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Academic Affairs Council Meeting 
January 9, 2007 

 
Minutes 

 
The Academic Affairs Council met on January 9, 2007 in the BOR Conference Room with the 
following persons participating:  DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Clyde Arnold; SDSMT, Karen 
Whitehead; SDSU, Carol Peterson & Mary Kay Helling; USD, Lynn Rognstad & Royce Engstrom; 
BOR, Sam Gingerich, Paul Turman, & Jodi Gabriel. 
 
 
 
Item 1 Agenda – Additions, Changes, and Approval 
The following item was added to the agenda: 

 Item 8.M Yellowstone Initiatives 
 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 3.A.1 Guidelines for General Education Changes and New Curriculum Form  
Sam commented that the institutions have talked about the ability to review the general education 
courses in policy.  AAC agreed that a separate set of guidelines and a specific form would be the 
best way to go.  Although this process may take more than one or two meetings, a draft set of 
guidelines have been provided to start the discussion.   
 
Revisions to the revised course modification forms were approved in December where the general 
education information was removed.  There is a new form provided that would take the place of the 
sections in the old form.  
 
The proposal is that there would be one process and form to change any general education 
curriculum.  This will separate the issue from developing a course.  Campuses cannot develop a 
course for general education.  An institution would develop a course and then possibly teach it a 
couple times before requesting the addition to general education list.  Revising the course lists for 
general education would need BOR approval.   
 
The VPAAs will take the draft guidelines back to their campuses for discussion.  Comments will be 
sent to the BOR office in time for mailout for the February AAC meeting. 
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Item 3.A.2 Information Literacy Exam Policy Guidelines 
Paul reported that AAC approved the updated information literacy guidelines at the December 
meeting but felt that two issues should be further reviewed:  1) integration of the information literacy 
guidelines with the proficiency exam guidelines, and 2) impact that these modifications will have to 
BOR policy 2:26 in reference to the information literacy exam as the primary assessment instrument 
employed within the system.   
 
Paul reported that in BOR 2:26, it does have Goal 7 specified and this change would carry over into 
the guidelines.  There would really be no change in the policies for assessment.  Paul commented 
that the initial intention of the assessment committee was to integrate the language throughout the 
document.  But it became very confusing so it was separated.   
 
There is a table that breaks down the cut scores for each one of the goals and this will be added.  
One thing that is missing is when it comes to descriptions for alternate certification.  When the 
committee comes back with these, Paul would add them to Appendix F.   
 
He also added that the procedures in which they would complete each of these and who would be 
responsible for assigning a grade.  The assessment group has put forth some recommendations for 
the assessment committee to look at and hopefully Paul will be able to bring those to AAC next 
month.   
 
The time the exam is given varies.  Right now it is given in the same semester as the proficiency 
exam.  Paul has talked to Cory at RIS to see how we could generate a list for this.  He will have to 
generate two lists – one for the IL exam and one for the proficiency exam.   
 
Sam felt that one thing that will be brought up is that this is being tied to a course.  The other 
proficiencies are broadly defined.  SDSU is now the only institution that specifically ties this to a 
specific course.  It relates to the resources available.  SDSU does not have the number of computer 
labs for the number of students that must take this exam. 
 
The mechanics of administering the exam happen to be done within the course content but it’s not 
part of the course requirements.  Sam felt that the perception is that this is still tied to the specific 
course. 
 
Carol stated that this was approved when the IL requirements were initially submitted and felt that it 
shouldn’t be an issue now.  Sam responded that this was not a system requirement previously.  
Demonstrating proficiency when these courses were approved was at the institutional level.  Now we 
are going to a system approach with a common exam, but at the same time the more common 
expectations are there about how this will be administered. 
 
Sam is suggesting that as this goes forward as a system process, that there will be the expectation 
that this will look the same system-wide.  Carol felt that the experience is integrated throughout the 
system.  The exam is given approximately the same time in the student’s career.  It’s in 201 that the 
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students are held accountable for achieving the exam.  SDSU cannot get 1000 students into their 
computer labs.   
 
Sam felt that if triggering this is similar to the proficiency exam, it may be more feasible to tie it to a 
specific course.  He felt that it should look the same everywhere.   
 
Lynn was concerned that now we have the whole semester during which they can test.  If the 
proficiency exam notification does not go out until mid-semester and we’re thinking that the 
information literacy exam notification would go out at the same time, this will not give the institution 
much time to get all the students tested.  Paul said that RIS is trying to get a report to show all 
students that must take the proficiency and the information literacy exams and they would take the 
exams at the same time. 
 
Sam commented that although he doesn’t really have an opinion on how this is administered, he is 
concerned that there is divergence.  There are some system issues that AAC should address.  If we 
go forward with implementing the guidelines, this may leave some variation in process on the 
campuses but we need to be upfront with the issues. 
 
Paul is working with the representatives at the institutions to work out the differences.  Sam felt that 
if the student does not demonstrate proficiency within a year, there will be penalties.  This 
requirement would have the same type of penalties for not completing or not passing the exam.  
Royce felt that we do need to be flexible on the mechanical way of administration unless the way it is 
administered is influencing the outcome.   
 
Sam was concerned about how to capture those students who are approaching the 64 hours 
requirement but not taking the specific course.  AAC has not agreed on the penalties for not 
completing or not taking the information literacy exam.   
 
This will become interesting because there is a student at USD who has failed the test three times.  
What about alternate certification?  There are no guidelines for this.  Lynn responded they have 
discussed that the student would have to take a course with a librarian, a remediation type course.   
 
Sam clarified that there will be one point that will trigger the requirement that students must sit for 
the proficiency exam and one end point.  There is one set of reports.  We can’t have different reports 
for different parts of the proficiency exam.  These are high stake tests.  These have direct impact.   
 
The item will come back to AAC at the February meeting. 
 
 
 
Item 3.B.1 Computer Science Admissions Requirement 
Deferred to February. 
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Item 3.C.1 Placement 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 3.D.1 CAAP Retesters and Rush Processing  
Paul explained that the assessment committee members have noted a reoccurring problem with the 
timeframe for receiving results for students involved with their final retest.  The timeframe places 
burden on the assessment offices because electronic versions of the data do not arrive until the 
middle of December.  Because the week is typically finals week, many of the students leave town 
and for their final retest, they have not been able to pull together the documents for alternative 
certification until they return in January.    If the appeal is denied, they are not allowed to take 
classes starting in January, so they must move out of their dorms or apartments and maybe even 
return home. 
 
The assessment committee discussed this issue and recommends the option for institutions to 
administer the CAAP exam for all retesters a week earlier than first-time test takers currently taking 
the exam.  This would alleviate the timeframe constraints campuses are currently experiencing by 
allowing for a rush processing of CAAP data by ACT for those retesting on campus. 
 
The assessment committee wants this to all be done in the same timeframe.  Currently the process is 
not as clean.  The assessment committee is looking into the details of this.  Lynn agreed that there is 
a problem with the short turnaround.  USD has nurses with the Good Samaritan program and it takes 
awhile to get the exams back.   
 
AAC concurred with the assessment committee’s recommendation.  Paul will be gathering more 
information from ACT and will draft a policy change. 
 
 
 
Item 4.A Program Modifications - USD 
M/S by Karen and Lynn to approve the following program modifications for USD.  Motion carries. 
Sam and Lynn are working on a couple questions that the BOR office has.   
 

 B.S. in Physics 
 Communication Disorders, B.S. and B.A. 
 Doctor of Audiology (Au.D)  * pending * 
 Masters in Speech-Language Pathology  * pending * 

 
* Note Added:  With information received from USD, changes to these two programs are approved 
and will move forward. 
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Item 5.A Course Modifications - USD 
M/S by Karen and Clyde to approve the following course modifications for USD.  Motion carries. 
Sam has a couple questions that Lynn is working on. 
 

New Course Requests 
 ANAT 512 Human Embryology 
 DCOM 437/537 Advanced Language Disorders 
 FAMP 802 Health Care for the Underserved 
 INTA 195-495 Arts Management Practicum * pending * 
 INTA 240 Methods and Materials of Architecture * pending * 
 INTA 250 Film, Genre and Culture * pending * 
 INTA 260 3D Design and Animation for the Entertainment Industry * pending * 
 INTA 340 The History of Architecture * pending * 
 INTA 350 Film History * pending * 
 INTA 470 Non-Profit Management for the Arts * pending * 
 INTA 471 Fundraising for the Arts * pending * 
 PAST 714 Medicine I 
 PAST 716 Medicine II 
 PSYC 708 Seminar: Advanced History & Systems of Psychology 
 PSYC 714 Clinical Psychopharmacology 
 PSYC 747 Seminar: Science and Practice I 
 PSYC 765 Peer Supervision Practicum 

 
 Revised Course Requests 

 ELED 766 Technology Integration for Effective Instruction 
 MSL 301L Leadership Problem Solving Lab * pending * 
 MSL 302L Leadership Development Lab * pending * 
 MSL 401L Leadership & Management Lab * pending * 
 MSL 402L Transition to Lieutenant Lab * pending * 
 SEED 766 Technology Integration for Effective Instruction 

 
* Note Added:  With information received from USD, changes to these proposals are approved and 
will move forward. 
 
 
 
Item 6 Board Reports 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 7 Reports to the Council 
No report. 
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Item 8.A.1 Remedial Reading  
Deferred to February. 
 
 
 
Item 8.A.2 Suspended Students 
Deferred to February. 
 
 
 
Item 8.B Interdisciplinary Programs not Assigned to an Academic Unit 
Colleague requires that every course be assigned to an academic unit.  USD has brought this to AAC 
because it can be problematic with interdisciplinary offerings.   
 
Karen remarked that SDSMT created a department and college called MINT.  Having the pseudo 
department and college seems to help for the interdisciplinary courses.  Karen cautioned that when 
data is pulled, MINT is considered a college.  Lynn commented that even if it was under another 
college, the adjustments would need to be done anyway. 
 
Karen will send the SDSMT proposal on pseudo departments to the institutions.  Campuses should 
think about implementing this process system-wide.   
 
USD may address the issue like SDSMT has already.   
 
 
 
Item 8.C Dual Credit Update 
Sam is working with Iowa and Minnesota towards agreements for dual credit.  He will continue to 
keep the group updated.  He feels that there is progress with Iowa.  Sam explained how the Iowa 
system works and he is still working towards a solution towards an agreement.   
 
Carol commented that there is a long term issue with Southwest State.  Sam added that institutions 
have developed cooperative agreements with community colleges and within those agreements, is the 
expectation that if the course is transcripted, it transfers and this seems to be separate from the whole 
dual credit issue.   
 
Cecelia commented that they have a fairly good system in Iowa and Minnesota with the technology 
and transfer track.  They are listed in the catalogs as courses that will transfer. 
 
Can we get a list of schools where Southwest State goes to the high school and teaches the course?  
Lynn added that it is hard to tell what students have a legitimate course and what student does not.   
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Sam suggested doing an assessment of students who have brought credit into our system as part of an 
agreement and those who have brought in credit not as part of an agreement to see how they are 
doing in college.  Sam added that he prefers AP or CLEP as a method of validation and get rid of 
the agreements.  Sam asked the VPAAs to send any suggestions on how the whole process should be 
handled.   
 
Campuses will compile a list of their cooperative/articulation agreements with other institutions, 
including community colleges.   
 
 
 
Item 8.D Update to Workplan 
Wade Pogany from DOE joined AAC for this discussion to talk about the alignment standards 
review. 
 
Sam reviewed the computer skills issue.  Computer studies is currently established as a course 
requirement for admissions but AAC had talked about establishing a joint group to discuss the 
requirement from high schools and how it compares to our admissions requirements.  The DOE is 
moving towards measuring the competency rather than a specific course completed.   
 
Sam has circulated some information to the discipline councils and some have started conversations 
on this issue.  The whole process is a little big for the discipline councils and we may need to have 
some administrative and operational assistance – what is expected, clear goals, etc. 
 
The national talk is that there is a perception of disconnection between what the students know when 
they graduate from high school and what the student is expected to know when they enter college. 
 
Placement data shows that there may be a little disconnect but not necessarily of standards.  Some 
states have addressed the disconnect and this is where the BOR’s workplan is directing AAC this 
year.  Higher education needs to articulate what we expect students to know when they enter college. 
 
We need to work on the whole placement process.  Wade is here to talk about the process of what 
the department of education went through with the high schools and how they arrived at the 
standards for K-12. 
 
Carol added that David Hilderbrand was hired by the BOR to address this issue and maybe there is a 
document on file.  ACT does a report characterizing what expectations go with what sections of 
ACT.  This is just a portion of it but we may be able to use ACT scores for placement.   
 
How does the STEP tool through the TQE grant relate to this issue?  Cecelia responded that the 
STEP was designed to align our standards to the K-12 standards.  Sam added that this exercise is 
engaging the faculty to state what they expect of the students to know and what the K-12 community 
is expecting students to know upon graduation from high school. 
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What do the college level courses expect so that the K-12 community can teach the students?  Wade 
responded that K-12 is interested in the expectations of the college courses.  He continued that if the 
K-12 students are taught what is expected for them to learn in high school, they should be more 
successful in post secondary education.   
 
The K-12 doesn’t want to have one set of standards for the high schools and then a separate set of 
standards for the post secondary.  He felt that if we teach our students what they need to learn to be 
successful in college, we will not only turn out better student s in high school but they will be better 
prepared to be successful in college. 
 
Wade handed out a report on the process of how they establish the content standards for high schools 
and the process they go through in evaluating these standards.  Their intent is to conduct training 
sessions for the teachers on how to teach the standards.   
 
Wade continued that the DOE has redesigned the process and feels that they are getting a better 
product out of it.  They train teachers, parents, and university personnel to review the standards.  
This has been instrumental in establishing benchmarks.  They have focused on measurable content 
standards.   
 
They also take the assessment tool that evaluates the core standards.  DOE has the teachers go back 
and determine what gaps the students did not do well in and try to teach it so that students understand 
it better.  The assessment process is going on all the time.  DOE is always looking at how to raise 
the bar for student and what they are learning.   
 
DakotaStep is the accountability tool for K-12.  We can look at the weak and strong areas for each of 
the content standards with this tool.  DOE is also training teachers to learn how to assess their 
students.   
 
DOE is also developing a tool box to help teachers focus on each stage.  We want this to help show 
where teaching maybe overlapping in grades.   
 
Although the DOE feels they are doing a lot of things, there is no piece here that when we are 
developing the standards, we have a piece for what higher education expects.  We have the ACT and 
assessment pieces but we do not have the higher education expectations.   
 
Wade doesn’t really feel that there is a disconnect within the K-12 but they are just a piece of the 
puzzle.  Our teachers can say that the students will be successful in college because they got a good 
ACT score but they cannot say that the students know what college expects them to know.   
 
Sam commented that there is recognition at the DOE that course end exams are critical and they are 
now asking us to articulate what we expect students to know when they come to college.  This is 
being approached as a group effort if we are going to meet the 2010 initiatives.  There is no 
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yours/ours in the conversations but there needs to be more conversation between K-12 and higher 
education and what is expected. 
 
There are HS that are graduating students in the math classes that are not successful in college – they 
are in remediation. 
 
Karen remarked that they have reviewed the math standards and if the students actually come in with 
the knowledge of these expected standards, they would be successful in college algebra.  It’s not just 
doing well on the assessments but the student must retain the knowledge.  There are high schools 
graduating math students that are not successful in college – they are in remediation.  We do need to 
come together with some public documents that show the articulation between the two groups.     
 
Sam commented that the cut scores are less than the scores projected by ACT to be “college ready” 
and also what the Math Discipline Council suggests too.  Wade added that we need to equip those 
kids with the knowledge to get them out of the remedial courses.  He feels that we would retain the 
student in higher education longer with better success. 
 
Royce did not think that there was necessarily a mismatch between K-12 expectations and college 
expectations.  If there was a gap then even the brighter kids would be in remediation.  The standards 
are there for the teachers and some students just will not come out with the same skills as the others.  
He felt that trying to get the students to learn what the teachers are trying to teach is the biggest 
hurdle.   
 
How does this relate to our teacher education programs?  Sam commented that the systemwide 
review on teacher education is talking about this.  There are strategies that are developing that will 
help the issue.  Wade added that the discussions on a national level are parallel to this same 
discussion.   
 
Sam suggests that a volunteer group be formed, including a couple K-12 personnel to work with 
faculty on the campuses to review the high school standards.  The reviews could go to the discipline 
councils for additional review once they are complete. 
 
Sam added that maybe we could provide some training over the summer.  If we look at this as an 
assessment, we can use this opportunity to take assessment strategies to another level.  An 
opportunity to provide additional training would provide a benefit to the university also. 
 
Karen suggested that campuses could volunteer to take the lead on a discipline.  If we assign the 
responsibility to an institution, you can also involve the necessary people on your campus.  Then it 
could maybe be forwarded on to the specific discipline councils for review.   
 
The universities would look at alignment of our courses with the high school standards.  The 
university group would draft a set of competencies that the high school students would need to enter 
college courses and be successful.  The proposal would then move to the discipline councils for 
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review.   The group could then see how these competencies would relate to the high school 
standards.    
 
Sam felt that early in the discussion, they would need to talk about the high school standards to K-
12.  What characteristics, in addition to these standards, do we expect of students coming into the 
college courses?  We have to have an articulated set of standards that we expect on entry into 
college, which would feed into the placement process.   
 
A volunteer group to work with the faculty on campuses will be established, inviting 1-2 people from 
K-12 to participate.  A strategy would be developed to review the high school standards.   
 
The university would look at the alignment with the HS standards.  The university group would draft 
a set of competencies that the HS student would need to come in with.  The proposal would move to 
the discipline councils for review.   Then the group would see how these competencies would align 
with the high school standards.  Sam added that early in the discussion they would need to talk to K-
12 about the high school standards.  We must have an articulated set of standards that we expect on 
entry into college that feeds into the placement process.   
 
The following institutions will begin review of the alignment for these disciplines: 

 Math - USD 
 Science - SDSU 
 Social Science - BHSU 
 Reading - NSU 
 Technology literacy - DSU 
 Writing/English/Language Arts - SDSMT 

 
We will review reading as a system for the time being as this goal was set by the board.  Sam wants 
to talk to Dr. Perry first and see what the end result will look like.  We will need to have this 
information by the August BOR retreat.  A set of standards will be developed and circulated by the 
campuses.  Sam wants to have time to talk to Dr. Perry about the end discussion with K-12.   
 
Sam will bring a charge for the group to the February AAC meeting. 
 
Teacher Education Program Review 
The system-wide teacher education program review group met yesterday in Pierre.  They discussed 
the summary notes from the first meeting as well as from the campus visits and suggestions and 
questions from the consultant, Charles Coble.  Sam gave a brief update of the meeting and issues 
discussed. 
 
Sam clarified that the review is not focusing on evaluating the programs.  The purpose of the review 
is to learn about the programs on each campus.  The plan coming out of the review will be a system 
level work plan to ensure all programs are meeting the unique requirements of the state.   
 
Sam will email the work plan to the VPAAs.   
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Minority Education 
There is a minority education meeting on January 29 in Pierre.  More information will be circulated 
after that meeting.   
 
Carol asked that the group be aware of the current agreements with the tribal colleges.  Some of 
these relationships have taken years to develop and we need to be sensitive to these agreements.   
 
Information Literacy and Technology Literacy 
Carol reported that separating the technology literacy and information literacy was deliberate.  AAC 
has discussed these before.  She understood that technology literacy was going to be dealt with in the 
admissions policy and information literacy would be addressed within general education.     
 
Lynn added that higher education used to have computer literacy and also the computer science in 
the requirements.  But when the high schools said they would teach it, higher education quit teaching 
it.  The bottom line is now we do not have a way to assess the competencies on incoming students. 
 
Sam clarified that AAC will need to revisit this as part of the assessment on standards with the high 
schools.   
 
 
 
Item 8.E Lab Fees 
Deferred to February. 
 
 
 
Item 8.F Winter Interim 
Deferred to February. 
 
 
 
Item 8.G Section Size – Class Limitations 
Deferred to February. 
 
 
 
Item 8.H Student Appeals for Academic Affairs 
Deferred to February. 
 
 
 
Item 8.I Stipends Issue 
Deferred to February. 
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Item 8.J Institutional Research 
Deferred to February. 
 
 
 
Item 8.K Audits of Classes 
Deferred to February. 
 
 
 
Item 8.L Study Abroad 
Deferred to February. 
 
 
 
Item 8.M Yellowstone Initiatives 
Royce remarked that we need to get a course built and into the fall semester lineup.  He is proposing 
an experimental course at the 300 level called Issues of the Yellowstone Eco-systems, or something 
similar for 3 credits.  He has a course description and will send it out for suggestions.   
 
Royce felt that the focus should be on the civic engagement so the prefix should reflect that.  For the 
first time offering, he suggested the course enrollment be limited at 4 students per campus.  He 
thought we should build the course and get it into the systems, then recruit the students this spring.   
 
Royce suggested that AAC assemble a small group to start designing the course.  The first meeting 
would be within the next few weeks.  He proposed to start notifying the participants and meet in 
Chamberlain within the next month.   
 
Royce has proposed an experimental course at the 300 level for 3 credits.  He will send the course 
description out to every campus and each campus will be responsible for doing their own paperwork 
to get the course entered.     
 
 
 
Item 9 Faculty Issues 
No report. 
 
 
Item 10.A.1 New Programs 
No report. 
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Item 10.B.1 New Certificates: USD Drafting for the Entertainment Industry 
Deferred to February. 
 
 
 
Item 10.C.1 Intent to Plan Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 10.D.1 New Site Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 11.A CMS/DDN/Online Services Updates 
Deferred to February. 
 
 
 
Item 11.B EUC Online Application and Registration 
Deferred to February. 
 
 
 
USD would like to grade MATH 101 as S/U, which the MDC supported, on their campus only.  
USD would propose a modification to the common course.  AAC approved their request but added 
that they must hold firm to Satisfactory being considered a C grade.   
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