximizing the registration for these performing groups.  They really should 
not be enrolled in the capacity of a student. 
 
Cecelia was concerned that there is a BOR policy statement that everyone who is participating 
in a class needs to be enrolled.  And since they didn’t want to pay tuition, they were enrolled as 
0-credit.  Sam replied that he felt this goes back to doing an activity towards a degree 
requirement.  He understood the issue but didn’t think it was a policy issue.  Sam continued 
that there are strategies where we allow people to participate in activities where some earn 
credit and some do not.   
 
Mary Kay asked if a system-wide decision was made for a hiatus code.  Sam thought that those 
discussions were underway and campuses were identifying mechanisms to identify those 
students.   
 
Sam offered to assume responsibility for the music courses and talk to the same group as the 
music education programs.  He recognized that there is a gray area for students who need to or 
desire to participate in more than one ensemble but not necessarily earn credit for each one.  
He added that an additional issue is regarding community participation and how that should be 
handled.   
 
AAC concurred that the community folks participating and not registering as a student should 
then be referred to the visitor program.  It would condense the list to a set of 20 or so courses.  
Sam agreed that the community members bring value to the programs.  The way we are 
tracking them now counts them as a student although they are not students and not enrolled 
for credit. 
 
Sam will talk to the music education group about the music courses and using a zero-credit 
tracking course to enroll community participants as students.  A recommendation will come 
back to AAC in February. 
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Item 6.H Enforcement of Pre-requisites 
Sam noted that students are allowed to register for subsequent courses while they are enrolled 
in remedial courses and for those who fail that course, there is no way to notify those students 
that their enrollment in the subsequent course was removed.  Trudy has provided a summary of 
the process that takes place. 
 
Duane noted that this process happens at SDSMT but the issue remains that the students need 
to be manually removed from the report.   There has to be something done that is not manual. 
 
Mary Kay concurred that this has been an issue at SDSU and USD as well.  It would be 
beneficial to come up with a way to automate this and notify the student.   
 
Trudy will look into automating the process of notifying and removing students from 
subsequent courses when a student has failed a pre-requisite course.  She will provide data for 
the February AAC meeting. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.I Academic Calendars 
Sam reported that during BOR discussions in December, concerns were voiced by student 
leadership and so the Board asked that the calendars be held for consideration at the March 
board meeting.   Sam had asked each campus to provide a summary of how the information 
was distributed and discussed.  Summaries are included. 
 
Sam commented that we have reached a timeframe where at least one calendar needs to be 
approved.  Since students brought these concerns to the Board, the Board did not think that the 
information was vetted system-wide.  While people have disagreed about the proposed 
calendars, those disagreements have been heard and considered.   
 
Sam commented that he talked to the student federation earlier this month and there were 
concerns from NSU about the number of changes being made but not necessarily about any 
specific changes.   For the most part, students from the other five campuses were supportive of 
the drafts presented. 
 
Sam will contact the NSU Student Federation and ask that they provide details about the 
concerns they have with the proposed academic calendar.  These concerns would be 
communicated to the COPS and Board in March. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.J Program Productivity 
Sam reported that at the BOR retreat last fall, members established the expectation that AAC 
would develop and implement strategies for the ongoing review of program productivity.  AAC 
agreed on guidelines at the major level and would look at 5-year graduation rates.   
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He added that this is the first cut of the RIS data reporting on majors.  The report looks 
somewhat similar to the graduates when sorted by program.  There are still a significant 
number of majors with few graduates.  In addition, many of those transcripted do not seem to 
track back to a Board approved major.   
 
Sam noted that this is here for a review and clean up as well.  However, AAC does need to talk 
about pulling the data for the review reporting in time for the May meeting.  This was pulled 
from the active majors list and if something was pulled into this list that shouldn’t be there, we 
then have an issue with coding. 
 
How does this intersect with the report of low enrolled majors and making a recommendation?  
Sam replied that there were expectations established for those low-enrolled majors that were 
identified to the Board in 2010 and what was going to be done about those.  Those 
expectations stand.  At the same time, the Board established the requirement that this would 
become an annual process.  Every program will be reviewed.  The decision was made to do this 
at the major level rather than the program level, which was how the report was compiled last 
time. 
 
Sam noted that in some cases, the majors must be retained as an active major if there are 
students enrolled.  Trudy can phase out programs but not majors.  The major has to remain 
active until the program is totally out of students.  Majors are either an ACTIVE or INACTIVE.   
 
What are the strategies in place to make sure that students can only attach to a certain set of 
majors as we move forward?  DSU recommended that we go to the program level rather than 
the major level but Sam noted that we had the same problem at the program level.   
 
Any ideas on how to clean up the data should be circulated.  This is a report that the board 
expects annually.   
 
Sam had provided the campuses with a list of active majors.  AAC noted problems with some of 
the data.  Trudy will grant access to AAC members so they can initiate processes to clean up 
any data that is incorrect. 
 
The annual report to the Regents is scheduled for the May Board meeting.  The report will 
include the number of graduates for majors for the last 5 years.  Draft data were pulled and 
Daniel will circulate to AAC for review. 
 
The Board report will also include updates to the programs that were flagged during the 
program productivity report in June, 2010. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.K Placement, Remediation, Summer Bridge Programs 
Sam commented that this item has been discussed a few times in the past months and is here 
as a reminder that we want to discuss what to focus on in the near term.  As institutions are 
working on activities, they should let Sam know if there are any system guidelines and policies 
that are impeding progress in moving any of these types of projects forward.   
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Sam remarked that the system is continuing to have discussions with Pearsons especially as 
they are now developing a blended product with Knewton.  A demonstration will be coming up 
in Sioux Falls in early February.    
 
Is there an interest or concern about moving forward with Reading remediation?  Cecelia 
commented that DSU is concerned if it would move to a 0-level course.  Sam responded that 
we have talked about a blended approach, reading and writing together.  More activities like 
this are spinning out nationally and options are being reviewed.   
 
Tom remarked that given the number of students coming in with deficiencies, NSU is interested.  
Do the campuses want to keep doing things separately?  Rod responded that although he likes 
local control, he is interested in what others are doing.  AAC concurred.  Sam responded that 
reading is an issue on campus.  Not every campus has go-to people for reading remediation. 
 
Laurie noted that SDSU has READ 041, which students are required to take it if they score 18 
ACT reading or lower.  The faculty member involved is a reading specialist and does a 
wonderful job.  Lynn noted that USD does have a need for that but thought they could not 
require a remedial course for the student unless it’s Math or English.  Laurie noted that SDSU 
requires it.  Tom commented that NSU also requires READ 041 for those NSU students who 
have an 18 or below ACT score in reading.  At BHSU it is strongly recommended but not 
required. 
 
Institutions should let Sam know if there are any policies or guidelines that are impeding 
progress when working on activities that are part of campus-based 
placement/remediation/summer bridge-type projects. 
 
The BOR office has set up a demo of a blended MyMathLabs program with Pearsons/Knewton 
to be held in Sioux Falls on February 9th.   
 
AAC members should send the name of a representative to participate in a conference call to 
discuss reading/writing remediation projects.    
 
 
 
 
Item 6.L New Prefix Requests – SDSU and USD 
AAC approved the following new prefix requests for SDSU and USD. 
 

SDSU:  OM Operations Management 
USD:  SUST Sustainability 
USD:  IMC Integrated Medical Curriculum 

 
These will be added to the list of approved prefixes and posted to the AAC guidelines webpage. 
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Item 6.M Implementing the 60/120-Credit Hour Requirements 
Curricular changes 
Sam noted that this item is here for a discussion on any issues that the institutions may be 
running into as curriculum changes are being made.  Sam reported that he met with 
representatives from the system’s music education programs.  There was general agreement 
that these programs will come in around the 125 to 130 range of hours.  There are some 
variations but there is general agreement on the white paper and credit range.  Those 
programs will be positioned fairly well.   
 
Sam does plan to meet with Dr. Warner to see how he stands on this proposal.  He has met 
with the EDC and discussed program modifications briefly, but it seemed that the single 
discipline programs would be able to get to 120 hours.    
 
DSU is having difficulty with the AS in respiratory care program.  Sam noted that there is good 
rationale in cases where requirements are tied to licensure.  Lynn added that this is comparable 
to the ASN program which requires 65 credits.  It’s tied to licensure requirements.  Sam 
suggested that where there are similar programs offered in the region or nation, institutions 
include information on the average hours required for those programs.   
 
Sam noted that he has seen the list of exceptions from SDSU.  He’d like to see the list of 
exceptions from the other institutions as soon as they are ready.  Tom remarked that the major 
exception they will have is the accountancy program.  Sam agreed that the requirements for 
that program are fairly set at 150 hours. 
 
Rod reported that he thought the BHSU music program is at 124 hours and thought that NSU’s 
was a little higher.  Sam commented that in the original discussions, they were coming in at 
around 130 and he strongly encouraged them to get down below 130 hours.   
 
Sam commented that SDSU sent a waiver form shortly after the October AAC retreat that will 
be used system-wide.  There should be a waiver form for every program coming in above 120 
hours.   
 
Sam noted that the changes will go to the BOR for approval because the Board must approve 
those graduation requirements.  He felt that the changes should not be too controversial at the 
BOR level.  He thought the discussions will focus on the exceptions that are being requested.   
 
 
Operational activities 
Sam commented that Mines raised an issue about students who will have completed enough 
credits at the end of spring semester to meet the graduation requirements that will come on 
line this summer.  A few years ago, a change was made in policy that permitted students who 
had dropped out to earn a degree if they met the current requirements.  While this was done to 
allow students to earn an associate degree, this clarification was not written into policy.  Duane 
felt that we would have quite a few students that will fall into this category. 
 
Sam noted that we do say in policy that an academic year is fall and spring semesters.  If they 
are enrolled during spring semester and have not completed the requirements to earn the 
degree, then we expect them to come back in the fall to continue. 
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Sam remarked that we previously struck from policy the requirement that they had to be 
actively enrolled to fall under a new catalog for gradation.  The policy states that if the student 
who is not enrolled would petition to graduate on work completed previously, that the student 
will be held to the requirements in place in the current catalog.   
 
AAC did not feel that we needed to suggest a change to BOR policy 2:17.  Sam added that for 
those students who are coming in with the 120 credits, there is reason to believe they will not 
have all the program requirements.  The student must meet the program requirements.  While 
there will be a lot of students that think they fall into that group, after review there won’t be 
many that will be able to meet all the program requirements. 
 
When does this take effect?  By BOR policy, a catalog is in effect for summer, fall, and spring 
semesters.  The new requirements will go into effect in summer so students could graduate in 
summer with the new set of requirements.  Policy is the driver.   
 
Tom clarified that this policy will go into effect in June and the catalog will not be published 
until August.  Sam noted that by policy the catalog is in effect summer, fall, spring.  If revisions 
were approved, it is in effect summer term.  We could have more students graduate this 
summer if they can meet the program requirements. 
 
Sam had previously asked Trudy to also take the changes to MOCC.  They are discussing a few 
issues and may be coming forth with some items for AAC discussion at a future meeting. 
 
Sam met with the Music Education representatives who will be bringing in modifications within a 
certain credit range.  These programs will be positioned fairly well.  However, Sam does intend 
to talk to Dr. Warner to get his perspective on the changes. 
 
Institutions should send Sam a list of programs for which they plan to seek exceptions.  A 
rationale form from SDSU was provided following the October AAC retreat.  A form should be 
submitted for every program that is requesting an exception and submitted as soon as they are 
complete.  Sam would like time to review these proposals and also discuss the changes and 
rationales with Dr. Warner before these are formally considered by COPS and the BOR in March. 
 
Rod would like clarification on the process that AAC will take for submitting proposals for the 
changes to 60/120 hours.  Sam recommended that a simple modification form be completed for 
every program that is being changed.  He suggested the coversheet that identifies the program, 
the hours required, etc. and page 2 would identify the curriculum changes that are to be made 
and provide the justification for the changes.  Everyone would use the waiver form that was 
distributed by SDSU for the programs that are coming in above the 60/120 hour limit. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.N Terminal Degree Update – NSU 
NSU requests to update the terminal degree table for the accounting discipline to add Ed.D. 
with CPA and J.D. with CPA.  Tom noted that NSU is seeking accreditation from the 
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Accreditation Council of Business Schools and Programs and aligning the terminal degrees with 
the accreditation standards. 
 
This request will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in March. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.O Request to Seek Accreditation – NSU 
NSU requests to seek accreditation from the Accreditation Council of Business Schools and 
Programs.   
 
This request will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in March. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.P Mandatory Advisement 
Sam commented that BHSU had asked each campus to outline their approach to advising and 
those summaries are provided to AAC.  Rod added that he met with the BHSU faculty senate 
and the faculty are excited to be working with students.  BHSU will require freshman and 
sophomore advising.  Those who have declared majors will work with faculty members and 
those who have not will work with advisors in student life.  Duane added that Mines is also 
going to this approach.   
 
Lynn remarked that maintaining good communication with the department so the faculty is not 
feeling left out of the process has been very helpful.  She encouraged BHSU and Mines to make 
sure faculty are engaged as a professional advising model is implemented.   
 
What is the ratio of student to professional advisee for USD?  Lynn thought it was about 150 
students.  But each of them has another specific role that goes along with their advising 
responsibilities.  Laurie noted that at SDSU, their professional advisors only advise.  Each 
advisor has about 300 students or more.  After the first year, students are assigned to a faculty 
member.   
 
Tom reported that NSU uses professional advisors in their university college who advise 
freshman.  Only in the school of business does NSU have a professional advisor.  Students like 
it.  They are working on a grant to get a professional advisor for each college.      
 
Cecelia commented that DSU does not use professional advisors.  Rod added that the 
professional advisors at BHSU are in the student life department and have a ratio of about 
200/1.   
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Item 6.Q Creation of a Graduate School Council 
Sam reported that RIS staff forwarded a request from MOCC to add representatives of the 
graduate offices to their council.  He had asked questions because AAC had discussed this 
previously.  There are differences in complexity and work that is done, and in the policies and 
guidelines that are used for graduate programs.  The system is not as proscriptive of graduate 
programs as the undergraduate programs within the system. 
 
Sam felt that it’s not about the issues that MOCC deals with actually but rather that staff on 
some campuses were more interested in meeting so there can be mutual sharing and learning 
in more of an operational environment.   
 
Mary Kay noted that she has not heard a call about this at SDSU.  Duane concurred and 
remarked that there is no desire at Mines to push this issue.  USD agreed.     
 
AAC decided not to add graduate representatives to MOCC or to create a graduate school 
council.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.R Student Status 
Sam commented that even though students are admitted in a graduate program and 
completing requirements for a graduate program, they are considered undergraduate students 
when taking an undergraduate course requirement.  Mines has provided a specific example with 
their Biomedical Engineering program.  They are proposing to change the operational guidelines 
that if a graduate student is accepted into a graduate program they are considered a graduate 
student.  AAC agreed that this was appropriate. 
 
This would result in a change to MCR 16.  Sam and Trudy will follow up to make the change. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.S Plus/Minus Grading Resolution – SDSU 
Sam commented that NSU, Mines and now SDSU have all submitted resolutions to institute 
plus/minus grading.  BHSU and USD did not feel the need for it.  Cecelia reported that no 
discussions have been held at DSU.   
 
Cecelia reminded AAC that the options that colleague and datatel can handle without additional 
programming must be considered as well.  Sam agreed.  Our system depends on GPA.  How 
much programming and cost would it be to set up colleague to accommodate this?  This is 
another issue.   
 
Sam felt that this issue comes and goes.  There are some faculty that will just not use that 
option and it goes back and forth.  Mary Kay agreed.  She felt that the proposal came from 
consideration of what the student is doing for work.    
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Sam felt that we need to look at how much work is needed and what the impact would be 
should we go to this grading option.  We need to consider the technical and operational impacts 
it would have.   
 
Trudy will look into the operational impact of adding the plus/minus grading options to 
colleague.  AAC will also discuss with campus personnel and the item will come back to AAC in 
February for additional discussion. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.T Pre-Professional Options and Provisional Admissions  
Paul commented that AAC talked about a number of issues that surround the admissions policy.  
The board has approved the change to remove the computer literacy/science course 
requirement from the policy.  However, Paul felt that discussion is warranted before moving 
forward with provisional admissions.   
 
Provisional admissions 
Paul met with SAC and talked about this issue in length.  The common theme is that everyone 
is doing something with the AC3 and ACX students.  When students fall into one of these two 
classifications, campus personnel find themselves working more individually with the students 
and realized that they needed to do something unique for those students.  The approach varied 
among the institutions, i.e. courses, advising, etc. 
 
Although SAC representatives on the call were generally supportive, most noted that they would 
probably not see a decrease in yield rates that result from notifying the student that they have 
been granted admission as an exception.   
 
The meeting concluded with agreement to look at what other institutions are doing and to put 
together a recommendation on provisional admittance.  It would include what type of students 
would fall into that classification, what we would do with those students, the expectations or 
requirements we would impose, whether or how to address the timeline for academic good 
standing compared to the more standard student, etc.   Appropriate penalties would need to be 
established for not following through on certain requirements.  He added that we would also 
look at the remedial courses that the students were taking and look at the strategies we could 
use to find success for those students. 
 
Paul will write out the proposed revisions to the admissions policy so AAC can talk about those 
specific changes. 
 
 
Pre-professional options 
Paul commented that Sam had asked the same group to look at pre-professional coding as well.  
Each campus is trying to explore this in different ways.  He felt BHSU is the farthest along in 
terms of looking at applications and how they would be different, forcing a student to pick a 
program that has been approved by the Board.  Another set of interests would then come up 
for them to choose from.     
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The other strategy they talked about is that the student would pick an interest and then pick a 
program from another set of choices that are offered.  AAC had indicated that they did not want 
forced programming.  He felt this strategy would come closest to what AAC would like. 
 
Paul continued that the strategy they talked most about was being able to track the different 
types of interests that have been traditionally in the major field.   A similar approach to nursing 
or business would be used that would allow the institutions to retain, to an extent, those 
programs on campus that are traditionally classified as pre-xxx program.  This would then be 
deactivated when the student is fully admitted to the professional program.  It is important to 
track the student to know they are on path to their professional program but they are not yet 
admitted to that professional program. 
 
Paul talked briefly to Trudy yesterday and they are going to look at options for AAC review.  
Lynn clarified that the institution needs to be able to distinguish between the coding for 
programs that we actually have on campus, like nursing, and the coding between professional 
programs that they don’t have on campus, like veterinary.  If you don’t offer the professional 
program, the application wouldn’t automatically put students into certain programs.  It would 
get us moving away from the pre-programs where the students would not go forward in the 
same professional programs. 
 
Paul will talk further with Trudy to look at options for coding the students in pre-professional 
programs. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.U CLEP Guidelines 
Paul reported that AAC previously approved modifications to the CLEP guidelines to reflect the 
new CLEP exam for college composition.  The former exam for ENGL 101 was replaced with 
college composition modular and the college composition with essays.  Students passing the 
modular exam would receive credit for ENGL 101.  A student wanting credit for both ENGL 101 
and 201 would take the composition with essays exam.  The student taking the essay exam 
would need to receive the necessary combined score on both portions in order to receive credit 
for both 101 and 201.  
 
Two issues are emerging since adopting these guidelines.  We’re running into the student who 
took the original exam before the essay exam was available.  Can the student take the new 
composition essay exam in order to get credit for ENGL 201?  In previous guidelines, the 
student is not able to go on and take the CLEP over again.    
 
Paul commented that the recommendation is to add a footnote in the guidelines for clarity for 
the campuses and the centers.  There were some differences in how the campuses and centers 
were interpreting the guidelines. 
 
Paul commented that the previous guidelines stated that if the student fails the course, they 
can still take the CLEP and get a passing score.  It is recorded as an EX on their transcript.   
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Will the EX grade overwrite the F grade?  AAC should ask their registrars.  Some felt that the EX 
grade would replace the previous grade for GPA purposes.  This was talked about previously at 
AAC but the outcome was not recalled. 
 
Paul will research minutes when AAC talked about this issue in 2009 and bring additional 
information to AAC in February for further discussion. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.V IDEA Contract Renewal 
Paul noted that the IDEA contract expired in December.  They were willing to extend our pricing 
into spring but we will need to enter into a contract with them this spring.  He didn’t feel this 
was good timing to look for another tool.  He suggested that we agree to the 3-year contract.  
If AAC agrees, Paul will work to get this in order.   
 
What kind of price difference is the long form versus short form?  Paul responded that although 
the pricing used to be different, it’s now the same.  The only benefit we get from the short form 
is the lack of fatigue of the student.  We can get relatively the same type of data with the short 
form as we could with the long form.   
 
AAC agreed that Paul should move forward with renewing the current IDEA contract when it 
comes due this spring. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.W HLC Site Visit – SDSU 
Sam noted that this item is provided for information only.  Because of the increased interest in 
programs offered offsite, things have changed for the HLC.  With SDSU’s changes in programs 
to be delivered in Sioux Falls, it triggered the need to notify the HLC, which triggered a visit by 
the HLC to Sioux Falls.   This is requirement that others could be facing with the change in 
addresses in Sioux Falls and in Rapid City.  Mary Kay noted that they did the request for all 3 
locations, Sioux Falls, Rapid City and Pierre, but the HLC will only visit one place and they chose 
Sioux Falls.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.X Implementation of Common Core/SMARTER Balanced Assessments 
Sam noted that South Dakota is a member of the SMARTER Balanced consortium.  This group is 
to the point where higher education has been invited to become involved for the testing of 
students to demonstrate their college readiness.  At a minimum, the scores on the assessment 
in Math and English will need to be used, similar to the ACT subscores, as placement tools.  He 
has been designated as the higher education point person for the SMARTER Balanced 
Assessment Consortium for South Dakota.   
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Sam has circulated materials to the Math and English discipline councils and has copied in AAC 
members.  As the common core standards are being implemented, there are 2 consortiums 
organized to build the assessments as the state brings the programming into alignment with the 
common core standards.  There are additional assessments as well.  There is general 
agreement among higher education that this is understood and makes more sense to focus the 
assessments on the remedial/developmental side. 
 
South Dakota would be more receptive to a system that, for a group of students, would be 
placed into courses that they were prepared for.  It would be beneficial for us if the 
assessments did a better job of breaking out the deficiencies that students have so a plan of 
action could be developed. 
 
Sam noted that as we go forward there will be discussions about the assessment processes and 
whether the assessment items align with the standards, and if they are being configured at the 
appropriate level to measure college readiness.  Sam will forward any information he receives to 
AAC.   
 
Sam commented that these assessments are being written for K-12 students.  It is a subset of 
the questions and processes that directly impact most faculty in higher education.  He added 
that there could be some confusion if we throw everything out there.  If we need to focus on 
who should be getting the information, then a better job of explaining what is there and what is 
required is needed.     
 
Sam commented that it is important to note that this is not tied to high school graduation 
requirements.  They are hoping that as this assessment system is implemented in high school, 
strategies will be established that will help the student address any deficient skills before they 
move on to college.  Cecelia was concerned that if the high school does not do anything to help 
the student with deficiencies, the only benefit is that we will know 1 year earlier that the 
student will need to be remediated.  Sam replied that the majority of states have signed on to 
this project and students will be instructed based on these assessments.   
 
He added that the assessment would be done the junior year in high school.  It’s not tied to 
graduation requirements but it is college/career readiness.  Sam commented that it is expected 
that states/high schools will have some sort of programming during the senior year to help 
those students who do not meet the standards so they are college/career ready upon 
graduation.  At the same time there is the expectation that for those who do meet the college-
level requirements, high schools will be required to provide a set of college level options for 
those students if they are interested. 
 
Sam will continue to distribute materials to the discipline councils for review and will also copy 
AAC members as the processes unfold. 
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Item 6.Y Section Size Guidelines 
Proposed revisions to the section size guidelines were proposed to align the guidelines with 
approved BOR policy.  AAC concurred with the revisions. 
 
Jodi will post the updated guidelines on the AAC webpage. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.Z State-Level Projects:  Programs in Education 
Sam noted that a couple projects have been initiated that will affect the programs offered by 
the education units.  The first focuses on teacher education programs and discussions about 
barriers that have limited change in teacher preparation programs.  This was initiated by Drs. 
Warner and Schopp.  Dr. Warner has committed $10,000 so representatives can visit campuses 
who are implementing activities this spring.  There are a couple of states doing unique things.  
Tennessee has also implemented a project called Ready to Teach so there may be options to 
learn from that initiative as well. 
 
The Bush Foundation has awarded money to the BOR to be used to begin a project that will 
identify the critical skill sets that will be needed for superintendents and principals.  Similar 
awards were made in Minnesota and North Dakota.  If we can come up with some programs, 
there is thought that there may be money to do some implementation work as well as 
professional development activities. 
 
Sam noted that the money will also be used to work with faculty to redesign leadership 
programs.  Although BHSU and DSU do not offer educational leadership programs, the decision 
was made to include their reps in this process as well. 
 
Sam may be calling to talk about recruiting help with the state authorization project.  The 
biggest issue we face is lack of time with the Bush funds.  Money has to be spent by the end of 
the year.   
 
 
 
 
Item AA D2L Review and Contract Negotiations 
Paul provided the D2L comprehensive review document in the item.  The coversheet lays out 
the strategies that the management committee would like to go forward with.  The current 
agreement expires in August and he anticipates that we will move towards a 1-year contract 
extension.  The goal is to work more aggressively with D2L.  Paul also stressed that the only 
way a new 3 or 5-year contract will move forward is to address the following 3 issues.   

1. Support 
2. Integration   
3. Tool refinement and development 
 

Paul felt that these issues are brought forward to garner support for the management team.  
He explained the customization and specific features that we may want seem to take a back 
seat to what D2L is doing to broaden their market.  So in order to get more institutions to come 
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on board with them, the activities they promote aren’t necessarily what we want to take 
advantage of without additional costs to us. 
 
Paul is asking for AAC approval to support the motion to start negotiations with D2L to address 
these fundamental issues and see what type of responses D2L provides.  The group is open to 
looking at different vendors if it is not viable for us to address the larger concerns.  He felt the 
management committee would need to expand at that point.  Kurt added that the other piece 
to keep in mind is the time and effort involved in creating all those courses and the migration to 
another tool would be very difficult and time consuming.  Paul agreed. 
 
Tom echoed Kurt’s concerns and has heard a lot of frustration with D2L on their campus.  It 
seems to have gotten worse.  Paul responded that we went to an upgrade recently which 
created problems.  After that there was a server issue.  He felt that a few things transpired 
during the last couple months when they were trying to do their review. 
 
Paul said that with the data collected a year ago, their general reaction was positive.   If we did 
the same poll a couple months ago, the reaction would be very different.  If we tell D2L that 
the biggest issue will be support, we need to stress that we need someone on their end that 
will address that issue.  Tom agreed.  He felt that if we could get some attention on our 
campuses when we do have the issues, he thought we may come to a better place.  At this 
point, it seems to be figuring out how to address all the issues that are popping up.  
 
Paul added that USD’s contract with Turnitin ended on the 14th.  There were 4 institutions 
interested in going forward.  They are working through some of the issues.  He said that NSU is 
still talking about this as well.  Paul continued that the new contract does include more than it 
did previously.  He would have to submit the purchase order by the end of next week. 
 
 
 
 
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 
 
Mc Graw Hill Contract: 
Sam commented that McGraw Hill provides a full suite of materials for faculty but we have to do 
a system agreement.   Paul commented that he is working now on a structured contract.  All 
questions from the campuses have been addressed.  Details and certain issues are still being 
worked on.  He still has questions and has asked for clarification on some issues.   
 
Sam noted that Coursemark also contacted us.  They are essentially a “bundler” formed by 5 
major publishing houses to create a holding for e-texts.  It seems to be the suite of players that 
are on the market.  They also have integrated product with D2L.  It looks like the pricing 
information could be beneficial.  He has asked for additional information that would come back 
to this group for discussion.     
 
Sam and Paul had planned to take this information to D2L committee or does AAC feel that we 
need to create another group to consider these types of activities?    
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Tom did not feel that we should create another group.  One thing that NSU is emphasizing is 
that D2L reps need to communicate more to the VPAA.  Paul noted that the D2L committee 
covers all spectrums but those that actually participate on the bi-weekly calls tend to be more 
technical-oriented. 
 
Paul felt that there could be a need to create another group but to make the e-text 
environment work you almost have to create another group.  Sam agreed.  Given the size of 
South Dakota, it makes more sense to have discussions at the system level when students are 
taking courses from different institutions.  We want a group that can be objective. 
 
Paul felt that some on the D2L committee are somewhat uncomfortable making certain 
decisions anyway and end up sending issues back to other groups for discussion.  Sam 
suggested that AAC talk to their colleagues on campus and think about what we can do at the 
system level to help in this process.  The environment is changing rapidly. 
 
This item will come back to AAC in February for additional discussion. 
 
 


