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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

 
The Academic Affairs Council met on Thursday, February 24, 2011 with the following 
persons participating:  BHSU, Kristi Pearce; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Tom Hawley; 
SDSMT, Kate Alley; SDSU, Laurie Nichols & Mary Kay Helling; USD, Lynn Rognstad & Kurt 
Hackemer; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Trudy Zalud, Paul Turman, & Jodi Gabriel. 
 
Item 1 Additions to the Agenda 

• Math placement into upper level courses 
• FSSE participation 
• HIPPA – Jim 

 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
January minutes will come to AAC in March.   
 
 
 
Item 3 Consent Agenda Items 

Item 3.A.1 Program Modifications – SDSU 
SDSU has submitted a request to modify the admissions requirements for 
the MS in Geography program.  Sam commented that since admissions 
requirements are approved by the Board as are the graduation 
requirements, he felt these types of proposals should go through formal 
approval by the Board as a consent agenda item.    
 
It was clarified that since the proposals to establish new programs 
approved by the Board over the years typically have included any 
program-specific requirements, these are grandfathered in.  The proposal 
will move forward to the March COPS and BOR meetings. 
 
 
Item 3.A.2 Program Modifications - SDSU Termination of Minors 
SDSU has proposed to terminate the following minors as a continuation of 
the program productivity review.  The proposal will move forward to the 
March COPS and BOR meetings. 

 
Agricultural Systems Tech 
Apparel Studies 
Biological Science 
Biorenewable Resources 
Consumer Affairs 
European Studies 
General Science 
Global Agriculture 

Hospitality Management 
Language Arts 
Latin American Studies 
Merchandising 
Physical Science 
Prek-12 Reading 
Social Science   
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Item 3.A.3 Program Modifications - USD 
Lynn commented that USD has formally terminated the MA in 
Communication Studies and has proposed changes to the MA in 
Communication.  USD felt that this would provide a better experience for 
students and will be more efficient for the university. 
 
This proposal will move forward to the March COPS and BOR meetings. 
 
Item 3.A.4 Program Modifications - BHSU 
BHSU has proposed a modification to the Marketing minor.  This proposal 
will move forward to the March COPS and BOR meetings. 
 
Item 3.A.5 Program Modifications - NSU 
NSU has submitted a program modification to their Speech Minor.  Sam 
and Tom have discussed the proposal and Tom has asked the 
department to revise the proposal and reduce the number of credits 
required to align with the limits set in AAC’s Guidelines. 
 
The proposal will be held until this is worked out.  When complete, it will 
move forward to the March COPS and BOR meetings. 
 
Item 3.B.1 Course Modifications - DSU 
DSU has submitted the following new course requests for review.  Cecelia 
commented that the requests are part of the foundation courses for the 
Health Information Management program for students who are coming 
into the degree program without a background in health info 
management.  These requests will move forward to the Executive Director 
for consideration and be reported on the Interim Actions Report for the 
March BOR meeting. 
 
New Course Requests 

1) HIMS 501 Intro to Healthcare Information 
2) HIMS/INFS 820 Current Issues in Health Informatics 

 
Item 3.B.2 Course Modifications - BHSU 
BHSU has submitted the following course requests for review.  These 
requests will move forward to the Executive Director for consideration and 
be reported on the Interim Actions Report for the March BOR meeting. 
 
Revised Course Requests - Common 

1) BADM 334 Small Business Management 
 
Revised Course Requests - Unique 

2) MIS 152 Programming for the Web 
3) MIS 225 Business Data Management 
4) MIS 425 Software Project Management 
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Authority to Offer an Existing Common Course 
1) CHEM 342L Physical Chemistry I Lab 
2) CHEM 344L Physical Chemistry II Lab 
3) CHEM 452 Inorganic Chemistry 
4) CHEM 452L Inorganic Chemistry Lab 

 
Item 3.B.3 Course Modifications - SDSMT 
SDSMT has submitted the following course modifications.  Kate 
commented that the new courses are for the construction management 
and civil engineering programs.  These requests will move forward to the 
Executive Director for consideration and be reported on the Interim 
Actions Report for the March BOR meeting. 
 
Revised Course Requests:  Common 

1) EM 214 Statics 
2) EM 331 Fluid Mechanics 

 
New Course Requests 

1) CEE 130/130L Introduction to Civil Engineering 
2) CEE 500 Research Methods 
3) CBE 463 Process Design for Chemical Engineering 
4) CBE 466 Capstone Design for Chemical Engineering 
5) CM 619 Construction Company Management 
6) ENVE 466/CEE 466/566 Environmental Engineering Process Design 

 
Item 3.B.4 Course Modifications - NSU 
NSU has submitted the following course modification requests.  Tom 
remarked that the MATH 103 request brings NSU in line with the rest of the 
institutions offering this course. 
 
Since the LIBM course proposals seem to overlay the offerings at BHSU, 
Sam has requested additional information on the LIBM courses so those 
will be held until questions are answered.  Sam added that the library 
section of the course catalog may have been missed during the common 
course review.  Tom will coordinate discussions with USD as well as BHSU.   
 
Authority to Offer Existing Course Request 

1) MATH 103/103L, Quantitative Literacy  
 
New Course Requests 

1) LIBM 101, Introduction to American Libraries  ** HOLD ** 
2) LIBM 210, Young Adult Literature  ** HOLD ** 
3) THEA 330, Musical Theatre Performance  
4) THEA 360, Acting for the Camera  

 
Revised Unique Course Requests 

1) LIBM 155, On-Line Information Literacy  ** HOLD ** 
2) LIBM 306, Reference  ** HOLD ** 

~ 3 ~ 



draft  draft draft 

 
Item 3.C.1 2010 Mobile Computer Report  
Paul reported that the mobile computing report presents data and interpretation 
of the data gathered by the administration of the system-wide survey.  Most 
interesting was the number of respondents who claimed an overall lack of 
information.  This was not only students but also faculty.  
 
Paul noted some differences based on institutions but tried not to disaggregate 
this information.  For instance, DSU was high in most areas, as expected since 
they have been computer-oriented since 2004.  
 
Paul felt that the students were more supportive of the technology fee than in 
the past.  As a result, implementation of a range of technologies to support 
teaching and learning is expected.  Students also expect the faculty to use 
technology more and more in their classes.  In addition to the cost of getting the 
infrastructure in place, the cost to implement still continues and it will continue to 
grow.  The fees are supporting professional development and if that is not there, 
the faculty cannot use technology in the classroom.  
 
This report will move forward to the March COPS and BOR meetings. 
 
 
Item 3.C.2 D2L User Survey Report 
Paul reported that they surveyed instructional designers and campus 
administrators as well as faculty and students.  He felt that to summarize, D2L is 
now perceived in a general neutral fashion.  The goal was to review comments 
made and to use these to better understand the perceptions offered.. 
 
He felt that 2 issues seem to be critical for faculty and students.  Email issues are 
critical to both faculty and students.   The other issue is the single sign-on.  He felt 
by June we could have resolution for a single sign-on system.  He would also like 
to see faculty continue to use the functions of D2L more so than before. 
 
Paul was asked if D2L is ADA compatible. Paul reported that SAC spent some 
time talking about this yesterday.  There is a push that the websites have not 
done enough for individuals who are visually impaired.  If there are  some issues 
or contracts that can be articulated to D2L, then D2L can work with that. 
 
Cecelia offered that DSU has 2 faculty members with disabilities and they have 
done local presentations on compatibility.  She would be willing to send the 
materials to anyone interested.  Paul asked that she also send the materials to 
him and he will include them in materials he provides to the disability 
coordinators information for their discussion. 

 
Paul will ask Daniel to send the individual campus data to the institutional reps on 
both the D2L survey and mobile computing reports.  
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M/S by Tom and Kristi to approve the consent agenda with the exceptions noted.  
Motion carries. 
 
 
 
Item 4.A New Program Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 4.B.1 New Certificate - BHSU 
BHSU has submitted a request for a new LEAN Concepts and Management Certificate.  
Kristi added that there are 4 courses, 12 credit hours required. 
 
M/S by Laurie and Tom to approve BHSU’s proposal.  Motion carries.  The proposal will 
move forward to the March COPS and BOR meetings. 
 
 
 
Item 4.B.2 New Certificate - NSU 
NSU has submitted a request for a new Certificate in TESOL (Teaching English to 
Speakers of Other Languages).  Tom added that the proposal also requires 4 courses at 
3 credits each for a total of 12 credit hours required. 
 
M/S by Laurie and Tom to approve the NSU request.  Motion carries.  The proposal will 
move forward to the March COPS and BOR meetings. 
 
 
 
Item 4.C.1 New Site Request - NSU BS in Management, online 
Paul Gough joined the meeting. 
 
NSU has submitted a proposal to offer their BS in Management online.  No comments 
were received.  Cecelia added that NSU and DSU have worked out a rotation schedule 
so the universities are not competing with each other as courses are offered.  This was 
worked out in a similar fashion as the Marketing program is delivered. 
 
Any comments or concerns should be sent to Paul and AAC.  
 
 
 
Item 4.D.1 Intent to Plan – NSU, MS in Banking & Financial Services 
NSU has submitted an intent to plan for a MS in Banking and Financial Services.  Paul 
commented that he was not sure when these items will be forwarded to the Board for 
consideration, given the pending budget cuts.  Tom commented that this program is a 
natural extension of the AS and BS degrees at NSU.  They are trying to address the 
needs of the bankers in the state especially as a number of the current banking 
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administrators approach to retirement.  The banking commission is supportive of this 
proposal. 
 
Any comments or concerns should be sent to Paul and AAC.  
 
 
 
Item 5 Electronic University Consortium 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.1 Graduation Requirements 
Sam commented that in January AAC talked about the fact that existing BOR policy 
does not specify GPA requirements for graduation.  Campus catalogs spell out 
expectations that, at a minimum, students must have a cumulative GPA of 2.0 in order 
to graduate, however there are no explicit statements in policy. 
 
Sam had drafted a policy statement and the VPAAs were asked to talk to staff on 
campus.  No feedback was received. 
 
Kristi commented that the BHSU registrar was fine with the language for policy.  Lynn 
commented that USD already used these GPA requirements.  Sam concurred that most 
of the universities were already meeting this standard and added that this is putting 
practice into policy. 
 
Cecelia asked about this policy as a requirement for a degree program.  Sam replied 
that this is saying that the student must be in good academic standing to graduate.  
Additional GPA requirements for programs would be left at the program or institutional.  
Lynn agreed that the university should be able to allow programs to propose stricter 
requirements if they felt the need to do so. 
 
Sam clarified that the institution may establish GPA requirements.  Laurie noted that 
SDSU currently has an institutional GPA requirement however the registrar has suggested 
eliminating it.  Sam commented that with the establishment of the centers, the issue of 
institutional GPA requirements may come into play. 
 
Kurt recommended that AAC move the proposed policy statement on graduation 
requirements forward to the COPS and BOR meetings as drafted.  He suggested that 
AAC discuss institutional GPA requirements separately at a later date.  Tom agreed. 
 
M/S by Lynn and Kristi to approve the following policy statement in the item as part of 
BOR policy 2:10.  Motion carries.   
 

5.  Minimum Graduation Standards 
To be awarded a baccalaureate degree, an associate degree or a certificate a 
student must at a minimum have a cumulative GPA of 2.0 or higher.  With Board 
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approval, additional requirements including more specific GPA requirements 
may be established for some programmatic offerings and these must be met. 

 
The institutions will forward all catalog statements on institutional GPA requirements for 
compilation for the next AAC meeting. 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.2 Fall 2011 Academic Calendar – Thanksgiving Holiday 
Sam remarked that as campuses are developing class schedules for next fall, the 
question arose on how to handle the decision to not hold classes the Wednesday prior 
to the Thanksgiving weekend.  BOR policy suggests that no evening classes should then 
be held on Tuesday. 
 
Laurie remarked that this did come up at SDSU in a faculty discussion and she told them 
that SDSU would hold classes all day on Tuesday, including Tuesday evening.  In 
addition the residence halls would remain open and breakfast would be served on 
Wednesday morning as well.  This is what she thought that AAC and SAC agreed to do. 
 
Tom remarked that that was consistent with what Rhoda Smith, VP of Student Affairs at 
NSU, had thought also.  Cecelia felt that this would become a big player at UC in Sioux 
Falls too.  They hold a lot of classes on Tuesday evenings. 
 
Sam felt that we would need to take this to the Board to be clarified.  He thought that 
this was discussed when the Board approved the change to the calendar.  The system 
calendar would also designate that classes would be held on Tuesday evenings. 
 
Laurie agreed that we could note it on the BOR approved calendar to everyone is 
holding classes within the same timeframe.   
 
M/S by Kristi and Tom that classes will be held on Tuesday evening preceding the 
Thursday Thanksgiving holiday.  Motion carries.  Sam added that this information would 
be added to Committee A and then be included on the academic calendars posted 
on the BOR website.   
 
 
 
Item 6.B MOCC Issues 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 6.C Registering as a Special Student 
Deferred. 
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Item 6.D SDSU Administrative Five-Year Review 
Laurie commented that President Chicoine implemented a formal process to review 
academic administrators every 5 years and they are now in year 3.  She added that 
they continue to revise the process as they go and faculty seem to appreciate the 
opportunity to provide input. 
 
Cecelia commented that she was surprised that faculty were included.  Jim Shekleton 
told DSU awhile back they could not do that.  Sam clarified that DSU’s proposal was 
driven by the faculty.  The process at SDSU is administratively controlled and faculty 
participate.  This is the difference. 
 
Sam added that every 5 years is the norm for administrator evaluations, although he 
has seen some systems at 3 years. 
 
Sam asked if there was any interest in continuing this discussion as a system initiative or 
would AAC rather keep this local?  If there is no interest in doing this type of evaluation 
on your campus, AAC does not need to forward this further in the system level. 
 
The institutions were split on moving this forward as a system or leaving it at the 
institutional level. 
 
Sam asked the VPAAs to think about whether the processes you have in place currently 
allow you to do informal or formal reviews of administrators should the need arise.  AAC 
could talk about this again at a future meeting if any member would like. 
 
 
 
Item 6.E Proficiency Exam - Certification of Proficiency by Alternate Methods 
Sam reported that staff at Mines have raised questions about the impact that the 
proficiency exam has on students who are non-native English speakers.  A few struggle 
particularly with the reading and writing portions of the exam.  As the population of 
non-native English speakers increases, the number of students that are not 
demonstrating proficiency are also increasing. 
 
One of the methods for certifying proficiency by alternate methods are TOEFL exam 
scores.  Many international students submit TOEFL scores to fulfill admission requirements.  
Could these scores be used as meeting that portion of the proficiency exam?  Is this an 
issue on other campuses? 
 
Cecelia remarked that these scores are used at DSU.  Lynn was not comfortable 
allowing the TOEFL score to fulfill the proficiency exam requirements.  She suggested 
maybe after failure of the first opportunity we should look at alternate certification 
rather than waiting until they take and fail 3 times before looking at alternate ways to 
show proficiency. 
 
Kristi commented that at BHSU, the issue was time.  Students get additional time on the 
retesting but not on the initial testing.  She would not object to additional time on the 
first test. 
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Sam noted that the students do get additional time and we can discuss whether that 
should be part of the first testing also.  This would be sent to the assessment committee 
for discussion. 
 
Sam commented that there is a score that needs to be achieved on the TOEFL exam to 
demonstrate proficiency.  If a student has already achieved the score, why would we 
have them take an exam to achieve the score that they already achieved?  
Additionally, if the TOEFL scores required for admission are reviewed, there is a wide 
range of scores among the campuses. 
 
Sam commented that part of the purpose of the proficiency exam is for value added 
but value added is tied to ACT scores and these students therefore are not part of the 
value added cohort.  There is no value added here, it is just clearing the bar.   
 
Kristi asked if we are ready to have a discussion on demonstrating value added and 
stop using the CAAP for everyone.  Sam replied that the CAAP exam is already 
embedded in assessment plans and it is a good way to show that we hold every 
graduate accountable.  This is an opportunity to excuse a small number of students 
from a test that is meaningless since they have already met an established criterion. 
 
If a student at the point of admissions has already proved that they have demonstrated 
proficiency, for the most part the institution can recommend that alternate certification 
has been met.  Those students would be excused from the reading and writing portion 
of the CAAP exam.   
 
Cecelia felt that this was not fair to our own native students who are held accountable 
by having to take the proficiency exam.  Sam disagreed by noting that our students 
have not met the requirement.  International students are held accountable by 
meeting the minimum score on the TOEFL exam.  He went on to compare this to 
students who transfer in with CAAP scores.  We do not require these students to retest.   
 
Cecelia suggested that we needed to allow international students to move to alternate 
certification faster.  She did not think that DSU uses the TOEFL as a way to show 
proficiency, she thought that they used an essay approach.  Does the student have to 
fail the CAAP writing and reading before they move to an alternate certification 
approach?  Cecelia felt that this is the way the policy is currently set up.   
 
AAC concurred that this should be moved to the assessment committee for further 
discussion.  Cecelia also commented that earlier someone suggested that international 
students be given additional time on their first testing, not just their second or third 
testing.  Lynn thought that ACT did not approve of that approach last time. 
 
Sam commented that the suggestion proposed is in line with current guidelines.  If there 
is a way it can be used to demonstrate proficiency, the question is why we are making 
the student clear a bar that they have already cleared.  The ACT is a different 
assessment.  Mary Kay noted that SDSU is in agreement with the current proposal. 
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If a student demonstrates proficiency prior to admissions or part of the admissions 
process, then they would be excused from the writing and reading portions of the 
proficiency exam.  Sam felt that there were enough questions that the assessment 
committee should discuss this also. 
 
 
 
Item 6.F Registration Dates 
Sam commented that an issue came to his attention in January about summer 
registration dates.  This was discussed by a coordinating council under MOCC and it 
was agreed at this level that campuses could start registering students in November, if 
they wished.  BHSU, NSU, and SDSMT did take advantage of this. 
 
Sam asked if better policies/processes need to be established.  Was everyone aware 
that summer registration could start earlier? 
 
Sam continued that he was a little concerned that a decision like this could be made 
and it did not play out widely on all campuses.  Do we need to request agenda items 
and minutes of the MOCC meetings and of the coordinating councils? 
 
Mary Kay agreed that it may be helpful to see the decisions made by MOCC and their 
underlying groups and suggested the summaries could be posted or sent to VPAAs for 
review.  Tom agreed.  How can someone who is relatively new to the system know this 
type of information?  How can someone find out what the timelines are for these types 
of things? 
 
Sam felt that the institutions are operating under the assumption that the people that 
are making these types of decisions would be funneling the information throughout 
campus.  There is really no formal ways that the decisions made by MOCC are 
forwarded to anyone for review. 
 
Trudy commented that MOCC does post their agendas and minutes on their website, 
as well as adding any processes to the processing calendar that is also posted on their 
website.   ( http://mytraining.sdbor.edu/resources/MOCC/ ) 
 
Sam commented that the issue being discussed was a major policy decision and 
impacts the way the institutional students or potential students perceive the institution.  
He felt that additional discussion may be needed.  What about EUC? Laurie 
commented that SDSU’s courses are online during the summer and her distance 
education department was very upset that this did not get disseminated throughout 
campus.  Laurie agreed that some policies should be talked about so all campuses 
have the same opportunities. 
 
Sam felt we needed to make sure this doesn’t happen again.  He will also talk to EUC 
about this during their conference call on Monday.  The underlying issue is really the 
operational groups under MOCC.  What decisions do they make and how can we get 
the information out to all levels on campus?  He felt that the minutes of that group are 
hard to resolve and sort out what resolution was actually decided upon.   
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How can AAC make sure the decisions by the operational groups under MOCC are 
being monitored?  Sam suggested that MOCC provide a summary of what was 
discussed and decisions made by all those operational groups.  AAC agreed and 
added that the communications need to reach out to the extended studies and 
distance education offices. 
 
Sam will email Trudy the request of what AAC would like.  Summaries received may be 
included in AAC’s consent agenda that are available to everyone via the web. 
 
 
 
Item 6.G General Education Coding Scheme 
Sam commented that last spring, AAC discussed the strategies that are currently in 
place to code general education courses.  As noted, after a set of general education 
courses were approved, there was no date associated with approving these general 
education courses.   If a course was removed from the list, as degree audit is 
implemented by some campuses this would not be noted in degree audit.  In addition, 
once a course was approved, it was always on the approved list of courses.  For each 
new course that is added, all students that had taken that course in the past will have 
that course counted towards general education requirements.   
 
Sam commented that there are two ways to address this issue.  One is to build the 
degree audit programs annually for those courses that meet the general education 
requirements.  NSU and DSU already do this so that is not really an issue.   The strategies 
used by the others are basically a yes/no type system and it’s an all or nothing process.  
The course either counts for general education or it doesn’t.  There is no time frame.  
What steps do we want to take? 
 
Trudy clarified that since 2005, after the merge, it is for the courses used since then.  We 
drew a line at that time.  Do we keep going or do we draw another line?  This is the 
question. 
 
Has anyone talked about this on campus?  Mary Kay asked for those who do not 
include a time limit, can’t they go in and set it up in the same manner as NSU and DSU?   
Sam replied that this takes a large amount of time and each year, every course would 
need to be identified.  Trudy agreed that it was much more labor intense to plug it in 
line by line.    
 
Sam commented that we aren’t the only system using colleague and making changes 
to general education.  It may be possible to commission a group to see what strategies 
other institutions are using to make sure general education requirements are being 
applied appropriately.   
 
Where are we with a new degree audit?  Sam felt this was still being talked about but 
still a year or two out.  No group has been assigned yet.    
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Sam felt that our issue might just be a coding issue.   When the general education 
coding was first assigned, no one thought how these would change over time.  So even 
if we go to another degree audit system, it may not solve the problem.   We can 
change the requirements in a major and it is clear.   He felt that this is the strategy that 
he thinks NSU and DSU are using, it’s all tied to catalog.   
 
Sam will forward a request to the registrars and/or data administrators that they discuss 
the implications of the general education coding issue.  Currently there are no time 
factors associated with the approval of general education courses.   
 
 
 
Item 6.H Administration of General Education Holds 
Paul commented that early last fall, AAC made some minor changes to the CPG and 
CPG2 holds and the time frame in which these holds were applied.  This discussion 
turned into a broader discussion on actions taken to all holds that impact the 
registration of students.  Paul asked Cory to pull out those students in the fall semester 
who had a hold applied.   Table 1 lists the more academic-driven-type of these. 
 
Where do you want to go with this as a council?  Are the general education and pre-
general education holds necessary?  Are they serving a benefit to your students to 
ensure they are progressing as they should?  Lynn felt that the advising holds are serving 
the right purpose.   
 
Sam commented that if, in the end, every campus uses an advising hold which requires 
students to see an advisor before registration then why do we have these additional 
holds in the first place? Wouldn’t everyone have an advising hold then?  Sam added 
that the holds system should be reviewed.   
 
Kristi reported that BHSU is talking about mandatory advising right now.  Currently they 
are talking about applying this to just freshmen but can appreciate what Sam is talking 
about.  Tom suggested that we talk about holds at the retention conference this spring.  
Students perceive the holds as punitive.   
 
Paul has provided some data on the number of holds issued by the institutions and the 
reasons for the holds.  He will clarify any questions.  The VPAAs will talk about their holds 
and see if the holds are achieving their purpose.  Any issues should be sent in to the BOR 
office for compilation to the next discussion. 
 
Tom suggested that the participants at the retention conference talk about best 
practices in applying holds.  The holds are viewed by students as punitive and it is not 
the intent.  Paul will talk to the conference facilitator about this option. 
 
 
 
Item 6.I Bachelor of General Studies Program 
Paul commented that AAC had talked about this in January and noted that the 
institutions may be implementing this differently.  Whether the ones enrolling are 

~ 12 ~ 



draft  draft draft 

returning students or students on our campuses, it is for students with a substantial 
amount of credit to move forward to a degree.  The program was not really designed 
for the new student coming into the university. 
 
Paul commented that data on students currently enrolled in this program within the 
system were broken down into credit hours earned.  Do we want to set a threshold for 
the students enrolling into this program?  Before they can enroll, should they have a 
minimum of 64 credit hours earned?   Do you want to set this higher?  Would someone 
flag those who applied with less than 64 credit hours earned?   
 
Kristi felt that part of the confusion was that on the general application, this program is 
listed as an option.  She felt that this choice was confusing to students.  Paul replied that 
the people who monitor this program may be the ones who would advise the student 
to take a more traditional program rather than the BGS, which is designed for those with 
earned credit.   Kurt felt that our first conversation should be with the admissions folks 
and then another conversation with the advising folks.  Sam agreed that to get these 
students where they need to be is part of the admissions and advising processes.  For 
some students, this is a viable program.   
 
Paul remarked that the institutions need to make sure that their marketing materials are 
not geared to new students.  He felt that students would go to a more traditional 
program if advised to do so.   SDSU and NSU agreed that 64 credit hours earned in 
order to get into this program is a good starting point.   
 
AAC agreed that the minimum number of credits earned to enroll into this program 
should be 64 credits.  VPAAs should communicate this to the admissions and advising 
folks who are working with this program.  Paul added that campuses should review 
marketing materials to make sure these are not geared towards new students. 
 
 
 
Item 6.J Study Abroad Issues 
Sam reported that the system continues to develop procedures and guidelines to 
manage study abroad programs including those that allow institutions to have native 
students pay tuition and fees locally while attending a partner university, while students 
from the partner institutions send their students here.  It was agreed that this would be 
done in two stages with the first stage focusing on guidelines and practices for these 
one-to-one exchange agreements and the second step including more general 
guidelines for all study abroad operations. 
 
To start this process, during the retreat Suzi Aadland and Sarah Wittmus were asked to 
draft procedures and policies on the exchange programs.  Sam has edited the initial 
draft somewhat and this is here as a first draft and first walk-through.  . 
 
Sam has worked on Appendix A and edited some materials that were provided to 
make this section clearer.  He asked AAC to review the section on page 4 where 
students are receiving financial aid.  This section includes student enrollment versus the 
amount of financial aid received and how many credits are earned.  In addition, the 
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guidelines need to resolve some credit validation issues that can be provided to FA 
should that issue be in question.  This includes some options for transcripting credits.  In 
addition, there are also options for inbound students. 
 
Sam commented that it is stressed that this is trying to meet the expectations of policy 
which is driven by statute, which establishes that the BOR is not allowed to scholarship 
tuition.  Tuition must be paid.  The goal will be to establish some guidelines so that there 
is a little flexibility.   
 
Sam commended Sarah and Suzi for the good work they did getting these guidelines 
framed for discussion. 
 
Sam noted that the expectation is that the student will present a transcript with credit 
hours earned.  This is the reason an academic officer was inserted into the process.   He 
has suggested that the VPAAs have people on campus review this portion.  The FA 
officers should also review and make sure that everyone understands that an 
academic officer is working with the FA officers to resolve any issues with the 
assignment of credit hours. 
 
Sam had previously drafted revisions to the proposal submitted by Suzi and Sarah for 
AAC to review.  Sam has inserted review by an academic officer into the process to 
review credits earned, especially when the student is receiving federal financial aid.  
That individual should also be working with the financial aid officers. 
 
VPAAs will take this proposal back to campus personnel for review and comment.  This 
item will come back to AAC in March. 
 
 
 
Item 6.K Credit Hours by Program 
Sam thanked the campuses for providing this information and added that any 
corrections should be forwarded to the BOR office.  This will be moving forward to the 
COPS and BOR meetings. 
 
What is the purpose for this reporting?  Will there be follow-up action?  Sam responded 
that the reason for doing this project is to demonstrate that the majority of the 
programs are at 128 hours or less.  There is a perception that the vast majority of 
programs are over 128 hours, and the institutions have done a good job to show that 
this is not the case.  The only formal follow-up will be a request that campuses provide 
justifications for those programs that are over 128 hours.  He felt that for those programs 
that are the same or comparable to another campus program, questions may be 
raised on any differences in credit hours required. 
 
 
 
Item 6.L Credit Hour Definitions 
Sam commented that in the recent work done by the US DOE, an area that the 
department has focused on is credit hours earned.  This is reflective in the action taken 
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by the DOE against a regional accrediting body because they granted accreditation 
to an institution with questioned credit hour policies, allowing them to remain eligible for 
financial aid.  The US DOE published in the federal register a series of regulations 
including a definition of credit hour.   
 
Sam continued that national education groups are getting involved and questioning 
the department about the purpose of this regulation.  This item is here because if the 
credit hour definition continues to unfold, we as a system may want to develop 
something so that we can have something in hand for the accreditation of your 
programs.   
 
The item provides some definitions of credit hours used by other institutions in other 
states.  Sam will work through the items and send a draft to the VPAA to circulate and 
send any comments to the BOR office to include in the item for the next AAC meeting.  
 
 
 
Item 6.M Proctoring Services 
Sam commented that AAC has talked about proctoring services that are provided by 
the institutions/centers and it has been noted that there are differences.   It’s also been 
talked about at EUC meetings.  The attachment provides the processes that each 
campus uses.    
 
Kristi commented that at BHSU, it seems that this is an issue for online students.  Sam 
replied that students are not looking at this as us versus them.   This is a service that the 
institution is providing to students.  You can charge for it if you want.   
 
The question is if we want these processes to stay at the campus level or if we want to 
develop a common approach.  Tom replied that he would like to see a common 
approach.   BHSU concurred.  SDSU felt that the campuses should determine their own 
charges.  Sam stated that it’s a fee for services and, by policy, the campuses you can 
establish your own fee for services.  There was no intention of creating a common 
approach but if further questions do arise, then AAC could revisit the issue. 
 
AAC agreed that decisions involving the charging of fees for proctoring services will be 
left to the institutions. 
 
 
 
Item 6.N IDEA Survey Administration 
Paul commented that AAC has talked about the IDEA survey many times.  We are 
starting to hear from campuses that as we talk about budget cuts, it is suggested that 
one place to cut back on would be the administration of the SOS IDEA survey.  Paul 
was asked to pull together some costs.  The cost for 2008-09 was about $80,000 for the 
system, which may have gone down a little bit as more campuses went to online 
testing rather than paper. 
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Sam felt that at this point, we could bring this to COPS and initiate talks, given the 
impending budget cuts.  Paul has laid out alternatives.  Laurie commented that she 
supports this proposal and likes all four options.   Tom agreed but was inclined to be in 
support of evaluating term faculty in every semester rather than once per year.  Kristi 
agreed.  Laurie suggested once a year minimum but not limit the campuses so they are 
able to do this more if they want.   Paul will switch that option to “at least once per 
year” and it will still give those campuses that want to evaluate more often that option.   
 
Sam remarked that this rubric was laid out assuming that the discussion we’re having 
about lecturer comes to fruition.  The campus will decide how often to administer the 
survey.   
 
Tom asked about strategies that might be used to solicit written comments.   Paul 
suggested that something could be done electronically like what was done in the past.  
If the course wasn’t evaluated that semester, just letting students know that there is 
another option that they could use and have those comments routed to the 
appropriate administrator on campus.  We would want something common that is 
routed back to those responsible for evaluation.  In 2006 the Board implemented the 
requirement because it was felt that students often did not have the opportunity to 
provide feedback.  If this went to the Board, Paul would try to flesh that out a little more 
and make it clearer. 
 
Kristi commented that not only do we want student feedback if there are of concern, 
but how can we assure that we would let the student know if they had a positive 
experience in that class.  Paul felt that this could be worded to indicate that a 
particular course will not be evaluated but here is another place for the student to 
provide their feedback either as positive or constructive criticism. 
 
Paul added that we should give the faculty member the opportunity to be evaluated 
each semester, if they wish.  However it would have to be each year or every 2 years at 
the very least. 
 
Paul noted that the cost difference between the IDEA short form and long form is 
minimal.  The processing fee is the primary cost.  So if some feel that by going to the 
short form it will make a difference in costs, that won’t be true.  The long form does 
provide a better sense of how faculty are doing compared to a set a directives in 
addition to the national comparison.  This is what the Board felt was valuable. 
 
Paul commented that if a faculty member wanted to be evaluated each semester, 
then this would be available and it also gives administrators the tool to force an 
evaluation each year at the minimum.   
 
Paul has provided some costs and options to the administration of the IDEA survey.  
AAC agreed that all four options were viable options.  However Paul will clarify each 
option a little more for the initial discussion with COPS in March. 
 
Any comments should be sent to Paul and Sam. 
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Item 6.O NCTQ Survey Discussion 
Sam commented that AAC and BOR staff have talked about this survey and BOR staff 
agreed that this would be an institutional decision. However the BOR is encouraging the 
institution to participate.  When this survey was announced, it was stated that if 
institutions do decline, NCTQ would do public records requests where we must comply. 
 
Sam understood the concerns of the universities about the survey by NCTQ.  He 
continued by stating that it should be recognized that when we reach the outcome of 
the survey, the results will be published.  Kristi reported that BHSU will not participate. 
 
Sam added that he has been tracking this along with his educational contacts and 
there may be some opportunities. He will forward any information he receives on to the 
VPAAs.   
 
Sam remarked that BOR staff has talked about this survey and agreed that this would 
be an institutional decision.  However the BOR has encouraged the institutions to 
participate.  COPS will also discuss this issue in March. 
 
 
 
Item 6.P Revisions to Articulation Agreements – SDSU/LATI 
Sam commented that SDSU staff has been working with staff at LATI to revisit many of 
the program to program articulation agreements and changes are being 
recommended.  A summary is provided.  This summary will move forward to the BOR 
meeting in March for review and action. 
 
Mary Kay commented that this list reflects the programs where there have been 
curricular changes at SDSU and where it was felt that they could increase the number 
of credits that would be awarded for students moving from LATI to SDSU.  In addition, 
these changes should foster relationships and possibly move more students from LATI to 
SDSU. 
 
Sam added that when questions about articulation came up at the legislature, the 
presidents of the TI’s were very complimentary of the efforts that have been made.  He 
encouraged the universities to keep moving forward and updating the current 
agreements with the technical institutes. 
 
 
 
Item 6.Q CPA Exam Results from Board of Accountancy 
Results of the CPA licensure exam from the board of accountancy has been provided 
for information only. 
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Item 6.R Promoting Opportunities and Success for American Indian Students 
The report will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in March. 
 
Sam commented that as had been agreed, the initial reports submitted by the 
institutions were circulated back to the campuses.  In a few cases he had questions, 
which the campuses address; other campuses also provided additional information.  
This summary includes the final reports that were compiled from the institutions.  The 
report will move forward to the COPS and Board meetings.  COPS had initially asked for 
the information. 
 
Where are we with accessing the challenge grant funds?  Sam thought that when the 
letters approving the awards were sent, funds were released.   Kristi received the letter 
but didn’t think the funds were released.  Sam replied that he will follow up.  He felt that 
after the meeting a few weeks ago, someone would be in touch for additional campus 
visits.   
 
USD and NSU thought they already had the funding.  They were instructed to send in 
the vouchers and billing for the funding.   
 
Sam understood the frustration with timelines and notices and would like some 
information so he can work to establish clearer communications.  He wants to let grant 
administrators to know that although we are struggling to play out the process, we 
believe it is an excellent opportunity to meet the needs of the Indian students.   
 
Any suggestions for better communication management would be appreciated and 
should be sent to Sam.  
 
Are those representatives on campus that are working with this project comfortable 
with the progress being made?  Kurt replied that getting everyone together and 
working through the issues has been helpful.  Part of the frustration has been that they 
just received the reporting guidelines a week ago.  So they will now have a better sense 
of what needs to be reported in the semester reporting when they do the application in 
the fall.   
 
Sam added that this is a continuation grant with the understanding that some changes 
can occur from year to year. 
 
Campuses should continue to let Sam know if problems arise. 
 
 
 
Item 6.S USD Terminal Degree spreadsheet 
USD has submitted a proposal to include the ADAS program and the terminal degree 
required to the system list.  This will move forward to the March COPS and BOR 
meetings. 
 
Alcohol and Drug Studies Program - Ed.D. or Ph.D with licensure & clinical practice in 

addiction or prevention 
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Item 6.T HR Issues 
Sam commented that are issues that Janice has identified for AAC discussion.  
 

1) Leave reporting 
Sam commented that a leave reporting system has been implemented.   A few 
comments have come to Janice Minder about concerns on the campus.   
Clarification for reporting of faculty leave or employee situations is listed.    What 
issues are you hearing? 
 
Laurie reported that no comments are being made at SDSU.  Kristi reported that 
BHSU is not completely satisfied.  Sam replied that BOR staff are trying to get a 
perspective on whether this is really a big issue on campus.  Laurie clarified that 
at SDSU she thought that this has been implemented in only a couple colleges.  
Sam replied that basically this is noting that when someone was sick, it was 
reported and the supervisor knew about it.   
 
Sam asked the VPAAs to track the leave reporting system issues on their 
campuses and report any concerns to Sam and Janice. 
 
 

2) Info from HR Discussion 
The human resource directors discussed a series of dates, outlined in the agenda 
item, that campuses planning terminations should follow.  Given the cuts the 
campuses will be facing, anyone considering a reduction in force should be 
aware of the policies that govern this process.  BOR staff members will review the 
plans.  Deadlines for this process are listed. 
 
Jim remarked that we have not attempted to revise any of the priorities 
established under the bargaining agreement.  The only revision we have relates 
to the opportunity for the faculty members to come in and have a personal 
meeting with the BOR in executive session.  We will channel disputes into the 
grievance procedures.  As the VPAAs are reading through proposals, are there 
items in the priorities that currently exist in the bargaining agreement that are 
giving you problems?  Jim did not receive any responses.   
 
Laurie commented that one issue that has come up is the reemployment rights.   
Reemployment rights are initially at the institution for the position.  The person 
whose position was eliminated and then reopened shortly thereafter, the person 
who was terminated would be given priority.   
 
Laurie clarified that universities would make every effort to find someone who 
has been terminated in the pool for another position at another university within 
the system.  People affected by reduction in force should be given consideration 
for those open positions within the system that they may be qualified.  If the 
specialties align, they should be kept in the pool.  There is no hard line that we 
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will effect a transfer.   Sam noted that pages 62-63 of the bargaining agreement 
spell out the RIF policies. 
 
Jim clarified that salary, rank and tenure status would be the same as for the 
position offered.  These items relate to the position, not the person. 
 

3) RIF Procedures 
Sam commented that RIF policies state that ratings in the 3 most recent annual 
performance reviews will be used.  Campuses previously said they had the data 
to do this.   
 
Sam noted that RIF driven by institutional priorities, quantitative factors can also 
be used.  They should be written down and articulated before rubrics are 
applied.   
 
Sam noted that mission may creep into this area.  If you are considering 
terminating programs, qualitative factors should be done.  Programming priorities 
should be established. 
 
Sam commented that Janice also brought up personnel files.  Campuses should 
be aware of what is in an individual’s personnel file and multiple working files 
could be in play.  This has also come up in bargaining discussions with COHE.   
 
Jim commented that with any reduction in force, there are federal regulations.  
Whether or not you develop a formal plan, you must document that you have a 
plan and consider the affect the plan will have on employees over 40 years old.  
Could we alter the factors that we take into account that would reduce the 
adverse effect for people over 40?  The answer may be no, but you need to 
document that you’ve looked and you’ve considered the implications.   
 
Jim commented that the personnel folks need to be involved and are aware of 
the policies and procedures.  Sam added that as you are considering options, 
non renewals are much simpler than RIF’s.  Make sure you are aware of the big 
issues if this option is being considered.  What priorities have been set?  Are RIF 
strategies in place?  It becomes critical that we connect the dots accordingly. 
 

 
 
Item 6.U SDSU Request for Accreditation 
SDSU has submitted a request to seek accreditation from AACSB for the following 
programs.  Laurie has already talked to USD and Lynn concurred that there were no 
issues.  Laurie added that SDSU does not intend to develop a CPA program.  No other 
comments were received. 
 
This request will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in March.   
 

 Agricultural Business, College of Agriculture and Biological Sciences 
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 Agricultural and Resource Economics, College of Agriculture and Biological 
Sciences 

 Economics, College of Arts and Sciences 
 Economics (Business Specialization), College of Arts and Sciences 
 Entrepreneurial Studies, College of Arts and Sciences 
 Industrial (Systems) Management, College of Engineering  

 
 
 
Miscellaneous Items 
FSSE Cost Savings 
It was suggested to participate in the FSSE once every 4 years rather than every other 
year in conjunction to the NSSE survey.  Mary Kay commented that they could still use 
the NSSE every other year and just move the FSSE To every 4 years.  She didn’t feel the 
data changed that much. 
 
Paul added that the FSSE data just doesn’t get used as much from the system level.  He 
did not feel there would be much opposition to move the FSSE to every 4 years.  He 
added that the campuses have not been forced to use certain assessment surveys.  
Paul felt that we should continue to use the NSSE, every other year.   
 
Campuses should discuss and forward any comments to Sam and Paul. 
 
 
Math placement 
Sam received a proposal from SDSU on how they would like to implement an alternate 
process for math placement into “advanced” classes for new student orientation.  The 
current math placement would remain in place for all remedial courses.   
 
Laurie commented that the idea is that they would have their placement done by the 
time they come to SDSU for new student orientation.  Sam has asked that Kurt Cogswell 
share the information with members of the Math Discipline Council so that everyone is 
aware of what is being done and to see if they may be interested also. 
 
No issues were voiced and others would like to see what SDSU is going to do with this. 
 
Sam will follow up with an email. 
 
 
Review of contracts 
Sam reported that Jim was asked to review a contract with someone who wanted to 
use personal health information for data.  He asked that Sam mention this to the group.  
Jim remarked that when it comes to the data system, we need to be HIPPA compliant.  
A high level of security is required.  These would typically come about when dealing 
with agreements with clinical agencies.  For example, students involved in programs in 
nursing will clearly fall under the HIPPA expectations where the clinical experience is 
being housed.   
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Sam noted that the language in the contract would refer specifically to HIPPA and 
HIPPA requirements and members of AAC should watch for this language.  If it’s noted, 
additional review may be required. 
 
 
Complete College America Grant 
Sam commented that the College Completion Innovation Grant tied with Complete 
College America would be handled by someone in the BOR office and he will be 
discussing the grant opportunity with Paul and Dr. Warner early next week.  In addition, 
a team will talk about the Complete College America program and this will include a 
person from the executive branch.  Sam will keep everyone posted. 
 
 


