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Academic Affairs Council 
February 13, 2007 

 
Minutes of the Meeting 

 
The Academic Affairs Council met via conference call on Tuesday, February 13, 2007 with the 
following persons participating:  BHSU, Dean Myers; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Clyde 
Arnold; SDSMT, Karen Whitehead; SDSU, Carol Peterson & Mary Kay Helling; USD, Royce 
Engstrom & Lynn Rognstad; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Paul Turman, & Jodi Gabriel; RIS, Ranny 
Jones and Trudy Zalud. 
 
 
Item 1 Additions to the Agenda 

 Experimental course for the Yellowstone project  
 DSU course request CET 728 
 Update on specializations in FACS at SDSU for Sam 
 Class visitors at University Center 

 
Ranny asked that the BOR office update the minor modification request form to include and 
effective date line on the form.  Jodi will update the form and post it on the web.  
 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
M/S by Clyde and Cecelia to approve the December minutes as amended.  Motion carries.   
 
M/S by Carol and Clyde to approve the January minutes as submitted.  Motion carries.   
 
 
 
Item 3.A.1 Information Literacy Guidelines 
Joanne Sckerl joined from SDSU. 
 
The assessment committee has provided recommendations based on the charge from AAC.  Sam 
has outlined a set of questions for AAC to facilitate the discussion.  Carol clarified that on page 3, 
the SDSU response was from a faculty member rather than a member of the VPAA staff.  
Courses have been identified where testing has occurred.   
 
Sam understood that we have established in BOR policy the general education goals that are 
common.  Typically the way accrediting bodies deal with these goals is to make sure that 
assessment plans are in place at the university level so that the curriculum in place provides 
students with the learning that meets the goals established.  The rest of the general education 
policy is written within that framework with courses identified for students.   
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However, in BOR policy we have goal 7 where the outcomes are written completely differently.  
It is simply said that all students will pass an exam.  The assessment portion is written as a 
proficiency statement and is written for the university rather than specifically for the student.  
Although the proficiency tests do tie back to the goal statements, it is not a direct tie.  The 
campuses have assessment programs underway that determine whether the coursework is meeting 
the goals established.  This goal is written differently because it says that all students must pass a 
common exam.  If this is a proficiency goal, then it needs to be established and handled like the 
rest of the proficiency exams.  If this is another high stakes exam established, then it needs high 
levels of control in place.  On the other hand, listening to AAC on how the institutions are 
administering the proficiency exams, Sam felt it was tied to classes typically and covered in 
communication introduction courses.  Students are expected to develop skills in the course and if 
the information literacy exam is given as part of that class, then he felt that this is part of an 
assessment of that class.  This would then be part of an assessment rather than part of a 
proficiency exam. 
 
Lynn responded that part of the evolution of this, was that there was variety across the system.  
But students are coming in with more English now then ever.  She felt that AAC was concerned 
that the student may not get enough information literacy outside the system.  This was a way to 
determine that the student would get these objectives from us.   
 
Karen concurred with Lynn.  We did discuss this as simply an outcome of Goals 1 or 2.  Part of 
the reason for leaving it as a separate goal was because of the lack of commonality.  Then it was 
discussed on how to assess the goal and then a discussion on the common exam.   
 
Karen prefers not to link it to a specific course.  If it’s folded into an objective/outcome of goal 1 
or 2, would we need a separate exam?  The proficiency exam was not set up to see if the general 
education goals and outcomes were being met.  The expectation is that true proficiency is 
developed throughout the curriculum. 
 
Sam felt that we are going down a path comparable to a proficiency exam.  If this is a proficiency 
exam and a high stakes exam where the student may be denied enrollment, then from a system 
perspective we have to handle this in the same manner across the system.  Attendance would be 
denied across the system.   
 
Carol felt that the institutions had the approval from the BOR because there are differences among 
the campuses.  Sam responded that part of the charge to the working group was to come back 
with a uniform way to administer the exam.  This got lost along the way.   
 
Carol commented that campuses could not have that many students in the computer labs at one 
time.  Sam understood but if this is going to be dealt with as a proficiency exam, then it needs to 
be administered at a common time and have common penalties across the system. 
 
We could accomplish both the proficiency and assessment if the student must accomplish 
proficiency of this test before they graduate.  Once proficiency is injected into the conversation, 
then there is a higher expectation where the training will be provided that will be required by the 
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system.  If we are going to do this as a system, then we need to be deliberate on how the student 
is going to develop the skills and that remediation and retesting is common across the system and 
done before graduation.  If it‘s a proficiency exam, then it has to be handled as a proficiency 
exam.   
 
Royce clarified that this then means that the course or courses where the content is learned is 
identified and the testing and processes used are more common.  Lynn felt that this may be 
possible as long as it doesn’t have to be given at the same time as the proficiency exam, maybe 
within the same semester rather than within the same 2 weeks as the proficiency exam.    
 
From a policy point of view, Royce suggested that the policy say that campuses must identify 
where the student will learn these outcomes, similar to the IGRS.  The student has collectively 
had these skills from the other university and would transfer to the new university, even though 
the courses where the student learned the outcomes are probably different. 
 
SDSU has specified certain courses where the student would take the information literacy exam 
upon completing the course.  SDSMT gives the exam during the second semester of the 
sophomore year.  The student has the month of April to take the test proctored by the librarian.  
 
BHSU is similar and the student takes the exam in conjunction with the CAAP exam.  NSU and 
DSU are the same.  USD links the information literacy exam to the IDEA classes.  It is a 
prerequisite to these courses.  Royce felt they could switch so that it’s taken within the same 
semester as the CAAP as long as they don’t have to have the same timeframe as the CAAP exam.  
Lynn added that USD encourages the student to take the information literacy exam as soon as 
possible. 
 
Clyde commented that NSU implements the assessment goals and tries to steer away from the 
proficiency approach.  SDSU concurred.  USD would rather not kick students out with this.   
 
Carol motioned that we send this to the assessment committee to develop a hybrid model for 
assessment and administration of the exam.  Motion died for lack of a second.  
 
Karen reported that we must submit this to all students this semester.  She motioned that we look 
at our institutional results and determine at the end of a certain amount of time to administer the 
exam.  We would not require the exam as a requirement for graduation for current students.  The 
assessment committee would report to AAC the findings of the pilot project with the expectation 
that the students in spring 2007 would sit for the exam and acquire a level of proficiency.  Motion 
died for lack of a second.   
 
AAC has never formally accepted the recommendation of the assessment committee.  Karen felt 
there was a requirement that students that want to graduate this semester would need to sit for the 
exam.  The assessment committee also goes round and round with this same issue.  Will this be a 
graduation requirement for spring 2007 students?  They are required to sit for the exam but are 
they required to acquire a certain score?   
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Royce did not think the institutions should have to worry about this semester’s students.  Sam 
concurred and added that he did not feel there were any policies to force the student to pass the 
information literacy exam this semester in order to graduate.   
 
Cecelia felt that the bottom line is whether we want this exam as an assessment activity or a 
proficiency activity.  Lynn felt that we use this exam as both.  Carol argued that this is an 
assessment until we say that the student must meet a certain level in order to graduate.  Then it’s 
proficiency.   
 
Sam reported that this was considered in Committee A and was approved to be developed as a 
proficiency model.  But in talking with the assessment committee, they have also struggled with 
how this operates within a proficiency model given the different approaches of the campuses.  If it 
is proficiency, then students need to be informed when the learning will occur, with common 
procedures to be followed and a level of proficiency attained. 
 
Carrie Ahern concurred that the assessment group struggled with this.  But she felt that the 
assessment committee thought that this was more of proficiency and a requirement to graduate.  
Sam added that instruction and testing of this is already embedded in some courses.   
 
Royce felt that institutions were meeting the spirit of this by saying that the student must sit for 
this exam by the end of the sophomore year or by 48 hours.  Karen did not feel that there should 
be anything to force the students to pass the exam.  Cecelia argued that if we have set a cut score, 
then how can we say there are no consequences?    
 
M/S by Royce and Karen to: 
 

1. view the IL exam as a proficiency requirement 
2. require the institutions to state what mechanisms are used to expose the student to the 

appropriate materials for exam success 
3. require that the IL exam be given no later than the end of the first semester following 

completion of 48 credit hours for baccalaureate students and 32 credit hours for associate 
degree students 

4. require that the exam be given to students that did not take part in the pilot project 
effective fall 2007 

5. and require that successful completion of the exam be demonstrated by graduation.  (Note 
e-mail circulated outlining concerns with this.) 

 
Motion carries.  The recommendation will move forward to the assessment committee to develop 
the administration guidelines based on this motion.  These guidelines will be brought back to the 
AAC in March.   
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Item 3.A.2 Guidelines for General Education Changes and Curriculum Form 
M/S by Karen & Royce to approve the proposed guidelines and forms submitted for changes to 
the general education curriculum.  Motion carries.  The BOR office will post the guidelines and 
form in the AAC guidelines on the webpage.   
 
 
 
Item 3.B.1 Computer Studies Requirements 
Sam commented that there has been a lot of discussion lately on computer studies and now high 
school students are required to complete computer competencies.  The policy was established as 
an admissions requirement but we have not been able to track last year students and the campuses 
each verified compliance.  Trudy is now working with MOCC to come up with a way to track 
this requirement at the system level.   
 
She is communicating with admissions to see what processes work and what doesn’t work as well.  
She will also visit with everyone again soon on what else may be going on with tracking this 
requirement. 
 
Carol commented that we have these requirements in place but with the high schools moving 
away from the computer requirement, we need to have conversations with the K-12 community.  
Sam clarified that the new high school graduation requirements are effective 2010 so current high 
school students should still have computer courses on their transcripts. 
 
Since MIS or CSC 105 will probably be the course to help students that do not have the 
requirement, the campuses should gear up for a possible increase in enrollment.  Each campus 
should provide a list of courses that will fulfill this requirement.   
 
Trudy is working with the MOCC group and will report their progress and any recommendations 
back to AAC as necessary. 
 
 
 
Item 3.C.1 Remedial Reading Analysis 
Paul commented that during the AAC meeting in December, he was asked to provide information 
on student performance for those who have completed the READ 041 or LART 110/110L/010 
Reading for College Success course during the past three years.  RIS extracted data from the past 
five academic terms. 
 
Paul summarized that in general, the course seems to make marginal impact but not real 
significant.  A lot of those students withdrew from the universities.  Joanne added that ESL 
students also have low reading and writing ACT scores and may contribute to the results. 
 
Sam remarked that what is happening in reading is marginal.  He will also look around at what 
area institutions have developed and will get the information to AAC. 
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Some institutions are advising students to take the reading course and some are not.  Clyde 
reported that at NSU, they are using the composition score and guiding the student into the 
reading course.  It’s been somewhat successful and they’ve seen a slight increase in the 
composition score. 
 
Mary Kay reported that at SDSU, they are highly recommending the course to students with 
lower ACT reading scores.  It‘s not required but recommended.   
 
Paul commented that one angle that came out of the assessment group is if the student could be 
required to take the reading course as remediation to retake the CAAP exam.  NSU uses the 
course as part of the appeal process and has required the student to take the course.   
 
Sam has talked to Dr. Perry and there are no real course requirements with reading and yet we all 
pretty much agree that this is the most important part of remediation and success in a course.  
They both agree that there is disconnection.   
 
Sam will check area institutions to see if they have a reading requirement and any remediation 
efforts that they may use.  The institutions will continue to try different things to see if they work 
on their campuses and report successful strategies back to the group.  
 
 
 
Item 3.D.1 Early Testing – Revised Guidelines 
Paul remarked that AAC has agreed to extend the testing window to allow institutions an option 
of administering the CAAP exam for all retesters a week earlier than first-time test takers 
currently taking the exam.  This alleviates the timeframe constraints that the campuses are 
currently experiencing by allowing for a rush processing of CAAP data by ACT for those 
retesting on campus.  Paul has incorporated the revision into the guidelines to be used system-
wide.   
 
M/S by Carol and Karen to approve the revised section on retesting in the proficiency exam 
guidelines as stated below.  Motion carries.   
 

The testing period for retesters will be the week prior to the regularly scheduled 
two week test administration period in the fall and spring. All retests must be 
taken during the regularly scheduled test administration period in the fall and 
spring this three week time period.   However, a Vice President for Academic 
Affairs may, in extreme circumstances, allow a student to sit for a retest outside 
of the regular test administration period.  Any extraordinary testing session must 
be scheduled within the student’s one calendar year retesting period and must not 
allow the student to exceed the two retest limit as outlined in V.A Timeline.  [no 
date of revision/addition of last 2 sentences.]  

 
Paul will update the guidelines and Jodi will post in the AAC guidelines on the website.   
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Item 4.A Program Modifications - USD 
Royce explained that the educational administration modifications are putting a specialization in 
place to allow a student to get the K – 12 Principalship.  The change requires the students to have 
the elementary and secondary internships both rather than one or the other.   
 
Sam cautioned that SDSU had submitted a request to revise their programs in educational 
leadership and those were held at the BOR level pending the review on the teacher education 
programs.  These may be held too.  The recommendation on the teacher education programs will 
go to the BOR in May.   
 
The MSAS program has a number of specializations in it already and this is to add a 
specialization in organizational leadership.  The MSAS in general is popular with the professional 
organization so this would be for anyone in leadership in just about any organization.   
 
The program modifications for USD were approved by AAC and will be moved forward to COPS 
and to the WRHEC planning group.  It is understood that the educational leadership proposals 
may be held from BOR approval until after the teacher education program review is complete (as 
SDSU’s in August). 
 
The MSAS proposal will move forward to the COPS and the WRHEC planning group. 
 

 Doctoral Degree in Educational Administration 
 Master’s Degree in Educational Administration 
 Educational Specialist Degree in Educational Administration 
 Master of Science in Administrative Studies 

 
Dean reported that BHSU is developing a program in leadership, more specific toward military 
leadership, a targeted audience.  The USD program would complement this program.  Dean has 
already had discussions with Laurie Becvar at USD.  The intent to plan would be hopefully 
submitted to AAC in March.  Sam encouraged Royce to talk to Dean in going forward with these 
two programs. 
 
 
 
Item 4.B Program Modification – SDSU 
Carol reported that SDSU previously brought in curriculum from the psychiatric program at the 
University of Nebraska within a partnership.  U of N can no longer participate so SDSU are now 
bringing in the University of Missouri-Columbia Sinclair School of Nursing. 
 
M/S by Carol and Royce to approve the program modification for SDSU MS in Nursing – 
Psychiatric Nurse Practitioner Specialization.  Motion carries.  The proposal will move forward 
to the COPS and BOR meetings in April. 
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Carol updated Sam on a program modification that was previously held in January.  SDSU has the 
FACS masters program and has the approval to do this same thing.  Dietetics is one of the 
specializations and it’s not clearly justified under that umbrella.  So SDSU is going to look at this 
and may come forward with a new master’s program. 
 
SDSU currently offers the FACS Education under the FACS Masters and they are now looking 
that over to see if can bring that under a different umbrella program. 
 
 
 
Item 5.A Course Modifications – USD 
M/S by Karen and Royce to approve the course modification proposals for USD.  Motion carries.  
The proposals will be forwarded to Dr. Perry for consideration and be reported on the Interim 
Report of the executive director for the April BOR meeting. 
 
New Course Requests 

 CJUS 790  Capstone Seminar in Criminal Justice Policy Studies 
 MAIS 798  Thesis in Interdisciplinary Studies 
 MSAS 763  Professional Writing for Administration 
 MSAS 764  Research in Administrative Practice 
 MSAS 786  MSAS Capstone 
 PHYS 533  Nuclear & Particle Physics 
 PHYS 539  Solid State Physics 
 PHYS 581  Mathematical Physics 
 SPSY 784  Behavioral Collaboration and Intervention 
 TET 727  Human Performance Technology 
 TET 729  Electronic Performance Support Systems 
 TET 742  Mindtools 

 
Authority to Offer an Existing Common Course 

 ENGL 248 Women in Literature 
 
IDL 399 Experimental Course for the Yellowstone Project 
Campuses can add this course as an experimental course on each campus.  This can be done 
without formal approval.  Sam has already authorized the IDL prefix on all campuses.   
 
Sam will follow-up with RIS. 
 
 
 
Item 5.B Course Modifications - NSU 
M/S by Clyde and Royce to approve the following course modifications for NSU.  Motion 
carries.  The proposals will move forward to Dr. Perry for consideration and be reported on the 
Interim Actions report for the April BOR meeting. 
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Revised Unique Course Request 

 ART 371, Fiber Arts 
 
Revised Common Course Requests 

 ARTD 335, Computer Illustration 
 BIOL 221, Human Anatomy 
 BIOL 325, Physiology 
 BIOL 331, Microbiology 
 ECE 411, Guidance for Young Children 
 ENGL 422, Age of Chaucer 
 ENGL 425, Age of Milton 
 ENGL 431, Shakespeare I 
 ENGL 490, Seminar 
 MICR 433, Medical Microbiology 
 PSYC 373, Research Methods in Experimental Psychology 
 SOC 285, Information Society 

 
Placement of Programs on Inactive Status 

 E-learning Network and Telecommunications Administration Certificate 
 
DSU and NSU are discussing the new course request, ARTD 241 2D Motion Graphics.  This 
proposal will be pulled until resolution is reached. 
 
 
 
Item 5.C Course Modification – SDSU/USD 
M/S by Carol and Royce to approve the new course request for SDSU – MCOM 413/513 
International Media.  This will now be a common course with USD.  Motion carries. 
 
The proposal will move forward to Dr. Perry for consideration and be reported on the Interim 
Actions report of the executive director for the April BOR meeting. 
 
 
 
Item 5.D Course Modification – DSU 
M/S by Cecelia and Clyde to approve the new course request for DSU – INED 511 South Dakota 
Indian Studies.  The course is a rotated course at SDPURC and DSU is requesting the new course 
at the graduate level also.  Motion carries.   
 
Cecelia reported that DSU is doing professional development work for DOE for the Governor’s 
laptop initiative.  They previously offered 1-2-3-credit classes and this is an extension of that but 
specialized.  The course is intended for instructors with language arts and employed in schools 
with the Governor’s laptop initiative.  This will be an elective in the master’s program. 
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M/S by Cecelia and Clyde to approve the new course request for DSU, CET 728 Language Arts 
in the Mobile Computing Environment.  Motion carries.   
 
These proposals will be forwarded to Dr. Perry for consideration and be reported in the Interim 
Actions report of the executive director for the April BOR meeting. 
 
 
 
Item 6.A Athletic Academic Report 
Paul reported that this is the third installment of this report.  The report compares athletes and 
non-athletes and also compares the athletes at each institution with other cohorts.   
 
The tables also show the comparisons on the CAAP exams for the last three cohorts and compares 
athletes and non-athletes.  The data for tables 12-15 are broken down by sport.  Paul felt that the 
report reflects positively on the campuses and the athletes. 
 
Campuses will send and changes or comments to Paul Turman.  This report will go forward to 
the COPS and Board meetings in April.   
 
In addition to the academic information, the BOR will receive financial information.  Board staff 
is gathering this information and it will be a combined report for the BOR meeting. 
 
 
 
Item 7 Reports to the Council 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 8.A.1 BOR 2:3 Admissions – Reactivating a Student’s File 
Karen reported that BOR policy 2:3 requires that students who stop out from one of our 
universities must apply for readmission even if they have not attended any other universities in the 
interim.  They are suggesting a more streamlined process such as a simple request to the home 
institution to reactivate the student’s file in cases where the student has left in good standing and 
did not attend any other university in the interim. 
 
Since this issue was raised by SDSMT, Sam said that the BOR office has been contacted by 
congressional staff who have received complaints from students returning from active duty who 
had to reapply to a university upon their return. 
 
Ranny was concerned that admissions would not receive information that is critical to them, i.e. 
did the student attend elsewhere, do we have transcripts from those universities, home universities 
info, etc.  Originally they were hoping that with the readmission form, admissions could get the 
information they needed but it wouldn’t require the student to fill out a full admission request. 
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Would there be cases where the student would need to be just reactivated?  Ranny responded yes, 
and felt that the admissions module may be willing to look at this again. Mary Kay suggested that 
SAC also look at this.   
 
M/S by Karen and Carol to refer this issue to the MOCC, admissions module, and the SAC for 
further review.  Motion carries.   
 
 
 
Item 8.B Lab Fees 
USD has submitted a proposal to amend BOR 5:5.4 addressing laboratory fees.  Carol also 
brought this to SDSU staff and they have some high cost software implications too.  SDSU has a 
recruitment fee and also certain music groups lobby for student activity fee money.  There is a 
concern that a lab fee would cut off that source of funds.   
 
The FADC expressed some concern too about the music fee specifically.  Some campuses are 
already receiving some support through the allocation process and if another fee is identified, 
what will happen with this?  Clyde added that NSU was a little nervous about the fee for music 
but would probably support it.   
 
Sam clarified that lab fees are consistent across the system but the specific discipline fee can be 
different on the campuses.  Carol concurred and added that the guidelines for the lab fees, 
specific CIPS and prefixes where they are only allowed to charge the lab fee is specified in 
policy.   
 
SDSU and USD would support going forward in the lab fee with the following courses: MCOM 
161, MCOM 331, and MCOM 374.   
 
Sam will draft a memo to Dr. Perry indicating that AAC recommends that contemporary media 
and journalism courses be considered for lab fees.  The courses would be MCOM 161, MCOM 
331, and MCOM 374.   
 
The VPAAs will talk to their people on campus on whether they want music considered too and 
then bring this back to AAC in March.  Sam may have an answer from Dr. Perry by then too.   
 
Jodi will find the list of what CIP, prefix, disciplines, etc. are allowed for lab fees and circulate 
this to AAC.     
 
 
 
Item 8.C Winter Interim 
Sam reported that currently there are a number of courses offered between fall and spring 
semesters.  None of the courses are specifically offered only within that timeframe but rather 
started earlier than the spring term and included as part of the spring term.  If institutions are 
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interested in offering courses within the 4 weeks between the fall and spring semesters, they are 
able to do.  Institutions will declare what courses they are offering.   
 
Royce clarified that AAC is not imposing any restrictions on what type of courses are being 
offered, i.e. a 3-credit hour course.  Sam concurred but added that if this becomes routine, AAC 
will need to look at the academic calendar and possibly some financial aid issues.  If a university 
wants to offer these courses now, students should be aware that they will not get financial aid for 
the course. 
 
Ranny added not only does it impact financial aid, but also athletic eligibility too.  We need to 
make the statement that these courses are entered for spring.  Sam agreed and added that as we 
move down the road, we may need to look at this and adjust academic calendar.  
 
Ranny commented that we have to keep in mind that we are registering students 2-3 terms ahead.  
She felt that the technical group also needs to be involved in the discussions when the academic 
calendar review discussion takes place. 
 
Royce was frustrated that we seen to have a financial aid barrier where some other schools do not 
seem to.  Carol agreed that this is a popular term in the private university setting.   
 
Sam remarked that the period between fall and spring was provided for the clerical work that 
must be done.  Ranny added that it doesn’t mean that our system can’t do it but we have to have 
other questions answered – stand alone minimum progression, stand alone athletic eligibility, 
stand alone financial aid, etc.  We also need to keep in mind that we have staff on our campuses 
that will probably need to work another term for reporting. 
 
Royce appreciated that work but felt that it would be shutting out a 45-day period where 
coursework could not be offered.  Ranny added that currently with the amount and nature of the 
courses, study abroad, internships, etc. there may not be a problem.  But felt that there would be 
issues if we go to the general education type courses and we will need to do what is best for the 
student.   
 
Sam suggested that we create a study group involving campus personnel to go back to the formal 
list of problems so as this grows, we can address any issues before they become problems for 
students.  The group would consist of MOCC and academic representatives, 1-2 people per 
campus.  The recommendations would come back to AAC for review. 
 
Winterim Study Group 
SDSU:   Gail Dobbs-Tidemann 

   Kathy Heylans 
USD:  Royce Engstrom 
 
Sam will send an email asking for representatives.  Trudy will email Sam the names of financial 
aid and registrar representatives.   
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Item 8.D Section Size – Class Limitations 
Sam commented that this is provided for information only.  These are the courses that are 
excluded from 7/10 policy.  Some of the courses listed are common courses and should be 
reviewed by all institutions.   
 
Institutions should review the current list of courses and suggest changes to Sam by March 16.   
 
 
 
Item 8.E Student Appeals for Academic Affairs 
Sam remarked that AAC discussed the proposed policy at the December AAC meeting and were 
concerned over the list under section 2.D.  AAC felt the list was too specific.  Jim was concerned 
that if it is a specific list, then students would have a harder time in taking their appeal outside the 
process. 
 
What is the status of the SAC on this?  Sam was not sure and added that Jim did not mention that 
the proposed policy would go forward to SAC. 
 
Carol felt that Jim should look at Section 2.A to see if the policy could be made clearer.  Also in 
Section 2.C, the “autumn” term is always referred to as a fall term.  SDSU would also like a 
provision for possible review/recommendation by a faculty committee.   
 
AAC previously thought the policy did not need to address the administrative errors that could 
happen.  Jim felt that by leaving the section in, the protection for everyone is clear.   
 
Sam will make the following revisions to the proposed policy 2:9 and forward the proposed 
changes to Jim for reaction.  This will come back to AAC in March.   
 

 Section 2.A – needs to be clearer 
 Section 2.C – changing the timeframe to 10 class days, 2 weeks, or 15 day period rather 

than 30 days 
 Section 2.C.1 – should be referred to as a fall term, not autumn term 
 Section 3.B.2 – adding in the possibility of review/recommendation by a faculty committee 

 
 
 
Item 8.F Stipends Issues 
Sam remarked that given where the system is with the new banner system, he is not sure if we 
need to even talk about this one.  Salary information has been set in banner so he felt that 
decisions like this have already been made. 
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Item 8.G Coding of Students in Education Programs 
Paul explained that campuses are working with BOR staff to identify individual students who have 
been fully admitted into their programs and assigned an E-code, but do not emerge when RIS 
generates the enrollment reports.  We want to have accurate representation of students lost in 
these queries, and identify common characteristics/variables that contribute to an inability to 
effectively track them. 
 
Sam is asking AAC agreement that the D-coding process be changed for batch entry by using 
student enrollment in the EDFN 338 course.  This would be done before developing the 
appropriate MCR proposal for consideration by MOCC during their March meeting. 
 
We need correct data for reporting purposes and tracking of students.  Progress is being made on 
this since we are now 99% in agreement with the campus lists.   
 
 
 
Item 8.H Audits of Classes 
Sam reported that a concern has been raised regarding students’ attendance in classes where they 
have registered for the class as an audit.  What are the expectations of students who are auditing 
classes? 
 
Karen responded that the student who audits pays full tuition and fees but the faculty member has 
no expectation to review the materials of the student nor does the student have an obligation to do 
the work.  It’s just a revenue concern.  The student is basically paying for the seat. 
 
Sam agreed.  If a student is paying for the cost of tuition for the class, are there expectations that 
should be applied to the students?  Should they be required to attend? 
 
Carol agreed that this is an opportunity to listen to the content of the course but the student does 
not have to meet the requirements of the course.   
 
AAC agreed that the student who audits a class pays tuition and fees but has no expectation 
toward the course.   
 
Visitors at the University Center 
Cecelia reported that these guidelines or proposal for visitors in the classroom does not really 
affect the audit policy.  DSU is moving forward with guidelines for students who want to sit in on 
a class where they do not pay for the class, similar to a visitor’s pass.   
 
This started with people that wanted to sit in on a class because it was so interesting.  No 
transcript, no grade, nothing but to listen in on the class.  Should there be an age requirement?  
Should they be a high school graduate?  Should there be a limit on the number of courses they can 
visit or the number of courses they can sit in on a given semester? 
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Sam suggested that the visitor should be at least a high school graduate and limit visiting to 2 or 3 
courses.  This would also be offered on a space available basis.   
 
AAC agreed that visitors to classes at PURC should be at least a high school graduate and would 
be limited to 2 or 3 courses per semester since this is being offered on a space available basis. 
 
Additional comments should be sent to Cecelia. 
 
 
 
Item 8.I Study Abroad 
Sam commented that all campuses are working with students to encourage study abroad, which 
headed by Karen, led to the proposal submitted to FIPSE.  One thing on the list to do was a 
review of policy that may serve as barriers for students who study abroad. 
 
Carol asked that as these policies are reviewed, AAC keep in focus the individual agreements 
currently in place with institutions or members of consortia that dictate the way grades, courses, 
etc. are shuffled back and forth.  Sam agreed and added that there are cases where grade 
processes are poorly defined for students.  These are the ones that we need to look at.   
 
Karen commented that we may want to look at the wording of the policy.  We want the option to 
transfer the grade in some instances and not transfer the grade in another.  Carol cautioned that 
the transfer credit should not be mixed with the international student and international exchanges.   
 
Karen added that we have another issue where the individual student wants to make their own 
arrangements in addition to the formal agreements.  This is a reason to look at policy so that it 
doesn’t make things difficult for students who want to study abroad.   
 
Royce commented that one exemption that they do apply is the courses in residence policy.  Sam 
concurred and added that we need to make sure that institutions are allowed to do what they have 
been doing and make the exception for students where applicable.   
 
Karen reported that the group will meet again tomorrow and she will ask if anyone else has any 
comments.  The purpose is not to clamp down on the policies but rather to review the policies that 
allow the institutions to have the flexibility for the international issues. 
 
Institutions should send any additional comments to Karen and Sam. 
 
 
 
Item 8.J Institutional Research 
Paul remarked that the assessment committee recently showed that some of the reporting 
responsibilities of the assessment coordinators fell under the office of institutional research.  
There may be added benefit from having personnel from the IR offices collaborate with the 
system assessment committee.   
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Karen appreciated that they want everyone to get together but was concerned with continually 
taking the time to bring these groups together.  SDSMT does not have an office of institutional 
research.  Sam felt that some of the meetings could be held via conference call. 
 
Paul commented that it seemed like each assessment office does a variety of things on the 
campuses.  Sam added that by bringing some of the groups together to see if reports or 
management tools that are run could be beneficial to all campuses. 
 
Paul will try to compile a matrix of contacts and responsibilities relating to institutional research 
and assessment on each campus.  
 
 
 
Item 8.K Dual Credit 
Sam gave AAC an update on area agreement.  He has circulated or provided the draft agreement 
to Northwest Iowa and Presentation College in Aberdeen and has been discussing the possibility 
of entering into an agreement with these colleges. 
 
Sam has also been talking to Dr. Perry and staff in Iowa about a system agreement with the 
community colleges in Iowa.  However, the community colleges there do not offer ‘dual credit’ 
courses.     
 
Sam has also talked to Dr. Perry about inviting some of the higher education schools in the 
eastern portion of the state to a meeting and discussing some of the issues they are facing.   
 
Sam has also had conversations with the community colleges in Minnesota and, in general they 
have been following MNSCU policy.  He has asked for the list of approved courses offered in 
remote areas and the process for that approval.  The MNSCU policy is online and Sam will email 
that link to AAC members. 
 
Sam clarified that we have system agreements with North Dakota and Wyoming and would like to 
have something in place with Iowa, Minnesota, and Nebraska.   
 
Sam will forward the draft agreement that is used to set up an agreement for dual credit with 
other universities. 
 
Campuses will send a request to Sam for specific courses from universities far from SD that they 
have reviewed and would like to accept the credit in transfer.  The BOR office and the 
universities will keep a list of the courses from these universities that have been reviewed and 
would be accepted in transfer. 
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Item 8.L Freedom in Learning Statement 
AAC should review the information provided on the freedom in learning statement and provide 
any comments to all members.   
 
 
 
Item 8.M Articulation Agreements 
Campuses should be thinking of what other articulation agreements could be done to reach the 
target of 250.  We need to get this done in the next couple years.   
 
 
 
Item 8.N Performance Funding 
Paul Gough reported that an email was sent to institutions outlining the next university measures.  
He encouraged the institutions to use Fall 06 data for the baseline and the first measure is Fall 
2007.  The baseline should indicate the efforts that will be measured.   
 
Let Paul know if there are any reports that he can provide.  
 
 
 
Item 9.A Emeritus Status 
Sam reported that the BOR noted that no policy or guidelines are available and that a policy 
should be developed.  The campuses sent in their individual guidelines and are provided in the 
item.  Sam suggests that he take the language in these guidelines and draft policy for the March 
AAC meeting. 
 
Sam will draft policy language to be added to BOR 2:18 on emeritus status.  This will come back 
to AAC in March.   
 
 
 
Item 9.B Preparation for Negotiations 
AAC should be aware that next year there will be renegotiations with COHE and we need to 
identify issues that need to be brought up.   Are there specific items to be addressed? 
 
AAC has identified a few issues that Jim should consider when moving forward with the 
negotiations.   
AAC has identified a few issues that they would like Jim to consider for the next round of 
negotiations with COHE.   
 

 Using external letters for review for promotion and tenure 
 Would like to institute a pre-tenure review for feedback to the faculty on their progress 

toward tenure 
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 Rework the confusing language among the salary review, promotion, and tenure relating 
to the number of categories in each section 

 Clarification on workload/overload – appendix 19.5 
 
NOTE:  The following was received after the meeting. 
 
Art. 7.8(2) provides that grievances concerning nonrenewal, denial of promotion, or denial of 
tenure will be limited to determining whether the decision was the result of failure to follow 
procedures.  This is meant to apply solely to nonrenewal, promotion or tenure procedures, not 
claims of all past possible failures of procedure that have expired due to the time limitations on 
filing a grievance (15 days).  Perhaps this language could be clarified to eliminate confusion on 
the part of faculty who do not understand the contract as a whole.  It serves no good purpose to 
have them file claims that have expired. 
 
 
 
Item 10.A New Programs 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 10.B.1 New Certificate: USD Drafting for the Entertainment Industry 
Cecelia commented that DSU has had more time to review the new certificate proposed by USD, 
Drafting for the Entertainment Industry, and did not have any more questions.  Lynn added that 
they use the CAD system to design sets for TV shows, productions, plays, etc.  Carol suggested 
that they could maybe use a more creative word that drafting.  Royce will check. 
 
M/S by Royce and Dean to approve USD’s new certificate proposal, Drafting for the 
Entertainment Industry.  Motion carries.  The proposal will move forward to the April COPS and 
BOR meetings.   
 
 
 
Item 10.C.1 New Site Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 10.D.1 Intent to Plan – SDSU Major in Entrepreneurial Studies 
Paul Gough reported that this program was discussed in June and assigned to SDSU.  The VPAAs 
should send any comments or concerns to note on the COPS memorandum.   
 
Royce looked at the sample UND curriculum and compared it with the USD business degree that 
is offered in Sioux Falls.  There seems to be a lot of overlap, with some exceptions.  He felt that 
everyone would benefit if SDSU distinguished the curriculum from USD’s business degree. 
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Cecelia reported that DSU is developing a technology and entrepreneurship degree and assumes 
that this would not preclude DSU from coming forward with their proposal.  Paul assumes that 
DSU’s proposal would not be real similar to SDSU’s, who is responding to the Executive 
Director’s directive.  Cecelia felt that there would be similarities in the entrepreneurship portion, 
however. 
 
The intent to plan proposal for SDSU Major in Entrepreneurial Studies will move forward to the 
April COPS and BOR meetings.  Campuses should send any comments or concerns for the COPS 
memorandum to Paul Gough. 
 
 
 
Item 11.A CMS/DDN/Online Services Update 
CMS Update 
Josh updated AAC on the CMS task force and the recent actions of the group.  There is a smaller 
group of CMS task force members that are creating the RFP document based on the North Dakota 
CMS RFP document. 
 
DDN Update 
Josh reported that the activities that were put into place this semester worked great and spring 
2007 went well.  He felt that this will only get better.  Campus folk are to be commended and 
their efforts are appreciated and noted. 
 
He reported that some of the courses were offered under different means this semester but thought 
that they may come back to DDN delivery.  Each site went through a certification process.  BIT 
reviewed the sites for quality of service.  BIT could provide support this way.   
 
Online Student Services 
Josh reported that the group met on January 31 and identified steps that will be taken regarding 
the surveys.  The results will be back almost immediately and once the group has reviewed the 
results, then they will be shared more broadly. 
 
 
 
Item 11.B Smarthinking System Proposal 
Josh is working with campus representatives to discuss a potential Smarthinking license.  He has 
provided the summary recommendation from the group.  All campuses felt that Smarthinking is 
what we need to work with.   
 
Josh explained the proposal to the institutions and provided the purchasing details.  AAC needs to 
decide whether to pursue the system license.  This is what a system deal might look like.   
 
The VPAAs will discuss this proposal on each of their campuses.  The discussion will be 
continued during the March AAC meeting. 
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Item 11.C EUC Program Development RFP 
Josh remarked that the EUC committee discussed the program development RFP at length during 
the EUC retreat.  The application deadline is March 2.   
 
The total pool available is $70,000 – $100,000.  The number of awards will depend on the quality 
of the proposals and dollar amount available.  The RFP is for program development, not course 
development.   
 
The VPAAs should ask their EUC representatives if the RFP has been distributed on campus.  
The current deadline of March 2 may have to be delayed another week if this has not yet been 
distributed.   
 
 
 
Item 11.D E-Learning Awards 
Josh commented that the e-learning awards process is provided and similar to last year.  This 
process is being worked through the EUC committee members.   
 
 
 
Governor’s Awards and Washington’s Intern Pilot Program 
Paul Gough reported that a letter was sent by the Executive Director to the Presidents about the 
next round of Governor’s awards.  The process and program will operate much like it did last 
year.  Paul briefed the VPAAs on the processes and asked that they contact their President for 
more information.   
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