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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 

November 10, 2011 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING 
 
The Academic Affairs Council met via conference call on Thursday, November 10, 2011 with the 
following persons participating:  BHSU, Rod Custer; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Tom Hawley; 
SDSMT, Duane Hrncir; SDSU, Laurie Nichols & Mary Kay Helling; USD, Chuck Staben, Kurt 
Hackemer & Laurie Becvar; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Paul Turman, Daniel Palmer, Trudy Zalud, and 
Jodi Gabriel. 
 
 
Item 1 Additions to the Agenda: 

• Success rates in math courses 
• French & German shared programs 

 
 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes of the Meeting 
Any changes or corrections to the minutes for September should be sent to Sam and Jodi.   
 
 
 
 
Item 3 Consent Agenda Items 

Item 3.A.1 Program Modifications - SDSU 
SDSU has submitted the following program modifications as well as three proposals to 
place programs on inactive status or to terminate them.  No concerns were voiced by 
AAC members.  These proposals will move forward to the COPS and Board meetings for 
December. 
 
Program Placement on Inactive Status or Termination 

• Biological Sciences (Ph.D.)- Animal and Range Sciences specialization, and 
Human Nutrition and Food Science specialization 

• Entrepreneurial Studies- Social Entrepreneurship specialization 
• Entrepreneurial Studies- Technology Management specialization 

 
Substantive Program Modifications 

• Agricultural and Biosystems Engineering–reduction in total credits required to 
130 

• Architecture -revised curriculum and reduction in total credits required to 120 
• Biobased Products and Bioenergy (Certificate)- name change 
• Biological Sciences (MS) – change in distribution of credits 
• Civil and Environmental Engineering–reduction in total credits required to 130 
• Electrical Engineering–reduction in total credits required to 130 
• General Studies (AA) –reduction in total credits required  
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• General Studies (BGS) –reduction in total credits required to 120 
• History of Modern and Contemporary Art (Certificate)- revised name 
• Mechanical Engineering –reduction in total credits required to 130 
• Curriculum and Instruction (MEd) – addition of ECE specialization 
• Medical Laboratory Science-  revised curriculum and reduction in total credits 

required 
• Dietetics (MS) – change in distribution of credits 
• Psychology (Minor)- change in distribution of credits 

 
 
Item 3.A.2 Program Modifications - USD 
USD has submitted the following program modifications for consideration.  No concerns 
were voiced by AAC members.  These proposals will move forward to the COPS and 
Board meetings for December. 
 
Substantive Program Modifications 

• Physical Education, B.S. - Total credits in supportive coursework and electives 
• Earth Science, B.S./Minor/Teaching Minor - re-name program and minors to: 

Earth Sciences; total supportive and coursework required 
• Health Minor (teaching) - total credits required electives and total for program 

 
 
Item 3.A.3 Program Modifications - SDSMT 
SDSMT has submitted the following program modifications for consideration.  No 
concerns were voiced by AAC members.  These proposals will move forward to the 
COPS and Board meetings for December. 
 
Substantive Program Modifications 

• BS in Chemistry 
• BS in Physics 
• MS in Atmospheric Sciences 
• B.S. in Science in Interdisciplinary Sciences Specialization: Atmospheric Sciences  
• B.S. in Science in Interdisciplinary Sciences Specialization:  Pre-Professional 

Health Sciences  
• B.S. in Science in Interdisciplinary Sciences Specialization:  Science, Technology 

& Society 
 

Exception to 120 Credit Hour Degree 
• Request for Exception to 120 Credit Hour Degree  
 

Substantive Program Modifications - 120 Credit Hour Revisions  
• B.S. in Chemical Engineering 
• B. S. in Civil Engineering   
• B. S. in Computer Engineering   
• B. S. in Electrical Engineering   
• B. S. in Environmental Engineering   
• B. S. in Geological Engineering   
• B. S. in Industrial Engineering and Engineering Management   
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• B. S. in Mechanical Engineering   
• B. S. in Metallurgical Engineering  
• B. S. in Mining Engineering  

 
 
Item 3.B.1 Course Modifications - General Education Revisions 
Sam is reviewing some of the revisions that were submitted this week.  Any questions 
should be sent to Sam.    
 
The general education revisions will go forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in 
December. 
 
Sam anticipates that the BOR discussions will play out similar to discussions the past few 
years.  The Regents understand that curricular changes, including changes to general 
education, continuously occur and should be approved.  However, they expect that 
these be subjected to a rigorous review both at the campus and at the system level.  He 
asked that all VPAAs be prepared to briefly explain their proposals if necessary. 
 
Kurt noted that USD’s proposal will significantly change their IGRs.  The changes are 
part of the strategy to moving program requirements to 120 hours.  BHSU and SDSU are 
changing their IGRs as well.  Rod commented that BHSU currently has an IGR research 
requirement and they are broadening it to more of an applications course where 
research will be one component and international affairs will be another.  They are 
staying at 11 credit hours required. 
 
 
Item 3.B.2 Course Modifications - SDSU 
SDSU has submitted the following course modifications.  These proposals will be 
forwarded for review by the Executive Director and be reported on the Interim Actions 
Report for the December BOR meeting. 
 
New Course Requests 

• ARCH 131 Building Thinking 
• ARCH 151 Design Practice I 
• ARCH 152 Design Practice II 
• ARCH 211 Building History I 
• ARCH 251 Design Practice III 
• ARCH 252 Design Practice IV 
• ARCH 311 Building History II 
• ARCH 331 Preparatory Building Shop  
• ARCH 351 Preparatory Architecture Studio 
• GEOG 460-560 Geopolitics 
• GER 211 Intermediate Oral Practice 
• GER 330 Reading and Writing for Communication 
• GER 353 Introduction to German Literature 
• HIST 444 Europe in the Age of Dictators 1914-1945 
• IDS 100 Concepts in Sustainability 
• ME 700 Graduate Colloquium 
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• MLS 412 Laboratory Methods 
• MLS 451 Immunohematology II 
• MLS 451L Immunohematology II Lab 
• MLS 471 Advanced Medical Diagnostics 
• MLS 471L Advanced Medical Diagnostics Lab 
• MLS 483 Senior Seminar 
• NFS 710 Dietary and Herbal Supplements 
• NFS 724 Nutrition Education in the Community 
• NFS 730 Nutritional Aspects of Oncology 
• NFS 735 Trends in Dietetics 
• NFS 769 Health Care Administration for Dietetics 
• NFS 770 Food Writing for the Professionals 
• NFS 775 Nutrigenomics and Health 
• SPAN 415 Extensive Reading in Spanish 
• SPAN 437 Topics in Film Studies 
• SPAN 486 Early Modern Spain 
• WL 361 Survey of Amphibians and Reptiles 

 
Revised Course Request: Common Course 

• DCOM 131 Introduction to Communication Disorders 
• DCOM 211 Phonetics 
• DCOM 212 Language Development 
• GEOG 358 Political Geography 
• HIST 420 Contemporary Europe 

 
 
Item 3.B.3 Course Modifications - USD 
USD has submitted the following course modifications.  These proposals will be 
forwarded for review by the Executive Director and be reported on the Interim Actions 
Report for the December BOR meeting. 
 
New Course Requests 

• CJUS/POLS 340 Mock Trial 
• HSC 375 The United States and Global Healthcare Systems  
• HSC 475/575 Process and Outcomes Evaluation 
• KSS 240 Organization/Administration in Kinesiology & Sport Science 
• MICR 724 Virology 
• NURS 430 Interdisciplinary Evidence Based Care 
• PHIL 287 Philosophy of Art 
• PHTH 714 Integumentary Physical Therapy I 
• SOCW 484/584 Social Work with Native Families and Children 
• SOCW 486/586 Social Work and Mental Health 
• SURG 828 Pediatric Urology Surgery 

 
Revised Course Requests 

• BIOL 153 General Biology II 
• BME 790 Seminar 
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Authority to Offer Existing Common Course Requests 
• HIST 441 History of Great Britain 

 
 
Item 3.B.4 Course Modifications - SDSMT 
SDSMT has submitted the following course modifications.  These proposals will be 
forwarded for review by the Executive Director and be reported on the Interim Actions 
Report for the December BOR meeting. 
 
New Course Requests 

• CEE 651 Advanced Steel Design 
• CEE 731/731L Current Topics in Water Quality Assessment 
 

Revised Course Request:  Common Course 
• EM 331 Fluid Mechanics 
• CHEM 342 Physical Chemistry I 
• CHEM 342L Physical Chemistry I Lab  
• CHEM 344 Physical Chemistry II  
• CHEM 344L Physical Chemistry II Lab  
• CEE 457/457L Indeterminate Structures 

 
 
Item 3.C.1 Student Success Conference 2012 
Paul commented that the item provides details on future planning of the next student 
success conference.  Last year’s conference was successful.  He had asked for feedback 
on what attendees would like to see if we were to continue with another conference.  
 
The common themes within the comments are provided.  SAC also talked about ideas 
during their October meeting and felt that a conference focused on the intersection 
between student learning and student success would be the most beneficial.   
 
Paul noted that he was asked to reply to a Complete College America survey and one 
item that they focused on was the time to degree.  Our system is moving in that 
direction.  They also talked a lot about remediation.  Having a conference on 
remediation may be a way to merge the conference with the CCA discussions that are 
happening now. 
 
Chuck agreed with Paul that a conference on CCA issues with a remediation focus would 
be beneficial.  He added that a focused conference will allow the institutions to send the 
proper people for maximum benefit.  Paul agreed. 
 
Laurie concurred and added that SDSU is working on math remediation but the other 
group also affected is academic advising.  Chuck agreed that advising needs to play a 
role. 
 
Paul felt that the conference would benefit by including all remediation strategies rather 
than just focusing on math.  Institutions are doing good things in English and reading 
remediation as well. 
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Sam asked if there were any responses to the information Daniel provided last week on 
the success rates of entry level math courses in the system.  The success rate in almost 
every course on every campus is about 50%.   We are losing a significant number of 
students because of their inability to be successful in the entry level courses.    
 
Sam continued that there seems to be a disconnect in what the student is actually 
prepared for versus what is expected of students when they do come into the university 
system.  Sometimes students are just not committed to develop mastery of a course.   
 
Chuck noted that the grades for calculus did not come as a surprise, but the grades are 
reflective of what is going on nationally.  Sam noted that often when the student wants 
to major in the sciences or engineering and their only choice is to step back a year to 
take pre-calculus, they will sometimes just leave the major and move to something else.  
Duane added that calculus is almost the first course for most programs at SDSMT.  He 
felt that the percentages could always be better. 
 
Sam noted that the data will be forwarded to the Math Discipline Council for discussion.  
A report may go to the Board for the March or May meeting. 
 
Institutions should send any additional ideas for the conference to Paul. 
 
 
Item 3.C.2 CAAP Report 2010-2011 
Daniel commented that the CAAP report summarizes the 2010-2011 test takers.  Most 
noteworthy is that the system wide subset scores dropped in writing, reading, and 
science.  The numbers were driven by drops at SDSU, BHSU, and USD.  The others were 
roughly the same as in previous reports.   
 
Daniel explained the data that was presented in the report.  This would go forward to 
the BOR in December for their information as well. 
 
Laurie asked for an explanation about the gains table on page 10.  Daniel felt that the 
data are not really comparable because of a change in ACT’s methodology.  Paul felt we 
could highlight some of the reasoning on why the data drops at 2009-10 and forward.   
 
Daniel noted that there are other factors that may drive the drop in performance.  It 
turns out that transfer students do not do as well on any of the CAAP exams; and this 
year there were more transfer students taking the exam than last year.  Paul agreed 
with Daniel that the analysis on transfer students would be added to the BOR report. 
 
AAC asked Daniel to pull specific data on the success rate for those students who took 
the quantitative literacy courses as part of their general education core. 
 
The CAAP report will move forward to the December COPS and Board meetings.  
Institutions should send any issues with the report to Daniel. 
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Item 4.A.1 New Program - SDSMT, MS in Mining Engineering 
SDSMT has submitted a new program proposal for an MS in Mining Engineering.  This proposal 
will move forward to the COPS and BOR in December.  Any concerns should be sent to Paul 
Gough for the COPS and BOR coversheets. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.A.2 New Program - DSU, Minor in Digital Editing 
DSU has submitted a new program proposal for a Minor in Digital Editing.  This proposal will 
move forward to the COPS and BOR in December.  Any concerns should be sent to Paul Gough 
for the COPS and BOR coversheets. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.A.3 New Program - USD, BA/BS in Sustainability 
USD has submitted a new program proposal for a BA/BS in Sustainability.  This proposal will 
move forward to the COPS and BOR in December.  Any concerns should be sent to Paul Gough 
for the COPS and BOR coversheets. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.B.1 New Certificate Program - SDSU, Certificate in Graphic Design 
SDSU has submitted a new proposal for a Certificate in Graphic Design.  This proposal will move 
forward to the COPS and BOR in December.  Any concerns should be sent to Sam for the COPS 
and BOR coversheets. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.C.1 New Site Request - SDSU, BS in Sociology - Online 
SDSU has submitted a new site request for a BS in Sociology, online.  This proposal will move 
forward to the COPS and BOR in December.  Any concerns should be sent to Paul Gough for the 
COPS and BOR coversheets. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.C.2 New Site Request - NSU - BS in Banking & Financial Services - Rapid City & Pierre 
NSU has submitted a new site request for a BS in Banking & Financial Services, Rapid City and 
Pierre.  This proposal will move forward to the COPS and BOR in December.  Any concerns 
should be sent to Paul Gough for the COPS and BOR coversheets. 
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Item 4.C.3 New Site Request - NSU, BS in Business Administration - Online 
NSU has submitted a new site request for a BS in Business Administration, online.  This 
proposal will move forward to the COPS and BOR in December.  Any concerns should be sent to 
Paul Gough for the COPS and BOR coversheets. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.D.1 Intent to Plan - NSU, AS in Biotechnology 
NSU has submitted an intent to plan proposal for an AS in Biotechnology.  This proposal will 
move forward to the COPS and BOR in December.  Any concerns should be sent to Paul Gough 
for the COPS and BOR coversheets. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.D.2 Intent to Plan - BHSU, MS in Sustainability 
BHSU has submitted an intent to plan proposal for an MS in Sustainability.  This proposal will 
move forward to the COPS and BOR in December.  Any concerns should be sent to Paul Gough 
for the COPS and BOR coversheets. 
 
 
 
 
Item 5.A State Authorization Update 
Sam noted that the system continues to work through the processes required to meet the 
requirements established in federal guidelines.  Both the campuses and the EUC group are 
working on some things.   
 
In addition, we are talking with the executive branch and other post secondary providers about 
establishing a mechanism in SD so the state itself can come into compliance.  For instance, 
there must be a complaint process in place.  This requirement falls on each of the institutions as 
well.  The BOR system office will work with the executive branch on legislation. 
 
Sam commented that this was a topic at the WICHE meeting last week.  Although he hasn’t had 
time to follow up with Dr. Warner, there is a thought that the program integrity rules allow for 
consortium agreements to come into play and that the consortiums will include a large number 
of states.  One concern is that many of our neighboring states as well as SD will be excluded 
from the consortiums simply because of our relatively lax standards. 
 
Sam noted that everyone continues to work through the federal guidelines. 
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Item 6.A.1 Policy Changes – Align with 120/60 Hour Degrees 
The Board recently adopted a policy establishing a limit of 120 credit hours for baccalaureate 
degrees and 60 credit hours for associate degrees.  The following sections of BOR policies need 
to be revised to align with this new standard.  These revisions will move forward to the COPS 
and BOR meetings in December.   
 
Tom also noted BOR policy 2:10 has a reference to the 120/60 limits in section 9, Honors 
designation for Graduation.  BOR staff will add this section to the proposed policy revision.   

 
Policy 2:5 Transfer of Credit 
Section 10 of this policy establishes specific limits on the number of credit hours that can be 
transcripted that have been validated using a method other than a nationally recognized exam.   
 

10. Credit Received Through Validation Methods  
 

A. Credit earned through validation methods other than nationally recognized 
examinations is limited to a maximum of 3230 hours of credit for baccalaureate 
degrees and 1615 hours of credit for associate degrees. 

 
1) Validation of Military credit is limited to an additional 3230 hours of credit for 

baccalaureate degrees and an additional 1615 hours of credit for associate 
degrees. 

 
Policy 2:10 Grades and Use of Grade Point Averages (GPA) 
Section 3 of this policy establishes progression standards tied to credit hours completed/class 
standing.   
 

3. Minimum Progression Standards 
 

Class  Credit Hour Range  GPA Standard 
Freshman  0-31.9929.99  2.0 
Sophomore  32-63.9930-59.99  2.0 
Junior  64-95.9960-89.99  2.0 
Senior  9690+  2.0 

 
Policy 2:29 Definition of Credits and Related Institutional Requirements 
Section 1.C of this policy establishes the minima that degree seeking students need to meet to 
earn a degree.   
 

C. Institutional Credit Requirements for Degree-Seeking Students 
 

1) Minimum number of credit hours that must be earned from the institution 
granting the degree: 
 
Baccalaureate  32 30 hours 
Associate   16 15 hours 
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2) Number of the last credit hours earned preceding completion of the degree that 
must be earned from the institution granting the degree: 
 
Baccalaureate  16 15 of the last 3230 hours 
Associate   8 of the last 1615 hours 

 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.2 BOR 2:3 Admissions 
Computer Science Course 
Paul noted that the proposal removes the computer science requirement from the admissions 
policy.  He noted that this requirement has been removed from the high school graduation 
requirements and courses are no longer being offered at some high schools.   The original 
intent was to wait to take this change to the BOR until we have conversations on other issues.  
But Paul would like to take this proposal to the BOR in December to give us a chance to talk 
about other admissions issues with the Board as well.   
 
AAC concurred with the recommendation to remove the computer science requirements in the 
admissions policy as well as the Regents scholar requirements.  The revision will move forward 
for consideration at the COPS and BOR meetings in December.   
 
Math & Science Course Requirements 
Paul noted that this issue came out the Complete College America discussions of remediation.  
Dr. Warner felt that the high school community would not be accepting of adding another 
required year for math and science after the recent revisions to the graduation requirements.   
 
Paul commented that the point of this discussion is to talk about adding a 4th year of required 
math and science to our admissions requirements.  He did a little research of area states and 
the only public institution that requires 4 years of math and only 3 years of science is the 
University of Nebraska/Lincoln.  Other area states have 3 years of both as their requirement. 
 
He continued that we do have more students coming in with 4 years of math and science 
however.  Do we want to have a broader, statewide discussion or maybe stay in line with what 
is required for high school graduation?  What are AAC’s thoughts? 
 
Chuck commented that everyone recognizes that 4 years of math in high school is the 
preparation that we want our students to have.  But we also want students.  He suggested that 
the Executive Director and the Education Secretary discuss how we can get more students 
prepared for college.   
 
Sam noted that we could go forward with some observations about the current state of affairs, 
show the data and let the BOR make some public statements that we are considering going to 4 
years of math and science as requirements.  In the end, we agree that the most important 
thing is a discussion between the BOR and K-12 to better align expectations with an 
understanding that the outcome is an expectation that we will work on preparing more students 
for college.   
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Chuck felt this was appropriate but doesn’t feel that we could afford to hold fast to a 4-year 
requirement as much as he would like.  Sam agreed and added that it was important to push 
the discussion with our colleagues in K-12, which should also occur at the Executive Director 
and DOE Secretary level.   
 
Sam suggested that since there is a math group that includes K-12 teachers, maybe we as a 
group should agree to sponsor a roundtable, ask a few high school principals to sponsor with 
us, and see if we can seed a conversation about this issue.  Is this something that would be of 
interest to our math faculty?   
 
Chuck felt that was a good idea.  We have a number of students coming into college that are 
really just not prepared for higher education and we should work with them to help get those 
students prepared for college-level work.  This would be a joint effort.  Sam added that a letter 
was sent out to math educators and reviewed by the MDC that was done in very good fashion.  
Some discussions have occurred.   
 
Sam felt that we all know there are students that are not interested in math.  Our schools have 
been able to track them into other courses so they can graduate.  Now that they are required to 
take geometry and algebra II, the instructors struggle with establishing meaningful standards 
that prepare those students that are going on to college.  The question is how we can work 
together to support the high school math teachers that are trying to prepare the student for 
college level work. 
 
This initiative may be something that Sam will explore with a couple math faculty next spring at 
their meeting in Huron.  The VPAAs are invited to attend that meeting. 
 
AAC felt a conversation between the Executive Director and the Secretary of Education on how 
to get more students prepared for college would be appropriate.  Sam will talk to math faculty 
and possibly take the topic to the K-12 math teachers meeting in Huron in the spring. 
 
 
Provisional Admittance 
Paul noted that AAC has previously talked about provisional admission in order to provide 
institutions with the authority to admit a percentage of students into their university as 
exceptions, after they have failed to meet either the bachelor or associate degree admissions 
requirements.   
 
The big question earlier was whether provisional admittance will have an impact on student 
financial aid eligibility.  This question was given to the financial aid module and they noted that 
if the student can meet the federal financial aid eligibility, which would be less than what we 
would have for provisional admittance, then students would be eligible.  Paul has provided 
some information on peer institutions that have some sort of provisional admittance.   
 
The idea was to eliminate the AC3 and ACX admitting codes.  Classifications of students would 
be either non-degree seeking or degree seeking.  Dr. Warner showed interest in this approach 
because we recognize that the student may have some deficiencies, and we need to get 
something addressed either before enrollment or within the first semester of enrollment.  We 
may need to shift our approach to this issue.   
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Paul said that since everyone seems to agree that we should explore this approach, he 
suggested that AAC decide on what group should discuss the process and requirements that 
should review this option.  Is AAC still interested in reviewing the issue? 
 
Cecelia suggested that AAC have the enrollment management people talk about this before we 
act on it.  She did not think that admissions would initially be in favor.  Paul understood that 
there may be reservations about a new process.  When looking at the AC3 and ACX data groups 
now, many of those students are not successful in our system.   
  
Laurie B noted that USD was concerned about impact of enrollment on USD with the out of 
state students.  She said that a student could be admitted in their own state but possibly have a 
provisional admittance status at USD.  Paul concurred this could happen.  Sam felt that this 
would only happen if the student would be fully admitted at a community college, rather than a 
public institution.     
 
Paul noted that we have to show the student what they need to do in order to be admitted.  
There have to be expectations established.  There are sets of students who we admit, take their 
money and yet we know that in a year, they will be gone.  We have to do something differently. 
 
Are there political issues that are driving this?  Cecelia commented that we sometimes hear that 
we are open admissions, etc.  Sam responded that his perspective is that the legislators have 
been on the other side of the issue.  At the level of the Board, we more often hear ‘why are you 
admitting that student’, and it’s backed up by the high school transition report.  We need to do 
a better job of getting the students through our system and look at what can we do to make 
that happen.   
 
DSU already uses a sort of provisional admittance; if the student does not follow the criteria, 
Cecelia will administratively withdraw them.   Paul agreed that there may be different things 
that each of the institutions do already, however there is not a system requirement.  We want 
to make this more front and center because sometimes the student doesn’t even know they are 
admitted provisionally.   
 
Laurie noted that we do this very clearly within the graduate schools.  Cecelia added that DSU 
sends a separate admissions letter to those that are given provisional admittance.   
 
Paul will follow up with SAC, enrollment services, and admissions to see what the initial hurdles 
may be and solicit suggestions on what the best approach may be.  We want to make this 
consistent across the system. 
 
AAC did not want to make a decision about the provisional admittance before SAC and/or the 
admissions directors have had a chance to talk about any issues and to analyze what DSU is 
already doing.  The goal is to make this consistent across the system. 
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Item 6.A.3 BOR 2:5 Transfer of Credit 
Sam noted that current policy on validation of credit came forward from the registrars group.  
He added that while all grades are recorded, only the last grade is included in any calculations.  
The registrars want to revise the current credit by validation language where in certain cases, 
credit through validation does not replace or remove a previous grade. 
 
Kurt added that this has been talked about within the campus environment as well.  Mary Kay 
felt that we need to be similar to how this is handled within the region. 
 
Sam noted that he would have concerns about this change in policy.  If we allow a student to 
repeat a course in order to change a grade, why would this method, credit by validation, be 
excluded?  He felt that this change in policy could have impact for the SDOS students, those in 
good academic standing, etc.  For a small set of students, there will be some impact here. 
 
Cecelia said that the registrars felt that a failing grade on a course should not be removed from 
the GPA calculations just because the student passed a CLEP, DANTES, or AP exam.  Sam 
responded that if a student demonstrated competency at another university, that passing grade 
would replace the F received. 
 
Laurie Becvar remarked that if we are going to embrace methods of validation of learning, then 
those methods should be viewed as a valid grade.  Mary Kay agreed.  Laurie continued that this 
seems to be restrictive and not friendly to the adult learners.  Sam added that if a student can 
demonstrate competency at some point in time, why penalize the student who uses AP, CLEP, 
or DANTES rather than taking the course again. 
 
Sam noted that there will always be questions about the “validity” of these methods.  Kurt felt 
that the credit by exam requirement could be abused.  He suggested that we make sure that 
there are clear expectations for credit by exam. 
 
Trudy will talk to the Registrar’s group to find out the background on why a proposal to modify 
the policy came forward.  AAC would like to table this proposal and discuss more about transfer 
of credit.  This item will come back to AAC in January or February. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.4 BOR 2:6 Academic Calendars 
Sam commented that the revision to BOR 2:6 aims to address an issue that we have tried to 
deal with indirectly over the years.  The existing policy covered every part of the calendar year 
except the period between fall and spring semester.  As a result, there were always questions 
about how courses that were held or that begin/end during that time frame, including how this 
affects financial aid, etc. should be addressed. 
 
Sam has talked to the financial aid group and they agreed to the recommended language 
provided.  They recognize that anything that happens between the fall and the spring interterm 
period is transcripted in the spring semester.    
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Laurie suggested that the reference to the medical school being on a quarterly system be struck 
from policy since they have changed to a semester-based system.  They still operate on their 
own calendar.  She suggested that for the approval process, “or designee” be added to #2 and 
#3.   
 
She added that she would like to see a little more clarification on the type of courses offered; 
however, Sam would like to keep this as general as possible.  He suggested adding a statement 
that carries the implication that courses may be offered when needed to fulfill the needs of the 
institutions. 
 
AAC provided editorial revisions.  Sam will make those changes before moving the policy on the 
academic calendar forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in December. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.B.1 Revision to Guidelines and Procedures to Align with 120/60 Hour Degrees 
Sam noted that there are system guidelines and procedures that were implemented based on 
the 128/64 credit hour requirements, i.e. registration.  Sam is suggesting that MOCC and the 
functional committees review the guidelines and procedures and make changes as needed to 
bring those into compliance with system policy.   AAC agreed with Sam’s approach. 
 
Sam will compile a list of the functional groups (registrars, financial aid officers, admissions, 
assessment officers) to review the issues that will affect operational guidelines as policies are 
revised and programs move to 120/60 credit hours. 
 
Sam will email the list to Trudy for dissemination among those groups.  The item will come back 
to the January AAC meeting for additional discussion. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.C Implementation of the 120-Credit Hour Requirements 
Sam noted that in October the BOR approved the recommended policy changes that established 
a 120/60 credit hour program requirement.  The BOR also established June 30th as a date for all 
curricular changes to be completed.  However, AAC talked about bringing those changes to the 
BOR in March if they were to be included in the 2012-2013 catalog. 
 
Rod commented that BHSU is planning to let students move to the new catalog.  Duane added 
that students are asking at SDSMT to move to the 120 hour requirement.  He noted that 
SDSMT will also allow students to do this unless there is something in policy that will prevent 
Mines from doing this.   
 
Sam remarked that no one can graduate at the reduced credit hour requirement until the 
modifications are approved.  Those modifications need to be packaged appropriately. 
 
Tom noted that the music education programs will probably request a waiver and suggested 
they convene and talk about the new requirements.  Sam agreed that this would be beneficial.  



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 

pg. 15 

He added that he met with the Education Discipline Council and believes that they will discuss 
the IGRs and offer possible suggestions.  He has heard from the business deans that changes in 
general education should be made.  Since there is narrow set of system requirements, we 
would need an important reason to change those requirements. 
 
Sam continued that campuses should be having discussions about their IGRs.  There are also 
subtle variations in how the separate institutions count general education courses, i.e. double 
counting a course and an IGR requirement.  He has been referring the business deans back to 
the VPAA rather than have a separate discussion or propose changes to general education. 
 
Rod was not interested in opening up a discussion of the general education review because he 
is concerned about the deadlines imposed.  Chuck noted that USD has a change to their IGRs 
that were already underway.  Tom noted that NSU will be cutting free electives.  Laurie added 
that SDSU did not want to look at a general education review.  Cecelia echoed Laurie’s 
comment. 
 
Sam commented that everyone should continue to affirm that system general education 
requirements would not be reviewed.  He added that if the EDC came forward with a proposal, 
he did not feel it would have much support.  He added that the EDC were concerned that 
secondary education programs could end up at more than 120 hours because the faculty in 
arts/science were finding it difficult to reduce credits in the content area.   Tom concurred that 
NSU is having this discussion as well. 
 
Mary Kay noted that physics education is one area that is struggling.   Chuck agreed that for 
those degrees that reside in education, this maybe an issue that could be difficult for them.  
Sam asked the VPAAs to monitor the issue.   
 
Sam will contact Al LaFave from NSU and ask him to convene a group of the music education 
faculty.  Music education is one program that may need to come in with an exception to the 
120 credit requirement.  Sam will also ask the VPAAs to assign the appropriate staff to discuss 
the modifications.  Sam felt the best approach would be to come in with a common system-
wide recommendation if these programs will be requesting exceptions. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.D Academic Calendars 
Sam commented that the committee has received comments from the campuses and felt that 
they have hit middle ground for the calendar that they have proposed.   
 
Cecelia commented that at DSU, they were concerned about the finals weeks that spread out 
over 2 weeks time.  Sam responded that in the 80’s and 90’s, this was commonly done.  The 
one issue that is left hanging is the Monday after Easter.  He felt that the Board may raise this 
issue as well. 
 
Sam continued that the reason for having this as a class day is that we already give up more 
Monday class days than other days due to the holidays.  If this is an issue that the Board wants 
to convert to a non-class day, it’s something that we can adjust. 
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USD does not want this as a class day however the group would like to leave it as a non-class 
day and see what happens.  Any comments should be sent to the BOR office. 
 
The proposed academic calendars will move forward to the BOR as drafted.  Any comments 
should be sent to the BOR office. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.E AAC Initiatives 
Sam noted that AAC initiatives were discussed during the AAC retreat in October.  The 
discussion centered on how the activities that AAC is working on tie into the system’s objectives 
and a desire to align those more closely.  Sam has talked to Dr. Warner and he has agreed that 
this approach makes sense. 
 
Sam has reshaped the original list based on Dr. Warner’s suggestions.  Are there any thoughts 
on these topics?   
 
Cecelia thought that the goal was to have specific system goals coming from the BOR and the 
BOR office.  Sam felt that these topics were identified as AAC initiatives that tie into the broadly 
written BOR initiatives.  Sam thought that AAC would put together a matrix showing what we 
will do with each of these initiatives and how they relate and would move towards the system 
initiatives.  Laurie agreed that she understood the activity as Sam has explained.   
 
Sam commented for instance, that the Board has embraced the student success goal but there 
is nothing underneath that shows what we are doing and what we need to do in order to tie 
into this broader BOR system initiative. 
 
Rod concurred that these are issues that we are going to be dealing with over the next few 
years and we need to talk about how we are going to try to reach that system goal.  Sam 
agreed with Rod, suggesting that AAC could write a white paper with input from each campus 
for each initiative.  We want to help the Board understand how things happen academically on 
campus everyday to support their mission and initiatives. 
 
Laurie suggested that we narrow these initiatives somewhat, feeling these were big issues.  She 
suggested adding another initiative on addressing the adult learner issues but it’s already a big 
list. 
 
Sam surmised that there is general agreement that the process would be to initiate the 
discussion about the proposed set of topics or additional topics and to develop common white 
papers that would work toward the BOR goals.   
 
Rod suggested that student success item be moved to the end of the list.  He felt that although 
this will stay in play, we really haven’t looked at the other initiatives and felt we needed to say 
something about those. 
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Tom clarified that once the white papers are written, they form the basis for a discussion at the 
BOR level.  Sam concurred.  He added that although the objective is to have a white paper that 
would be brief, the important issue is that this allows the system and institutions to frame some 
of the activities that happen every day on campus for the Board and general public to view. 
 
Sam continued that we would then report progress to the Board but the goal is to get the BOR 
engaged with the people working on these activities on campus.  We are helping to frame the 
discussion.  The BOR has established goals in some areas but it’s our job to say tactically and 
operationally what we are doing on campus and what we need in order to accomplish those 
activities.  We want to engage the faculty and staff on campuses.   
 
Sam will draft a memo to the VPAAs on AAC’s proposed initiatives to distribute for discussions 
on campus.  Comments will be sent to Sam. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.F Review of Zero Credit Courses 
Sam noted that Trudy was asked to pull data on zero credit courses.  AAC has discussed 
previously that these were included in head count enrollment; however this year AAC was 
directed to look into this issue and to curb those enrollments.  Currently, institutions are given 
the opportunity to edit the enrollment report.  The easiest way to approach this going forward 
was to look at the catalog and review all zero-credit courses and decide which courses were 
tracking courses and which were academic experience courses. 
 
Sam felt that the tracking courses, courses that do not represent a required academic 
experience, should be deleted.  There were also a set of courses where decisions were made at 
catalog set up regarding transfer courses.  There may be procedures that could be changed to 
help clarify the zero credit courses versus the tracking courses. 
 
Are staff reporting any issues?  For those transfer courses on the list, could they be revised at 
the system level or the institutional level?  Sam felt that some of those changes could be made 
at the system level, i.e. changing the 0-99 credit range to 1-99 credit range. 
 
Kurt noted that the institution will sometimes transcript a zero-credit course, i.e. theatre or 
music ensemble.  Sam asked for more information on why the institution would transcript a 
course that doesn’t apply towards earning a degree.  If there was no credit assigned at the 
previous institution, why would we transcript the course? 
 
Laurie Becvar replied that if the student received an F in a course from a previous institution, 
that course would be transcripted as a zero credit course.  Does it need to be there for financial 
aid purposes?  These types of situations or reasons need to be brought to Sam.  He asked that 
Trudy also discuss this with the registrar and financial aid groups. 
 
Sam felt that everyone identified the tracking courses at their institution and there are 
strategies to do something different.   Institutions can delete those zero credit transfer courses 
at the institutional level.   
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Trudy did not feel that data administrators would have any issues with moving the 0-99 credits 
to 1-99 credits.  Any issues should be brought to AAC for additional discussion. 
 
Sam noted that another of Daniel’s projects is a data merge between our institutions and the 
DOL to look at employment characteristics.  Daniel pulled a list of degree major completers and 
looked at the placement outcomes for those students.  He had DOL run a matching query and 
the names of those students that the DOL did not find as employed in South Dakota were sent 
to the national clearinghouse to see if they turn up.  Daniel is analyzing the data and a written 
report will go forward to the Board. 
 
Sam noted that the data found that of those four years of degree major completers, about 52% 
were employed in SD and about 11% were enrolled in some higher education institution, in or 
out of South Dakota.  Of the degree completers from SD, 70% turned out to be placed in SD, 
and of students from outside SD, 30% were placed within the state.  Roughly 7 out of 10 
undergraduate graduates in our state remained in SD for employment or for additional 
education. 
 
Daniel noted that the data is also sorted by institution.  Chuck noted that USD has had trouble 
following up with their graduates.  Is this something that can be routinely compiled?  Daniel 
commented that this project came about after some negotiation with DOL.   The goal is to give 
them the data and make this a continuous study. 
 
Paul noted that a lot of the data stem from the MOU we have.  Paul wanted county location and 
address information and thought they were maybe willing to do that, but the MOU did not 
specify that data.  He would like to update the MOU so pulling this data can continue.   
 
Daniel commented that the data is by the campus that they graduated from and the major that 
they graduated with.  He can provide the data by campus.  Chuck would like USD’s information.  
Daniel added that there are some placements that this did not capture, i.e. students employed 
outside of South Dakota and outside the 3-month window, as well as those that do not report 
to the national clearinghouse.   
 
Paul suggested that we pull together those from each institution that compile the data and talk 
about activities that the system could do together to benefit everyone.  Chuck agreed with Paul 
that it would be valuable for IR and assessment to come together and discuss the issues. 
 
Trudy will notify the registrars and financial aid officers groups that this is being discussed and 
talk about any issues that may occur.  The issues will be sent to the BOR office for the AAC 
meeting in January. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.G Reading Remediation 
Sam noted that AAC has had a series of discussions on reading placement and remediation.  
There have also been recommendations that were forwarded to COPS that were tabled. 
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AAC discussed in October the thought of setting up reading remediation as a possible co-
requisite to another course, maybe a general education course.  AAC talked about putting 
together an ad hoc working group to begin working on a recommendation. 
 
Tom commented that we may have few people in the system with reading expertise to take on 
that charge.  Reading specialists are hard to find.  Who else would be appropriate other than 
people who are teaching reading remedial courses? 
 
Sam concurred that he is struggling to decide who could do this as well.  He did not feel that 
we could find representation on every campus.  Tom agreed and added that NSU is looking for 
help in this area. 
 
Sam asked if we need to secure someone outside the system to work with faculty or do we 
have system people that could fill that position.  Mary Kay noted that SDSU offers READ 041 
and have some reading specialists who are primary instructors that serve in the university 
college who she felt could contribute and add value.  
 
Sam suggested AAC organize an ad hoc group for this effort.  He would talk to Dr. Warner 
about inviting someone to come to Pierre and meet with the ad hoc group.  AAC voiced their 
support for this type of activity.   
 
Sam will talk to Dr. Warner about providing support for someone to come in and speak to an ad 
hoc group on reading remediation.  The goal will be to schedule this in Pierre during the spring 
semester. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.H Study Abroad Issues – Follow Up 
Sam commented that AAC has talked about study abroad issues for quite some time.  A set of 
guidelines were established and given to MOCC for their final review.  The International Affairs 
group has forwarded some comments on additional barriers that they are working with.   
 
Sam noticed that there is not much information about how faculty engage in study abroad 
activities.  The group is not suggesting a policy but rather to just flag where there may be a 
gap.  What issues can AAC see as far as faculty are concerned? 
 
Cecelia asked if there were any specific issues that needed to be addressed, i.e. inappropriate 
behavior.  Sam responded that there was nothing specific; they just identified an area where 
there may be a gap.  Chuck felt that the institutions each have good guidelines in place for 
faculty behavior.  
 
Rod commented that the concern at BHSU is about the one to one exchange agreements.  It’s a 
tuition expectation.  Sam responded that the BOR approved exchange agreements where 
students pay fees locally and attend partner institutions, the student exchange agreements. 
 



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 

pg. 20 

Sam noted that clearly there are trips that every campus has organized who have individuals 
participating that are not tuition paying.  However when there is credit involved, all students 
must be paying tuition.  Students are defined as a person who is enrolled and earning credit. 
 
Kurt explained the process used at USD for credit-earning and non-credit earning (civilian) 
students and how they are distinguished between the two.  There is a 3 student to 1 non-
student participant ratio and there must be space available.  The decision is made by 
administration.  Chuck added that there is value in having alumni and community members 
participating but their guidelines do limit the number of these folks. 
 
Sam commented that when he visited at SDSU, he received a proposal to establish a continuing 
international student fee.  The proposal will be discussed by the international affairs group and 
AAC would see this in the future. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.I Bachelor of General Studies - Multiple Degrees 
Sam commented that a student at NSU has added the BGS program as an additional degree.  
The BGS was designed to provide a degree option for those students who had completed a 
significant number of credits but needed additional credits to earn one of the degrees offered 
currently.  It was not designed as a second major but the policy does not exclude that option. 
 
The concern being voiced is that it doesn’t matter what the student has done, they feel they 
have met the requirements to the BGS degree and should be awarded that as well.  AAC needs 
to discuss if we should allow this option or by policy, exclude it.   
 
Cecelia felt that it should not be an option for a second degree/major.  Tom agreed with Cecelia 
and added that the BGS is intended for those non-traditional students who are coming back to 
finish a program.  Rod agreed. 
 
Chuck wondered why someone would want to do this.  Mary Kay agreed and neither had a 
strong objection for or against the option. 
 
Cecelia reasoned that if every student graduates with a degree, then every student should be 
able to earn the AGS.  Mary Kay agreed that it does seem odd that the student wants this and 
didn’t want it to backfire if some campuses allow the practice and some do not. 
 
Rod suggested that the BGS should be as clean as possible and felt that this clutters the degree 
somewhat.  However we don’t want to prohibit the student from earning a second degree in 
something else.  Sam noted that the policy and guidelines for earning a second degree would 
then come into play. 
 
Sam clarified that AAC would have to say that the BGS is a stand-alone degree.  Tom noted that 
this is a unique degree.  We have made that determination anyway by limiting the number of 
credits earned before entering this program.   
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Sam will draft language for the guidelines for consideration in January limiting the earning the 
BGS as a 2nd degree. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.J Dual Credit Report 
Sam commented that a summary on dual credit activities is to be provided to the Board at the 
December meeting.  Regent Jewett was one of the Regents behind the establishment of the 
restrictive guidelines enacted more than a decade ago and he has asked how the new 
guidelines are working at the institutions.   
 
Sam explained the background on dual credit prior to the established guidelines that now focus 
on quality issues and applicable coursework leading to a quality program.  He noted that the 
guidelines were revised last year and changes were made to allow historically offered programs, 
such as the Rising Scholar program at NSU, to move forward with activities.  The campus 
reports should include what changes were made and the impact of the changes, and how we 
know that we are providing quality experiences for the students. 
 
Sam provided a template for the report showing an overview of dual credit on your campuses.  
Reports are due November 23. 
 
Sam will draft the background for the report, include the campus reports, and provide 
highlights.  He felt the background would include some of the changes that were made to policy 
and guidelines and also show this in a regional framework of how the process is working.  The 
system needs to recognize that this is part of the environment nationally.  State levels are 
encouraging high school students to earn college credit.  We need to recognize the work that 
students are earning in other states as well as recognizing what students are earning in our 
state. 
 
Sam noted that he and Paul spent Tuesday at SDSU and someone relayed a conversation with 
Brooking High School.  High school students in the dual credit course expected the highest 
grades because they were the brightest students.  Sam added that this may be an area of 
concern. 
 
Laurie noted that one issue for SDSU faculty was lack of training for those high school teachers.  
They may have the qualifications but they do not have the training for instruction of the college 
course.  Sam agreed that this is the bottom issue.  The high school teacher should be treated 
as an adjunct faculty member if and only if they meet those qualifications. 
 
Sam will send the report to AAC in draft form and will try to get this to the COPS meeting as 
well.   
 
Sam has provided the institutions with a template of data that is requested for the dual credit 
report response to the Board inquiry.  Reports are due to the BOR staff by November 23.  The 
reports will also be provided to COPS in November.  A draft will be provided to AAC prior to or 
concurrent with COPS mailout.  Any comments or questions should be sent to Sam. 
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Item 6.K Pre-Professional Programs/Assignment of Majors 
Sam noted that AAC talked about this at the September meeting and a couple processes were 
underway to try to address the issues.  The issues causing the most problems surround those 
enrollments being tracked for certain programs but not necessarily resulting in a degree earned.  
We want to move away from the pre-professional tracking. 
 
Forced Assignment Of Majors 
Sam noted that some campuses have enacted processes whereby staff were assigning specific 
majors to students depending on the pre-professional program that they were enrolled in.  
Assigning a student who is interested in pre-med to biology or pre-law to political science was 
causing additional problems for the institutions.  This is an advising issue.  The goal is to advise 
these students in order to explain the set of requirements that are required to be admitted into 
those professional schools.  Concerns need to be addressed.  
 
How does AAC feel about the forced assignment of majors for certain pre-professional 
programs?  Kurt noted that he did not like this option and felt it took away some of the free 
discussions between the student and the advisor.  The advising process at USD is mandatory 
for the first two years that they will run through the academic advising center.  USD would like 
to keep those students with a professional advisor so they do not end up in a program where 
they really do not want to be. 
 
Kurt added that USD has used the pre-professional major codes in the past but would like to 
shift to the interest code.  If the student is not sure, then undecided should be the code. 
 
Cecelia suggested that we remove the pre-professional option on the admissions form and have 
the applicant note additional interest for the professional programs.  Trudy responded that the 
admissions folks did not feel that the students would connect the dots and felt that the option 
should stay.  Chuck responded that it is a little hard to contradict the enrollment management 
group but it does seem feasible that we could have the major option and then addition interests 
in the professional program.  We need to get a handle on these ‘majors’ that are really not 
majors at all.   
 
Sam felt that this is a discussion that BOR staff will have with the admissions and enrollment 
management groups.  AAC members should also talk to their admissions and enrollment 
directors to see what their concerns are. 
 
 
Pre-nursing/Pre-business/Pre-pharmacy 
Sam noted that there are options to choose these pre-programs as well.  Students will not get a 
bachelor degree in pre-nursing.  He felt that students should only be allowed to register in a 
major that will allow them to complete a degree.   
 
Sam continued that we’ve already done this in education.  Students interested in a career in 
education are admitted to the BS in Education as a program code.  However they are not 
formally admitted in the program until their sophomore year. 
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Rod felt that BHSU would like to have that interest code for nursing since some students that 
come into BHSU as part of that SDSU program and are looking for that word nursing.  Sam 
noted that as part of the program productivity review, we recognize that there are students that 
remained coded in programs that no longer exist or pre-xxxx programs, or a status of 
undeclared.  As part of program productivity, we want to get this cleaned up. 
 
Cecelia noted that at DSU, they can add a freshman into education but they are not formally 
admitted to the specific professional program until they decide.  So there is a limit on what 
courses they can take before their admission in the professional program, but they are still 
listed as an education major when they come in.  Is there a way to do this for the other 
professional programs?   
 
Chuck added that there are pre-professional programs where the student will not get a degree, 
for instance in medicine, when they graduate as an undergraduate from USD.  Then there are 
pre-professional programs that nursing students will eventually receive when they are fully 
accepted in the program at USD.  He felt these are different issues as well. 
 
Sam agreed.  He would like to address the set of programs where they will eventually get a 
bachelor’s degree in that field.  Do we leave it as pre-professional or do we code in a similar 
manner to education? 
 
Chuck noted that if the student performs adequately, they would move from pre-business to 
business, from pre- education to the professional education program; however, not all students 
will make it into the nursing program.  So the student may perceive this as being dropped from 
the nursing program after two years of pre-nursing.  Sam agreed and likened this to the 
pharmacy program.  Mary Kay agreed and added that the number of students entering into the 
professional business or education programs are considerably higher than in nursing.  Chuck 
and Mary Kay were concerned with the psychological perception of what the student may think. 
 
AAC will follow up with the admissions directors/enrollment management staff to consider other 
options for coding entering students who are interested in pursuing a post-baccalaureate 
professional program.  It was reported back to the Council that a strategy is being implemented 
that will retain these pre-professional options as available “majors”.  Students declaring these 
would be assigned an existing major and the pre-professional option would be added as an 
interest code.  AAC was opposed to this forced fit.   
 
The members of AAC did agree to have discussions about this on campus so staff should be 
aware of the concerns being voiced. 
 
Sam has asked Paul to discuss this in his meetings with these groups. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.L ACCUPLACER Update 
Sam reported that AAC talked previously about issues with determining placement and there 
was interest in exploring the use of the ACCUPLACER program for ease of administration.  With 
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COMPASS, students need to be on campus or at one of their small set of approved sites.  With 
ACCUPLACER, the student just needs to be in a proctored environment to do the test.  We 
would just roll this into what we currently use as an additional option.  It was agreed that this 
would be forwarded to the Math discipline council for review as well. 
 
AAC approved reviewing the addition of the use of ACCUPLACER due to ease of administration.   
 
Carrie Ahern from DSU noted that when she reviewed ACCUPLACER, she did not think that they 
could place into Calculus so she hoped that the MDC will review that as well.  Mary Kay added 
that SDSU has also developed a calculus-ready assessment.   
 
Sam responded that as AAC has discussed, the institutions have a little more flexibility when 
placing students in courses above Math 102 and 103.  A bigger concern is binding placement 
into courses below the entry level and at the entry level courses. 
 
AAC agreed that Paul should continue to work with the assessment group and review 
ACCUPLACER.  AAC agreed that the MDC should also review the proposal. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.M Revision to AAC Guidelines – Policy Statement on Syllabi 
SDSU has suggested a revision to the syllabi policy statement.  Guidelines require that syllabi 
for all courses be maintained at the institutional level.  At SDSU, the current practice is that the 
colleges serve as the repository for syllabi.  The following revision to the guidelines would allow 
that practice to continue.     
 

It is the obligation of each higher education institution to inform students at 
the beginning of each course of the objectives, requirements, performance 
standards, and evaluation procedures for the course. This information should 
be in writing and incorporated into the current syllabus for the course. A 
current syllabus for each course is maintained at the institution level in the 
office of the Chief Academic Officer (CAO) or in the office(s) of other academic 
administrators designated by the CAO. The AAC system syllabus format 
specifies the content of course syllabi. 

 
AAC approved the proposed revision.  Jodi will update the AAC guidelines. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.N SDSU New Prefix Requests 
SDSU has submitted a request to create two new prefixes:  NRM (Natural Resource 
Management) and EES (Ecology and Environmental Science).  Mary Kay noted that the NRM 
prefix lines up with a new department name and the EES prefix applies to a new environmental 
management major.  AAC approved the request. These will be added to the list of approved 
prefixes. 
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Item 6.O Forms/Guidelines for Assessment of Prior Learning 
Cecelia reported that at a recent UCSF meeting, interest was voiced for a common template for 
determining if credit could be awarded for prior learning/work experience.  The information 
requested and the required format for the information varies among the institutions. 
 
Campuses have forwarded their processes and any forms that are used.  It is obvious that each 
institution handles this differently.  Do we want to work towards a single form and policy? 
 
Cecelia felt that they were most concerned with a standard form or set of artifacts for the 
portfolio, what is accepted or not accepted.  She did not feel the concern was as high for the 
approval process as what should be submitted by the student.  She noted that DSU has the 
same portfolio requirements for all disciplines.   
 
Chuck commented that USD felt there is value for the centers in a common process and form 
but would like to keep some local flexibility.  Mary Kay noted that SDSU does not receive more 
that 2-3 requests per month and very few do the portfolio because of the amount of work.  She 
added that SDSU would be in support of a common format but agreed that the decision should 
remain local.  Cecelia felt that UCSF was only asking that a common format for the portfolio be 
considered. 
 
AAC agreed that a common form for the centers to use for assessment of prior learning 
experiences would be helpful. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.P General Education Offerings/Enrollments 
Sam commented that there are two issues to discuss.   
 
Does any of the data look out of place in the information that has been provided?  Have the 
institutions shared and discussed the data with faculty as you look at your revisions to general 
education?  Sam noted that an analysis like this is one approach to reviewing general education 
and whether those courses are meeting the intended goals.   
 
Sam felt that AAC should focus on the courses that are included as options to general education 
and ask if they are really necessary to offer for the institution to meet the goal.  Is it 
appropriate to delete the courses that haven’t been offered or with no enrollment for the past 2 
years?   
 
Sam commented that he will be pushing this issue as a result of national discussions that 
involve BOR members.  We know that, on occasion, people propose courses for general 
education in their favorite areas, knowing that the course will bring enrollment.  AAC are the 
ones responsible for managing this.  We need to show that we are focused on general 
education and are taking steps to make sure there is a common curriculum offered for the core. 
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Tom clarified that the data are for the last two academic years.  Are institutions expected to 
reduce the number of general education offerings?  Sam replied that the data should be used to 
focus on what you are offering for general education.  As accrediting and national bodies take a 
more active role in higher education, they are looking at campus offerings.  Sam felt that if we 
are more focused in what we offer to the student, we are in a better position to defend what 
we are doing and are better able to assure that the goals are being met system wide.   
 
Sam continued that if an institution offers a course for general education and it hasn’t been 
taught for two years, he would question as to why it is there.  You could then move to those 
courses that maybe have only been offered once in two years.  These are total enrollments, not 
enrollments that the student is taking to meet the general education requirement.    
 
Sam reported that the general education offerings are not coded consistently within the system 
so the first hurdle was finding the courses that are offered for general education.  Daniel added 
that for a single section name at any campus, some sections were flagged as general education 
and some were not.  So any course title that was at any point by any campus offered under a 
general education flag was then flagged as a general education course, even if the offering 
institution did not offer the course for general education.   
 
Cecelia commented that if the goal is to eliminate courses, we should look at those that have 
not been offered at all.  Should this be a group decision rather than an institutional decision?  
Sam noted that if there is only one institution offering the course and they decide to delete it 
from general education, then it would come off the list. 
 
Sam asked the VPAAs to review the list at their institution and consider whether those courses 
offered rarely or not offered at all, should be deleted from the list. 
 
Sam commented that another issue relates to the pulling of this data.  As Daniel tried to pull 
the information, there was difficulty in identifying the individual sections that meet the general 
education curriculum.  Paul has been meeting with degree audit; who are dealing with these 
issues and the coding of general education courses.   
 
Sam continued that some courses are flagged at the catalog level so the course then remains 
on the general education list forever and cannot be deleted as a general education course.  This 
works the same way if an institution adds one of those courses, the course immediately 
becomes a general education course for anyone who has taken it in the past as well.   Another 
variation seems to be some confusion in how general education courses are identified on the 
separate campuses.  This could become a problem when auditing students at the centers when 
they are taking courses from multiple campuses.  Paul added that but we need to make it easier 
for the student.  We need to get to a more common solution.   
 
Cecelia commented that DSU assigns specific general education courses at the program level 
rather than the catalog level.  The DSU registrar felt it was less complex.  USD uses the same 
approach, and rebuilds the list every year and at the program level.  Kurt added that a problem 
arises if there is a course that is offered at another institution that isn’t offered at USD.  They 
will then use the waiver of substitution at that point. 
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Trudy felt that the issue has been captured well.  Some institutions set up degree audit with 
any course type code and others use the specific list.  She was surprised that the codes are 
changed at the section level.  She will dig into this a little more.  She added that there are a few 
groups that are discussing this issue as well.   
 
Sam requested that the VPAAs review the list of general education offerings with personnel on 
campus.  It is suggested that those courses offered rarely or not offered at all in the past two 
years be deleted from the list. 
 
AAC will discuss this item further in January. 
 
 
 
 
Item 7.A Negotiations Update 
Jim Shekleton and Gary Johnson joined AAC for this item.  Jim provided an update on the 
negotiations and IP policy revisions.   
 
 
 
 
MISCELLANEOUS 
French and German Cooperative Programs 
Sam noted that he has received a few comments about the cooperative French and German 
programs.  These are shared between NSU, SDSU, and USD.  He is recommending that he 
organize a meeting with the French and German faculty members to talk through these 
programs. 
 
Does AAC agree with this strategy?  What is the institutional commitment to this program?  
Sam asked NSU, SDSU, and USD to reflect on the ongoing commitment of the institutions to 
this program should the shared programs be eliminated. 
 
Sam added that the issue first came up at SDSU and has been talked about it at NSU as well.  
Is USD hearing issues about the shared programs on your campus as well?  Chuck responded 
that he is, especially in the French program where students must go abroad to finish the 
program.  Tom agreed.  He added that he was optimistic about German but did not feel that 
French has had as much forward movement as the German program. 
 
Sam will request that the Deans of arts and sciences who represent the multi-institutional 
French and German programs convene a meeting with representatives from these programs to 
review the options.  This group will be expected to provide a recommendation to AAC by the 
May, 2012 meeting that should, at a minimum, include an academic plan for a student to 
complete the program within four years.  This should include a clear statement of the institution 
that will be responsible for each course offered each semester.  If AAC does not receive a plan 
or if the approved plan is not followed, the programs will be terminated and each institution 
would need to initiate steps to reestablish these as stand-alone offerings. 
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