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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
September 8, 2011 

 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

 
The Academic Affairs Council met on Thursday, September 8, 2011 in Pierre with the 
following persons participating:  BHSU, Rod Custer; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, 
Tom Hawley; SDSMT, Duane Hrncir; SDSU, Laurie Nichols & Mary Kay Helling; 
USD, Kurt Hackemer & Lynn Rognstad; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Paul Turman, Daniel 
Palmer, Jodi Gabriel, & Trudy Zalud. 
 
 
Item 1 Agenda 
Lindsey Tenbraak from Pearson’s gave a brief update on the partnership developing 
between Accuplacer and the Pearson MyFoundationsLab programs.  A summary of the 
Wednesday meeting, which also included a representative describing Accuplacer, was 
included.   
 
Additions to the Agenda: 

• Small Section Limitations – Dual-level courses (graduate/undergraduate) 
enrollment 

 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
M/S by Mary Kay and Duane to approve the August minutes as submitted.  Motion 
carries.  Any changes or revisions should be sent to BOR office staff. 
 
 
 
Consent Agenda 

Item 3.A.1 Program Modifications - USD 
USD has submitted a program modification to add a pre-licensure track to the 
BSN program.  This proposal was discussed with the Executive Director and is in 
response to student and hospital demand as well as a national push in nursing 
programs.  
 
Sam noted that additional information provided in the proposal explains what is 
happening within the state.  Lynn added that this doesn’t extend to delivery in 
Rapid City at this time.  The focus is on-campus only.  Market demand will 
determine if this would be expanded in the future.   
 
The proposal will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in October.   
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DSU has already prepared revisions to the BGS and AGS programs for the BOR 
in October.  Cecelia will circulate the proposals to AAC and if accepted, will 
move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in October. 
 
 
Item 3.A.2 Program Modifications - SDSU 
Sam noted that SDSU’s proposal to modify the institution’s IGR’s is provided for 
information only.  The final document will move forward to the BOR in December 
with the other general education proposals.   
 
Laurie noted that SDSU is making changes to their institutional graduation 
requirements, moving from 8-9 hours required to 5-6 hours.    
 
 
Item 3.B.1 Course Modifications 
No report. 
 
 
Item 3.C.1 Reports 
No report. 

 
 
 
Paul Gough joined the meeting for Section 4 of the agenda. 
Item 4.A.1 New Program - SDSU, MS in Computer Science 
SDSU has submitted a proposal for a MS in Computer Science.  Paul noted that this 
continues the process that Dr. Perry started in 2008, which is a fast track process to 
establish a degree that had been available in emphasis already.  The proposal will move 
forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in October.  Any comments or concerns should 
be sent to Paul Gough for inclusion on the coversheet.   
 
Cecelia noted that DSU will be coming forward with a MS in Applied Computer Science. 
 
 
 
Item 4.B.1 New Certificates 
No report. 
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Item 4.C.1 New Site Request - USD, Master of Public Accountancy, Online 
USD has submitted a new site request to offer their Master of Public Accountancy via the 
internet.  No concerns were voiced.  The proposal will move forward to the COPS and 
BOR meetings in October.  Any comments or concerns should be sent to Paul Gough for 
inclusion on the coversheet. 
 
 
 
Item 4.D.1 Intent to Plan - USD, BA/BS in Sustainability 
USD has submitted an intent to plan for a BA/BS in Sustainability.  The proposal will 
move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in October.  Any comments or concerns 
should be sent to Paul Gough for inclusion on the coversheet. 
 
 
 
Item 5 Electronic University Consortium 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.1 BOR Policy 2:5 Transfer of Credit and 2:29 Definitions of Credits and 
Related Institutional Requirements 
Sam commented that previous study abroad conversations suggested that AAC consider a 
change to BOR policy 2:5 for transfer of credits regarding grades earned.  The 2nd change 
is to policy 2:29 to authorize the CAO or designated person to grant exceptions on the 
last hours earned at the university in residence, in certain situations.   
 
AAC concurred with the proposed policy changes to 2:5 and 2:29, revised to clarify and 
assist the study abroad practices of the institutions.  Both policy revisions will move 
forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in October. 
 
BOR Policy 2:5, Section 9 

9. Undergraduate and Graduate Courses from Postsecondary Institutions outside the 
United States. 

 
A. Courses considered for transfer are subject to all BOR policies and any 

conditions for validation that may be prescribed by the accepting institution. 
 

B. When the courses are accepted for transfer, equivalent courses are 
recorded on the transcript. but  Most commonly, the grade earned at the 
sending institution is not recorded or calculated into the grade point 
averages.  However, at the discretion of the institution’s chief academic 
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officer, grades may be recorded and used to determine the transfer and 
cumulative GPA’s.  using tThe following guidelines will be used: 

 
1) If there are specific equivalent graduate courses at the university 

evaluating the credit, these specific courses should be used when 
granting equivalencies. 

 
2) If there are no equivalent graduate courses at the university evaluating 

the credit, these courses will be recorded, and equivalencies granted, 
using the following guidelines: 

 
a. If the academic discipline is available at the university evaluating the 

credit, but there is no discipline equivalent course, use the discipline 
prefix and the appropriate course level (700 for masters’ programs 
and 800 for doctoral programs).   

b. If the academic discipline is not available at the university 
evaluating the credit, use the GEN prefix and the appropriate course 
level (700 for masters’ programs and 800 for doctoral programs).   

 
BOR Policy 2:29, Section C.2 

C. Institutional Credit Requirements for Degree-Seeking Students 
 
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 of the last 32 hours 
Associate  8 of the last 16 hours 
 
The campus chief academic officer may make exceptions to this 
requirement in those cases where there are unique factors, such as 
participation in an approved study abroad program or in other similar 
authorized experiences. 

 
 
 
Item 6.A.2 BOR Policy 5:17 Instructional Funding 
Sam commented that staff at SDSU noted that the 4/7/10 rule includes the summer term, 
which doesn’t allow the university to negotiate instructor salary for small sections.  The 
removal of the summer term in policy will allow the exception limit to be determined 
based solely on fall and spring offerings.   
 
A short discussion was held regarding the 4/7/10 student enrollments.  Are the numbers a 
combination of graduate and undergraduate students?  Must the section have more than 7 
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graduate students? Sam responded that this policy is in place to help the universities 
manage assignments.  Lynn commented that having a set number of graduate students is 
particularly challenging.  Laurie agreed and added that the masters programs are hurt the 
most by the 4/7/10 rule. 
 
Sam suggested that the limit should maybe note that the total is the minimum as long as 
the majority of students are graduate students (must have at least 4 or more graduate 
students).  Mary Kay felt that this would be helpful.  Lynn added that it would also help 
at USD since they have a lot of dual listed courses. 
 
Sam noted that he would need to talk to the Executive Director about this.  Lynn added 
that it would not be beneficial to jeopardize the summer designation in order to get the 
majority rule added.  AAC concurred and would like to look a little more at this before 
making a proposal for an additional policy revision.   
 
AAC concurred with the recommended revision to BOR policy 5:17 to remove the 
summer exception limit determination, allowing the campuses more flexibility to manage 
the summer course offerings.  The revision will move forward to the COPS and BOR 
meetings in October. 
 
BOR Policy 5:17, Section 4 
4. Small Section Limitation 

No selected instructional method undergraduate (100, 200, 300 or 400 level course) 
and dual listed undergraduate/graduate (400-500 level courses) section with fewer 
than 10 students, entry level graduate (500 or 600 level courses) section with fewer 
than 7 students, and graduate only (700 or 800 level courses) sections with fewer 
than 4 students may be offered.  Any exceptions to this policy must be authorized by 
the institutional President and justified to the Board each semester. 
 
In no circumstances shall the annual exception limit be more than three percent of all 
state support selected instructional method sections for South Dakota School of 
Mines and Technology, South Dakota State University and the University of South 
Dakota and more than four percent of all state support selected instructional method 
sections for Black Hills State University, Dakota State University and Northern State 
University.  The exception limit is determined annually based on Summer, Fall, and 
Spring term offerings. 
 
Selected instructional methods include: Discussion/Recitation; Seminar; Large 
Ensemble; Laboratory and Alternate Laboratory; Physical Education Activity; and 
Lecture Courses.  Unselected instructional methods include: Studio/Small Group 
Instruction/Small Ensemble; Competency-based, Self-paced Study; Clinical 
Laboratory; Clinical Experience; Independent Study; Design/Research; Private 
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Instruction; Restricted PE Activity; Tracking; Internship/Practicum; Thesis; 
Thesis/Research Sustaining and Workshop. 

 
 
 
Item 6.A.3 BOR 2:29 Definition of Credits and Related Institutional Requirements 
Sam noted that the BOR discussed the 120/60 credit hours limit during the BOR retreat in 
August.  As this unfolded, the Board considered requiring all programs to be at this limit 
or to provide a rationale for requiring more hours.  The Board asked that policy language 
to implement this change be developed for consideration. 
 
Sam felt that Engineering would be okay with a joint modification at 130 credit hours, 
with a rationale on accreditation requirements. He suggested that Education should 
convene and all come in with the same required hours for the campuses with the same 
programs.  The programs that are required by accreditation standards to come in at a 
higher credit limit should be noted as such. 
 
Sam felt that the program modifications need to come to the March board.  He added that 
if the program cuts electives, you will show the decrease in electives.  If there is a 
specific requirement that is eliminated, then it must be specified.  Another discussion will 
be held at the October Board meeting.  The fiscal implications have been discussed.   
 
Jim Shekleton and Gary Johnson joined the meeting at this time.  
 
Sam noted that this is a push to getting students out of college in 4 years.  Jim added that 
the perception is that we have artificially increased the burden on students and taxpayers, 
based on how we structure the curriculum.  Sam noted that public officials are interested 
in this issue and echoed Jim’s points. 
 
The proposed language to BOR policy 2:29 was approved and will move forward to the 
COPS and BOR meetings in October.  .   
 
Sam explained that this policy, if approved at the BOR level, will require all 
baccalaureate programs to be revised to 120 credit hours required and associate degree 
programs to be reduced to 60 credit hours.  Exceptions must be noted if the program 
cannot be reduced to 120 credit hours, for example to maintain accreditation.   
 
SDSMT and SDSU noted that they plan to come in with a joint modification for 
engineering.  Sam recommended that the education programs meet and come in with the 
same number of required hours.   
 
Sam will present this proposed policy to the Board for consideration in October. 
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BOR policy 2:29, Section C will be revised.   
C. Institutional Credit Requirements for Degree-Seeking Students 
 

1) Each baccalaureate level degree program offered shall require one hundred 
twenty (120) credit hours and each associate level degree program offered shall 
require (60) credit hours.  Exceptions may be granted for those cases in which 
a program must comply with specific standards established by external 
accreditation, licensure or regulatory bodies.  All new programs proposed after 
January 1, 2012 will comply with this requirement and all existing programs 
will be modified to conform to this requirement by June 30, 2012.   

 
21) Minimum number of credit hours that must be earned from the institution 

granting the degree: 
 

Baccalaureate  32 hours 
Associate   16 hours 

 
32) Number of the last credit hours earned preceding completion of the degree that 

must be earned from the institution granting the degree: 
 

Baccalaureate  16 of the last 32 hours 
Associate   8 of the last 16 hours 

 
43) Minimum number of credit hours specified in the major or minor requirements 

that must be completed at the degree granting institution: 50 percent.  However, 
this requirement may be waived for students enrolled in the set of majors offered 
at the system’s Centers which include in the established programs of study 
common courses offered by one of the other Regental universities.  In addition, 
the Vice President for Academic Affairs/Provost may make exceptions to this 
requirement for individuals based on the student’s prior learning experiences.   

 
54) Degree seeking students may complete requirements for a minor at any Regental 

university that has been approved to grant that minor.  This minor will be 
recorded on the transcript in conjunction with a degree/major at that university or 
a degree/major at any other Regental university.  A minor will only be recorded 
on the transcript in conjunction with a degree and major.  

 
65) Student course load status is based on the number of credit hours for which a 

student is enrolled.  
 
 ½ Time Status  6 credit hours minimum 
 ¾ Time Status  9 credit hours minimum 

Full Time Status  12 or more credit hours 
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 Overload Status  19 or more credit hours.   
 
 To be eligible for overload status, a student must have a 2.70 cumulative grade 

point average and approval by the Dean of the student’s division/college at the 
home institution. 

 
 
 
Item 6.B.1 Tracking Majors 
Sam commented that when colleague was implemented, there were decisions made that 
certain academic interests would be tracked as majors when they were not really majors.  
The BOR approves the majors that students need to complete to fulfill the requirement of 
their program of study.  We have pre-professional programs (pre-med, pre-seminary, etc.) 
that exist as majors and continue to create problems.  However we want to identify 
students with these interests so we can advise them.   
 
Sam suggested that we develop a couple codes to identify these students.   Cecelia noted 
that Paul Gough has asked that these programs be coded so he can track enrollments.  
Sam agreed that we need to track these students but they are not an academic major.  
These students should be tracked as we track education students.   
 
If campuses want to move away from the pre-professional majors they can.  Lynn felt 
that students were interested in those programs that are called pre-med, pre-law, etc.  Sam 
concurred and added that we do this for education and it is working well.  Paul added that 
the tracking is working fine but he wasn’t sure that education is working with the data.   
 
Tom thought that one of the NCATE standards was that we needed to track the student 
data, those who have expressed an interest in education.  Lynn added that the data was 
also requested by the state.   
 
Sam commented that the data administrators are looking at this, as well as the admissions 
group.  He added that the issue is financial aid.  To be eligible for financial aid, they need 
to be enrolled in a program that leads to a degree.  If the student is degree seeking, they 
are eligible.  
 
Tom suggested that decisions regarding the pre-professional codes should be left up to 
the campuses.  Pre-professional degrees are not majors.  These can be listed on the 
admissions forms and can be coded in the interest fields in colleague, but it’s not a major. 
 
Sam asked how long we leave them as undeclared.  USD and NSU and SDSU make 
students change at their sophomore year.  Is there a willingness to say that all undeclared 
by their sophomore year must choose?  Sam commented that the pre-professional 
programs are where students are interested in the program but not formally admitted in 
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the program.  Lynn commented that this is what USD is doing with their business 
students. 
 
Lynn remarked that one practical impact with nursing is that once they are in nursing, 
they are within the health sciences.  But it wasn’t handled this way before.  Sam noted 
that we do have a model in place already with education.  We go from an interest code to 
an admitted code.   
 
Sam added that AAC will need to discuss this further.  VPAAs should take this back and 
talk to campus personnel who would be impacted, anything that is labeled as pre-
professional, where you then offer a major. 
 
Sam felt that AAC will need to discuss further how long a student can be undeclared.  
The goal is to get student to indentify a major.  By the end of their sophomore year, they 
are probably set in what they want to do.  Laurie felt that this also impacts retention; if 
the student hasn’t declared a major by the end of their sophomore year, they are at risk. 
 
AAC agrees that the set of tracking majors that exist in the system’s program data base 
are not majors in any form since there is no regentally approved common curriculum that 
a student pursuing one of these needs to complete.  Therefore, these need to be viewed 
for what they are, student interest areas.  As such, it does make sense that a strategy be 
used to permit tracking but something other than majors needs to be used.  As stated 
during the discussion, the central office is not forcing any campus to stop using these 
tracking majors.  The discussions necessary to implement this have not been held.   
 
However, a set of codes and a common strategy to use these codes needs to be developed 
so that those institutions who want to move on this can do so immediately.  At the same 
time, the system may need to work with campuses to restructure applications for 
admissions and the following coding processes to make sure these pre-professional 
programs are removed from sets of majors offered and that they are re-established as 
areas of interest that students can declare.  In addition, there were a couple of other sets 
of pre-professional programs discussed covering those cases where students need to 
apply for admissions, such as pre-nursing and pre-pharmacy.  It was suggested that these 
could be handled in a manner identical to that used for education but, before any steps 
will be taken, this was referred back to the campuses for further discussion.   
 
Trudy should let Sam know if a discussion with RIS staff, MOCC or any of the 
coordinating councils would be beneficial. 
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Item 6.C State Authorization Regulations Update 
Sam noted that we do not have specific consumer complaint processes in South Dakota.  
He felt there would be legislation introduced this session.  By April 1 or July 1, there is 
reason to believe that we will be in compliance.  More importantly, each campus is 
expected to working to gain authorization to operate from all of the states in which 
distance education students reside.  EUC is coordinating this.     
 
Jim noted that all the information provided to us has suggested that a system board may 
be assigned to handle the complaint processes.  There is some authority already out there 
that would help our situation.  The Board will worry about our own institutions.  He felt 
that it was better to have a specific legislative directive define in statute.  It’s unclear 
whether it’s necessary to treat this as a due process proceeding, where we would allow 
people to bring complaints forward. 
 
Jim asked the VPAAs to think about how they will handle any complaints.  He suggested 
that the university should designate one person to handle complaints and think about how 
you will make sure that one method or one office that will address the complaint and 
have timely responses to these complaints. 
 
Sam noted that for all academic complaints, a policy is already in place.  We will need to 
have some way to address 3rd party complaints and may also find that what we have in 
place already may not be thorough enough. 
 
Sam felt that within 1-2 years there will be some regional collaboratives whereby states 
in a region have agreed that the public universities in that region will be authorized to 
offer courses in those states.   
 
As this discussion closed, Jim shifted the discussion to a set of related regulatory topics.  
He commented that for all healthcare programs, investigator conflict of interest policies 
must be in compliance by August 24, 2012.  There are very aggressive regulations that do 
not include institutional conflict of interest.  The key thing these regulations do is to 
change the model of reporting in conflict management.   
 
We must also have in place on your website a policy that addresses the PSH rules and 
either a disclosure of every researcher with a conflict of interest, or a link that shows 
where anyone can write and receive, within 5 days thereafter, disclosure of the 
information.   Although this is only for research in healthcare programs receiving PSH 
federal funding, this requirement may bleed over into other areas eventually.  We will 
need to have these regulations in place quickly. 
 
Jim continued that RAC is discussing a proposal to bring out a team to review the tech 
transfer and compliance IT management infrastructure.  Issues have been identified that 
will need to be addressed through surveys conducted.   Someone at the university has to 
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be in charge of regulating export controls and making decisions on behalf of the 
university.  This would have consequences for the universities.   
 
 
 
Item 6.D Study Abroad Issues 
AAC assumed responsibility for developing guidelines a few months ago because study 
abroad is an academic experience, covering a wide range of options from typical class 
enrollments to much less structured, but equally valuable directed studies.  Because of 
this, the guidelines establish that an academic officer needs to make sure that the full 
range of credit earning activities are described and recognized.   
 
The guidelines are broken in to two parts.  The first set, Appendix A in the agenda, 
outlines the steps to be taken for those few students engaged in Board approved 
reciprocal exchange agreements.  The second statement, Appendix B in the item, 
establishes a framework to direct all other study abroad experiences.   
 
Laurie felt that it was unique to SD that we only charge a one-time fee.  It is usually an 
ongoing fee.  AAC talked briefly about an ongoing fee.  No one voiced any issues with 
the proposed guidelines.   
 
Sam added that Appendix A, exchange program operational guidelines, guides how a 
South Dakota student pays tuition in SD for a study abroad experience.  By statute we 
must charge tuition for all students, we cannot waive tuition.  These guidelines will come 
into the implementation guidelines for MOCC and the MCR. 
 
Trudy should let Sam know if a discussion with RIS staff, MOCC or any of the 
coordinating councils would be beneficial. 
 
Sam suggested that the VPAA at each institution visit with the study abroad directors and 
staff who work with study abroad students and discuss these procedures.  Any concerns 
should be sent to Sam immediately. 
 
 
 
Item 6.E Academic Calendars 
Sam noted that academic calendars are typically unique within different systems.  The 
two premises that drove the proposed calendars are that classes should end a week before 
Christmas and that classes should always be in session for a full week before a long 
weekend.  One change that was made was that the first day of classes is not a registration 
day.  The proposed calendars call for classes to be held starting at 8:00 am. 
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Sam will also revise the calendars to change Good Friday to a non-instructional day and 
add a reading day.  These will be distributed to the VPAA’s offices and feedback 
requested.  The final set of recommended calendars will move forward to the BOR in 
December. 
 
Sam noted that concerns have been voiced by faculty that they are not yet under contract 
on some of the early start dates.  He commented that under the Agreement with COHE, 
faculty are to start working 5 days before class starts, and 5 days after the last class date 
is their last “working” day.  Under the Agreement, contract dates are set as August 22 to 
May 21.  Contract dates and duty dates are different.  Sam will talk to HR about the start 
and end dates for faculty.   
 
 
 
Item 6.F E-text and E-course Materials 
Sam commented that last spring, the system’s Councils met with representatives from 
Pearson’s who laid out a pattern that is developing within their business as we move from 
print to electronic publishing.  Pearson’s strategy is to provide for all intents and purposes 
unlimited resources for the student, full access to any Pearson product.  Cecelia noted that 
we had to use only Pearson books, and if the faculty member choose anything but a 
Pearson book, then the student had to buy that book as well without any of Pearson’s 
resources.  Pearson is really big with freshman and sophomore books that all builds on 
their learning management system platform, which then we would not need D2L. 
 
Tom felt that it was a good idea to at least explore what our options are.  As this 
movement goes along, we need to be proactive rather than reactive.  He felt that we 
should put this group together and see what the options are.  
 
Sam noted that there is reason academically to explore this option.  However, tied into 
this is the reality that the institutional bookstore is integrated into the fiscal makeup or the 
campuses.  This then takes on a different tone.  Do you feel we can have a meaningful 
discussion on this movement?  We would need to talk about this academically and let the 
bookstores and TAC know that before we ever do anything with this, the academics need 
to have discussions. 
 
Paul agreed that this is an academic decision and felt we need all the information we can 
gather to make a good decision.  One approach is the direct billing for math, moving 
down that path.  By looking at the bookstore, a small portion of the students buy certain 
books.  Can we work with the faculty member and Pearson to do something on a trial 
basis to work out the kinks?  Paul suggested we do one or two large general education 
courses and work on moving something like this forward.  Kurt agreed that this is a 
realistic approach to maybe finding out what will work and what would not. 
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Would the VPAAs be willing to have conversations on campus about what we’re talking 
about?  Laurie felt that this step would be appropriate.  Tom added that NSU has had 
conversations and people are talking.  We have to start looking forward.  Technology is 
becoming part of us.  He added that he bought an ipad a couple months ago and hasn’t 
picked up a book since.  Books are online.  TAC is saying they can’t handle the 
bandwith; bookstores are saying this is taking their profit.  This is something we need to 
look at whether we like it or not.   
 
Cecelia suggested that we wait until after the change to the 120/60 credit hour process 
has been completed.  Sam noted that the issue is that this movement is happening and it is 
happening fast.  We will have some advantages of doing this as a system.  He added that 
he likes Paul’s suggestion of using just the Math area but thinks we should expand it 
further.  AAC agreed. 
 
Sam will contact Lindsey at Pearsons and see what options we have.   
 
AAC agreed that AAC, BAC, SAC, and TAC should meet again, possibly during an 
upcoming BOR meeting and talk about e-texts and e-course materials and what it means 
for the system and technology in the future.  AAC agreed that a small group should be 
formed to explore what the system can do to help move us forward, possibly identify a 
few models, what assessments could work, and what are some issues that need to be 
worked out. 
 
Sam provided AAC with the list of representatives that were provided to him.  He has 
highlighted those that he feels represent a broad group of people.  If there are suggested 
changes, let BOR staff know. 
 
 
 
Item 6.G Program Productivity Report 
During the BOR retreat, Sam was asked about the results from steps taken as directed by 
the Board following the program review from 2009.  He responded that there were a 
series of programs identified for further review.  The BOR has asked for an update on 
those programs.   
 
Sam noted that the BOR realized that although there was no immediate money saved, the 
savings would be long term.  Anything that we can do to sharpen or refine the 
institutions’ focus would be helpful.   
 
The Board went on to suggest that this should be an ongoing process.  They asked that a 
recommendation be brought back for consideration in October. 
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The proposal outlines a process that will require that the number of graduates be reported 
annually for all programs.  The ones that were retained for critical need will remain.  The 
ones that were retained for further review 2 years ago should be reviewed and if they 
have not met the threshold, they should be terminated.  With the guidelines being 
proposed, a strategy is being developed to institutionalize these processes.     
 
Sam will give the board an update in October.    The Spring census report seems to be the 
time when the report would be run.   
 
Institutions will review the list that is in the item, which was provided to the BOR during 
the program productivity review in 2009.  An update will need to be provided for every 
program that was identified as ‘retain for further review’ at the time of the initial review.  
Updates on the set to be reviewed this year will go to the Board next spring. 
 
Institutions should follow up with these programs and determine if they should continue 
or if they should be terminated.  Enrollments for each of those programs should be 
reported. 
 
On a related topic, Sam felt that when the cyclical institutional program reviews are 
reported to the Board, there doesn’t seem to be closure.  Often it appears that the 
summary notes that the review was done, actions were recommended but there is no 
evidence that anyone will be responsible for addressing these.   Are there more resources 
assigned?  Are there more faculty assigned?  Is the curriculum revised?  These are 
questions that need to be answered as issues raised are addressed. 
 
 
 
Item 6.H Discipline Council Rosters 
AAC concurred that the IT and Business councils have not met for a couple years and 
should be terminated.  VPAAs should send their representatives for each of the councils.  
The charge letters are being drafted and will be sent out within a couple weeks.  Copies 
of the letters will be sent to the VPAAs.  The updates should be sent to BOR staff as soon 
as possible.   
 
 
 
Item 6.I Curricular Forms 
Suggestions from the university staff for revisions of the curriculum forms have been 
provided.  Any additional comments should be sent to BOR staff as soon as possible.  
Suggestions for the processes should also be sent. 
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Frustration was voiced on a few of the forms and how more information is requested than 
what is originally requested on the form, resulting in a longer response time.  There also 
seems to be a lack of clarity in the questions being asked.   
 
Processes on the new program and new site requests will be added to the retreat for 
discussion. 
 
 
 
Item 6.J Proposed AAC Meeting Schedule for 2012 
VPAAs will review the proposed meeting schedule for 2012 and report any conflicts.  
The schedule has been set in the same manner as last year, with AAC typically meeting 
prior to the COPS/BOR agenda mailouts.  When possible, AAC will meet prior to the 
scheduled BOR meetings on campus.  Cecelia requested that the meetings in January and 
February are conference calls because of the uncertainty of the weather.  Any conflicts 
should be sent to BOR staff as soon as possible. 
 
 
 
Item 6.K AAC Retreat Agenda 
AAC discussed items for the retreat and suggested adding 3 more items.  Any other ideas 
should be sent to BOR staff.  Sam will prioritize the list. 
 
 
 
Item 6.L Programs Delivered Off Campus 
Campuses have been asked to provide a list of all programs approved for off-campus 
delivery, the date each was approved by the BOR, and for those approved for face-to-face 
delivery, the location(s) at which delivery is approved.   
 
NSU and SDSU have sent their lists and other institutions should send theirs. The BOR 
approval date should be listed. 
 
 
 
Item 6.M Mobile Computing – Professional Development Updates 
Paul commented that two years ago the BOR approved a $6 increase to the technology 
fee to facilitate the integration of mobile computing throughout the system.  This resulted 
in backlash from the student federation.  The BOR provided assurances that the funding 
would assure more mobile computing into the teaching and learning process.   
 
Paul continued that as part of the recommended action of the BOR, campuses were not 
allowed to use the funds from this fee for faculty stipends and that the expenditures 



DRAFT  DRAFT  DRAFT 

16 
 

would be made annually by the BOR.  Campuses were asked to submit university plans 
and an outline of information was provided.  University plans are provided. 
 
The report will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in October.  Any 
comments or concerns should be sent to Paul T. 
 
 
 
Item 6.N IDEA Survey Administration 
Paul noted that AAC also talked about this topic in August.  He has drafted a new set of 
guidelines that start on page 6 of the item.  
 
Paul added that there were implementation guidelines and operating guidelines.  These 
were merged into one document.  He continued that the student opinion surveys were 
discussed during the BOR retreat.  This was in response to the policy audit conducted by 
Dennis Jones.  The audit report lists items for the system to address during the 2011-2012 
academic year. 
 
Paul noted that he has talked to the Regents, student federation president, as well as to 
SAC and the assessment group.  He commented that there are misconceptions by students 
on campus about how the surveys are used.  They didn’t feel that the surveys were 
reviewed or acted upon.  Paul understood that the information is being used however the 
student perception is there. 
 
Lynn remarked that Chuck would like to continue administering the survey in every 
course every semester.  She wants to make sure that the language allows for that.  AAC 
felt that the guidelines would cover whatever the administration of the university wants to 
do.  Paul will make sure that the guidelines allow for what Chuck wants to do.   
 
AAC had a short discussion on the reliability of the data received when using the surveys 
as part of the evaluation process.   
 
Paul noted that upon approval, the guidelines would go into place for the spring semester.   
 
VPAAs will report what the dean or department head does with the data they receive to 
Paul T so he can report how it is used when questions are asked. 
 
 
 
Item 6.O Early Alert System Review 
Paul provided an overview of the status of the project and the RFP. 
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Item 6.P CLEP Guidelines Modification 
Paul received a request from BHSU to update the CLEP exam.  The course equivalency 
for the Human Growth and Development exam has traditionally been EPSY 327, which 
has now been replaced with EPSY 428.  BHSU would like to update the guidelines to be 
consistent with the curriculum offered at the institution. 
 
Paul noted that of all the courses we equate with the CLEP exams, this exam affects one 
of the smaller groups of students.  AAC agreed with the proposed change. 
 
Duane asked that AAC talk about IB credit in a future meeting. 
 
 
 
Item 6.Q Enforcement of Pre- and Co-requisites 
SDSMT asked about strategies that other campuses use to enforce pre-requisites.  
Responses from the different campuses highlighted the fact that pre-requisites are not 
enforced in the system’s SIS as students register for courses.   AAC previously discussed 
this topic and it was agreed at that time that a non-binding approach should continue.  
Given the number of transfer students in the system, enforcing prerequisites would place 
burden on the individuals and systems used to evaluate and transcribe transfer credit. 
 
Sam recalled that there was a difference in philosophy of what a prerequisite actually is.  
All pre-requisites listed are hard pre-requisites.  There are exceptions that can be made.  
Duane noted that during their ABET accreditation review, it was noted that on some 
transcripts there are students that are taking the courses without taking the pre-requisite.   
 
Sam will ask Trudy to look into whether this can be done through the system rather than 
caught manually by campus personnel.   
 
 
 
Item 7.A Bargaining Update 
Jim Shekleton, Janice Minder and Gary Johnson joined the meeting for an update on the 
negotiations process.   
 
Jim provided an update to AAC on the next steps in mediation with COHE.  The BOR 
and COHE representatives are scheduled for a fact finding meeting on October 28 with a 
DOL administrative law judge, who will note that the DOL accepts the positions of the 
BOR and COHE and will then make a recommendation.  This recommendation is not 
binding. 
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There are 3 issues that are being negotiated:  1) tenure track appointments, 2) librarian 
rank issues, and 3) intellectual property policies.  Jim explained the details with each of 
these issues. 
 
He continued that in November or December we should receive a response from the DOL 
and anticipates that the BOR will act on the recommendation at the December BOR 
meeting, should the recommendation come in time.  The Board can adopt or impose the 
agreement and adopt an intellectual property policy.  If the DOL recommendation is not 
acted on at the December meeting, Jim anticipates a special meeting for action. 
 
 
 
Item 7.B Issues from HR 
Janice provided a workforce analysis handout to AAC members.  About 12% of our 
current workforce could retire.  Gross turnover is around 11.47% of the workforce.  
Assume all those able to retire will retire, and added with the gross turnover, we will have 
a huge hole in our workforce.  Janice continued that not all will retire.  Cecelia felt that 
another year without a salary increase would cause quite a few to retire.   
 
The article on strategic hiring was provided by SDSU, trying to tie in the new hires to the 
university’s strategies.  Janice discussed that leadership development is not just for the 
top leadership.  Middle level leaders that may be able to move into the top leadership 
levels also can benefit from leadership development activities.  For instance, we may 
need to do some training so as the COHE agreement changes, leadership is able to help 
the rest of the faculty understand the changes to the new agreement. 
 
What is going on now for leadership development?  Laurie responded that at SDSU, they 
have an academic leadership series for the department heads but deans are also invited.  
They have also talked about working with faculty members on retirement strategies.  She 
added that she puts together a lot of information on professional development and faculty 
leadership development, and she deliberately targets newly developed committee 
structures.  
 
Laurie felt that we don’t do a good job with mid-level management, i.e. the tough issues 
like how to handle the difficult employee, not necessarily performance, but doing 
something else that may be professionally inappropriate.  She felt that the management is 
afraid of the contract. 
 
Tom noted that NSU does not have a formal leadership development series.   Informal, ad 
hoc committees are created to discuss issues, but he is very interested in this moving 
forward.  NSU just doesn’t have the resources but would like to have something more in 
front of the faculty leaders. 
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Cecelia reported that DSU will send a list of webinars to the deans and sees value in 
some.  They have also arranged some brown bag events for discussions on management 
issues.  At DSU, managers are required to attend at least 6 brown bag events in the series.  
DSU will also send people that have potential in management to community meetings 
and any leadership series.   
 
Lynn commented that USD does the same type of collaborative efforts with the city of 
Vermillion.  Webinars are also available.  They would like to see some formal leadership 
series.  Kurt added that they are also conducting some events at the CSA level too.   
 
Duane reported that SDSMT has reworked the faculty develop activities.  Administration 
also encourages management to go to national meetings to interact with others on their 
level. 
 
Rod felt that BHSU does a good job at the faculty level and senior administrative level.  
He agreed with Laurie that the middle level management should be vamped up.  BHSU 
has many new people and some are struggling with budgets and other core issues that 
middle management deals with (chairs and dean level).   
 
Janice suggested that when working with retirees, one thing to consider is that the baby 
boomers are eligible for retirement.  We should be thinking that we may have a good 
faculty member that maybe wants to shift down their responsibility, but not retire.  If we 
can accommodate that request, then we can use their good leadership to mentor the new 
faculty or other management.  How can we use the expertise of these people to recruit 
other good people?  She felt that we also need to look at the recruitment process.  The 
current process takes too long and HR needs to help with this process.  When the 
university is competing for new talent, they will not wait 6 months to be hired. 
 
Laurie felt that the HR directors do not feel that this is a part of their responsibilities.  
Janice noted that we need to work on changing that mindset.   
 
The VPAAs will identify a list of priorities that need to be addressed on their campus 
relating to leadership development.  AAC agreed that it would be beneficial to have BOR 
staff utilize DDN or make campus visits to do presentations for campus personnel, 
especially as the contract is implemented.    
 
 
 
MISCELLANEOUS 
7/10 Policy - Exceptions 
Sam noted that institutions may request an exception for the small lab exception list.  
Campuses should check the list and make sure it is correct.  Institutions can also request a 
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waiver for overflow labs in any given semester.  These 7/10 requests should come to Sam 
in the BOR office. 
 
Cecelia asked if we can get the methods classes to be part of those exceptions.  Sam has 
asked the Education discipline council to come up with a system strategy to solve the 
problem. 
 
 
Special Tuition Rate 
Sam noted that the USDOE has defined a credit hour as 15 hours of contact hours plus 
the equivalent of out of class work for a total of 45 hours of contact time for a credit hour 
earned.  Sam encouraged the VPAAs to look at the workshop requests through this lens 
as they are submitting to BOR staff for approval. 
 
 
Campus Visits 
Sam and Paul are going to SDSU to meet some of their new administrators.  If others 
would like to arrange visits to their campuses, let Sam and Paul know. 
 
 
RAC Update 
Gary Johnson joined and provided a short update on the activities of the Research Affairs 
Council.  He noted that RAC has a meeting/retreat in Chamberlain coming up soon.  One 
discussion session will be the deemed export controls.  He encouraged the VPAA to talk 
to the research officer on their campus if they have specific questions.   
 
He noted that the research awards for 2011 are down $20 million from 2010.  This has 
dropped off rapidly.  He has received two letters of intent from the legislative research 
council.  They want reports on the research progress and the impact on whether the 10% 
cuts are causing good research faculty to leave.  The other letter clarified what the LRC 
expected from research. 
 
Gary continued that this led to RFPs for the performance improvement funds.  It’s 
estimated that $900,000 would be available for the improvement funds.  RFPs were 
received and no one requested the maximum amount of $200,000.  But the total proposals 
received were a little over amount available.  The proposals are out for review with a 
feedback time of October 7.  An appointed Board will review the RFPs and make those 
decisions.  It will be November before they are able to award the money. 
 
Gary noted that Dr. Warner has agreed to provide money for a CAREER development 
workshop.  Career is an early faculty award program.  South Dakota has been historically 
low in receiving CAREER awards.  The working will try to up the number of CAREER 
award winners.   
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Gary commented that the 2013 budget goes to BFM next week.  General funds money for 
the competitive research grant program is at $450,000.  It’s proposed at the same this 
year as last year.  There is a 3rd priority in the budget, which is $2milllion for research 
improvement.  This money would go into a revolving fund.   
 
 
Faculty Productivity 
Sam suggested that the VPAA talk to the academic leadership teams on campus and get 
them thinking about faculty productivity and using the survey, in addition to a credit hour 
generation model of evaluation/faculty productivity.  He encouraged the campuses to get 
some key people off campus to discuss different models being used outside of South 
Dakota.  If there are rubrics out there that would be a better measure of productivity, send 
the information to Sam.  Sometimes we all get trapped into one model and have a hard 
time looking outside for another way. 
 
He continued that getting the feedback is appropriate.  However, currently the institution 
cannot use the comments for evaluations.  Whether the comments are good or bad, the 
university should encourage all students to write a statement and sign it.   
 
Sam commented that one strategy that is being looked at is the $10,000 degree.  This is a 
topic that has piqued the interest of a couple board members.  One strategy being used is 
one degree for $10,000.   When it gets down to the transcript, there is no difference in 
how that looks.  The degree is generic.  The assumption will be that the option will be 
there to earn a degree for $10,000.  When looking at what students are charged, there are 
many charges that students do not use and this is the generic degree option. 
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