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Academic Affairs Council Meeting 
April 24, 2008 

 
MINUTES 

 
 
 
The Academic Affairs Council met in Pierre with the following persons participating:  BHSU, 
Kristi Pearce; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Clyde Arnold; SDSMT, Karen Whitehead; SDSU, 
Carol Peterson & Mary Kay Helling; USD, Lynn Rognstad; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Paul Turman, 
Trudy Zalud, & Jodi Gabriel.  
 
 
 
Item 1 Agenda 
Sam has prepared a list of informational items that will be discussed and reported in the minutes.  
A couple items were added by AAC members and the item will be added to the agenda as 
Item 1.A Informational Items.  Jodi will also post this list to the website. 
 
 
 
Item 1.A Informational Items 
 
1.  Academic freedom presentations next week (Tuesday, April 29 – 9:00 am and 3:30 pm) 
Mark Smith, affiliated with NEA, has been invited by COHE to present a couple of academic 
freedom discussions.  One is at SDSU and the other at USD.  DDN rooms are being reserved for 
availability on all campuses.  Carol reported that they have been talking about this at SDSU.  
COHE is organizing this so the academic administration is not involved in the details.   
 
Sam added that there is a conference call scheduled with Mr. Smith as well as with Loren Paul of 
SDEA and Bill Figg from COHE to clarify the presentation agenda.  COHE extended the 
invitation but they haven’t really provided direction on the agenda.   
 
Sam requested that the VPAAs attend if at all possible.  We want this to focus on the issues in 
relationship to academic freedom and the EOC exams project. 
 
 
2.  “End of Course Exam” project – happenings on the campuses 
Sam remarked that we need to do some clarifying of what activities we are doing and the 
intentions of the activities.  We want to address the concerns of the faculty.  We need to note that 
our expectations are different from the expectations of high school coursework.  In higher 
education we expect a better understanding of the materials and better application of materials 
than at the high school level.  The VPAAs should let people know that the disciplinary groups 
will get together to discuss outcomes/standards, to review the questions, and to develop a 
recommendation for implementing administration of the questions.   
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3.  Discipline Councils – Arts and Sciences?? 
Sam remarked that last fall we talked about the composition of the discipline councils and Matt 
suggested a change in the councils.  This resulted in bringing the arts & science deans together.   
 
Considering the issues currently surrounding the EOC exams, Cecelia suggested that we try not 
to eliminate any council.  This may be the only avenue they feel they have, even though they do 
not meet regularly.    
 
Sam remarked that one model that has been proposed would be an Arts & Science Discipline 
Council with the social sciences, sciences, and humanities disciplines organized as sub-
committees of the ASDC.  They would no longer be stand-alone groups.  We need to come up 
with a structure that will get these groups to be part of the agenda.   
 
Kristi felt that some discipline councils are more efficient and effective because they talk about 
the major and had a common understanding of the specific major.  The EOC exams are more 
related to general education.  If the arts & sciences deans generally feel responsible for the 
general education portion, then it is a different structure than the responsibilities of the discipline 
councils.   
 
If we want the council to function effectively within the academic area, then the VPAA/Deans 
need to be involved in the leadership of the council.  Do we create an Arts & Science council?  
Who is responsible for the councils?  Do we create sub-committees of a broader council?  AAC 
needs to discuss the administrative structure of the discipline councils and revise policy if 
necessary. 
 
Lynn felt that the non-operational part of this issue was that the disciplines were so broad and 
lumped together in the discipline council that representatives did not communicate some issues 
to their own campuses because it really didn’t apply to their own discipline. 
 
Karen felt that the most effective discipline councils seem to be the ones associated with a 
specific discipline.  Sam agreed and felt the management of an Arts and Science council should 
be the arts and science deans rather than a VPAA or the BOR system office.  Lynn agreed. 
 
Sam felt that AAC should continue to talk about this and will bring this back in May for AAC to 
recommend any changes.  If changes are recommended, the proposal should go to the BOR in 
June with the annual report of the discipline councils. 
 
 
4.  EUC Taskforce report/recommendations – with members of EUC; coming to AAC in May 
The EUC task force report will come to AAC in May.  They are also updating the 5-year 
program plan that will be coming to AAC in May or June.  This is playing a more important role 
on campus and in the system.  VPAAs need to talk to the deans and EUC representatives.  We 
need to have at least 2-3 years covered. 
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5.  Last month’s discussion with arts and sciences/education deans – need for follow-up? 
Sam felt that we need to continue to force the discussions between the education deans and the 
arts & sciences deans.  The education deans have expressed some concerns with their 
relationships with the arts/science deans.  Clyde felt that there was more conversation at NSU 
after that meeting and suggested that the meetings continue.   
 
The BOR office has offered to facilitate any future meetings if the institutions want the system 
office to be involved.  AAC needs to think about it and a discussion will come back to AAC in 
May or June. 
 
 
6.  Catalog/course schedule alignment – clean up of experimental courses 
Sam sent out an email reminding institutions to clean up a list of experimental courses that did 
not have a formal end date.  Each campus agreed to review the courses listed and to take steps 
needed to either terminate them immediately or to complete the required approval processes to 
migrate these to approved courses and then to terminate the experimental one.  This would be 
done by the end of the semester.  A new report was sent out. 
 
 
7.  Dual Credit update 
An agreement with Fond du Lac Tribal and Community College has been received and they are 
providing a list of high schools that are in compliance with the agreement.  This information will 
be posted soon.  Sam has not heard anything further from NECC NE at this time.  
 
 
8. D2L – Integration with Colleague; review/edit of grades before uploading 
This was discussed as part of the D2L update and the issue has been referred to 
MOCC/Registrars for discussion. 
 
 
9.  WICHE’s Northwest Academic Forum (NWAF) – 2010 meeting in SD   
  http://www.wiche.edu/nwaf/  
The system (BOR office) is a member of NWAF and their annual meeting is being held in SD in 
2010.  There is no registration fee, just pay transportation fees.  This is a subgroup of WICHE 
which functions much like the subgroup of AASCU.  If one of the institutions is interested in 
hosting, maybe on the western side of the state since a trip to Mt. Rushmore has been mentioned, 
please let Sam know.   
 
 
10.  Review of Program review processes/procedures – Rep from BHSU 
An ad hoc committee will be reviewing the program review processes/procedures and we need a 
representative from BHSU. 
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11.  Meeting of International Studies/Study Abroad Coordinators 
Karen has facilitated a system wide group in the past and Sam has offered to convene the group 
again here in Pierre.  He will send out a request for representatives.   
 
 
12.  Meeting with Keith Moore (DOE) and campus reps working with Native American students 
Sam has been working with Keith to schedule another meeting regarding Native American 
students.  The purpose is to educate Keith and Stacy on all the programs for Native American 
students on campus and to get them more involved.  Sam would like to meet but have a more 
focused meeting than the initial meeting.  It was suggested that Keith (and Stacy) do campus 
visits to allow each campus to show what they offer.  Sam agreed to see if he could facilitate. 
 
 
13.  Meeting with Mark Wilson (DOE) - Project Lead the Way update   
Mary Kay reported that they participated in a conference call last week.  DOE is interested in 
working with SDSU and Mines, mainly in engineering for high school students to get college 
credit, similar to AP courses.  The students take the course and then sit for the exam.  They look 
at each course to see what they could get credit for.   
 
 
14.  Honors Policy 
Carol asked for clarification on latitude that the university may have in granting institutional 
honors because of the established limit that 64 credit hours be earned at the institution.  Policy 
would say that the student could not get university honors. SDSU could petition the Executive 
Director for an exception of system policy.  AAC cautioned about doing this and setting 
precedence for granting honors designation.   
 
 
15.  Practice for Naming New Units 
There doesn’t seem to be a firm policy that defines institutes and centers.  Carol thought that Jim 
had referred her to a policy where the President can name institutes and centers, which has now 
expanded into new units and reorganization of units, etc.  Does the President have authority here 
or is this a system level request? 
 
Sam replied that each year the President refers the academic structure of their institution to the 
Board so this needs to go to the board.  Typically it goes to Committee A in memo form.   
 
 
16. Common course/language for students in exchange programs 
Lynn asked about a common language course for students in exchange programs and will come 
back to AAC in May with a formal proposal. 
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17.  COHE discussion – evaluation processes (MAY) 
AAC will be participating in a meeting with Jim Shekleton and Janice Minder on the afternoon 
of the May AAC meeting (May 28) to discuss COHE issues and the evaluation process.   
 
 
18. Disruptive Students 
Jim received the report of the taskforce formed in March and will be forwarding something out 
to the SAC and AAC members. 
 
 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
M/S by Clyde and Karen to approve the March 2008 minutes as submitted.  Motion carries. 
 
 
 
 
Consent Agenda Items 

Item 3.A.1 Program Modifications - USD 
USD has submitted a program modification for the BFA in Theatre – Musical Theatre 
Specialization.  The modification revises the list of courses to replace the music voice 
courses so that students take courses with the musical theatre faculty. The series of voice 
courses that were pulled during AAC in March are related to the modification.  USD is 
asking for approval of those courses.  The HPER modifications increase the number of 
credit hours required within the discipline and reduce the courses required from outside 
the discipline.   
 
Program Modifications: 

• Bachelor of Fine Arts in Theatre: Musical Theatre Specialization 
• HPER – MA, Plan A Thesis 
• HPER – MA, Plan B Non-Thesis 

 
New Course Requests: 

• THEA 150 Musical Theatre Class Voice I  
• THEA 151 Musical Theatre Class Voice II  
• THEA 210 Musical Theatre Applied Voice  
• THEA 211 Musical Theatre Applied Voice  
• THEA 310 Musical Theatre Applied Voice  
• THEA 311 Musical Theatre Applied Voice  
• THEA 410 Musical Theatre Applied Voice  
• THEA 411 Musical Theatre Applied Voice  
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Item 3.A.2 Program Modifications – DSU 
DSU is requesting approval to move the BSEd in Physical Science to inactive status.   
 
 
 
 

Item 3.B.1 Course Modifications - USD 
Lynn reported that the new courses are part of the medical training program and provides 
clinical experiences.   
 
New Course Requests: 

• FAMP 822 Focus on Family Medicine 
• PEDS 813 Pediatric Pulmonology Subinternship 
• PEDS 814 Pediatric Cardiology & Pulmonology Subinternship 
• PEDS 815 Pediatric Cardiology Subinternship 
• PEDS 816 Pediatric Acting Internship 
• PEDS 837 Pediatric Care of the Surgical Patient 
• PEDS 838 Pediatric Critical Care Medicine 
• SURG 807 Surgery Acting Internship 
• LAW 802 Business Organizations II 
• LAW 826 The Business of Law 
• LAW 880 Arbitration 

 
Revised-Unique-Course Requests: 

• LAW 801 Business Associations 
 
 

Item 3.B.2 Course Modifications - SDSMT 
SDSMT brought the new course request for IENG 431/531 Industrial Hygiene to AAC 
during the February AAC meeting.  AAC requested that SDSMT review the course to 
possibly be common.  Karen has provided an explanation by SDSMT faculty after review 
on why they feel the course should be a unique course.  They are also requesting to cross-
list the course 431/531.   
 
 

Item 3.B.3 Course Modifications – BHSU 
The new course proposals are part of the driver’s education program.  They are all self-
support and are offered through the outreach programs. 
 
New Course Requests: 

• DRED 460 Driver and Traffic Safety Education 
• DRED 480 Special Methods in the Teaching of Driver Education 
• IE 450 Occupational and Safety Education 
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Item 3.C.1 SDOS Report 
Paul reported that the only major change was reconstruction of the tables to show 
additional reporting of the majors.  The numbers and percentages are about the same.  
The fall report seems to be more detailed with the new students coming in.   
 
He noted that only a few of the proposed changes in the program were approved during 
the legislative session.  All changes have been posted on the SDBOR website.  He will be 
working on any language clean up for the guidelines.   
 

 
Item 3.C.2 Section Size Report 

Paul observed that although the number of sections has been growing, the institutions 
have been able to maintain section enrollments.  The increase in sections is showing a 
good job by the institutions in management. 
 
Lynn asked the other institutions how they are managing the zero-credit courses.  Cecelia 
offered that DSU will cross-list the zero-credit course with the music course that the 
student is taking so they come off the small section list.   
 
Sam felt that there would be more discussion on this report at the BOR meeting since this 
year the number of low enrolled sections has increased quite a bit.  He said the Executive 
Director also has concerns.  He wants this reporting to continue to make sure that faculty 
assignments are being monitored and faculty time is being spent efficiently.   
 
SDSMT is working on their list so the revised report will come to AAC as an 
informational item in May.  The report may go on to the May Board meeting. 
 
Paul will send the tables from RIS so the campuses know what courses are included for 
reporting.  The report will then go to COPS and Sam and Paul will pass any specific 
questions that may come out of the COPS meeting back to the VPAAs. 
 

 
Item 3.C.3 Athletic Academic Report 

The data was not available in time to prepare the report for AAC.  If there are no big 
issues, the report may go to the May Board.  If there are questions, it may be delayed 
until the June meeting.  Paul will include last year’s issues in the email when he sends out 
this year’s report.   
 

 
M/S by Carol and Karen to approve the consent calendar.  Motion carries. 
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Item 4.A.1 New Program: BHSU Minor in Outdoor Education 
BHSU has proposed a new Minor in Outdoor Education.  Any concerns for the COPS agenda 
should be sent to Paul Gough.   This proposal will move forward to the COPS and BOR 
meetings in May. 
 
 
 
Item 4.A.2 New Program: BHSU AS in Industrial Technology 
Removed from the agenda. 
 
 
 
Item 4.A.3 New Program: DSU Minor in Digital Photography 
DSU has proposed a new Minor in Digital Photography.  Any concerns for the COPS agenda 
should be sent to Paul Gough.   This proposal will move forward to the COPS and BOR 
meetings in May. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.A.4 New Program: SDSU BS in Entrepreneurial Studies 
SDSU has proposed a new BS in Entrepreneurial Studies.  Any concerns for the COPS agenda 
should be sent to Paul Gough.   This proposal will move forward to the COPS and BOR 
meetings in May. 
 
SDSU has recognized that others may also come forward with a similar proposal.  The proposals 
need to have a mission specific focus and be based on the system minor. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.A.5 New Program: NSU BA in Musical Theatre 
NSU has proposed a new BA in Musical Theatre.  Any concerns for the COPS agenda should be 
sent to Paul Gough.   This proposal will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in May. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.A.6 New Program: USD Minor in Adapted Physical Education 
USD has proposed a new Minor in Adapted Physical Education.  Any concerns for the COPS 
agenda should be sent to Paul Gough.   This proposal will move forward to the COPS and BOR 
meetings in May. 
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Item 4.B.1 New Certificate Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 4.C.1 New Site Request: DSU AS & BS in Computer Info Systems, Internet 
DSU has proposed to deliver the AS & BS in Computer Info Systems via the internet.  Any 
concerns for the COPS agenda should be sent to Paul Gough.   This proposal will move forward 
to the COPS and BOR meetings in May. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.C.2 New Site Request:  DSU AS in Business Management, Internet 
DSU has proposed to deliver the AS in Business Management via the internet.  Any concerns for 
the COPS agenda should be sent to Paul Gough.   This proposal will move forward to the COPS 
and BOR meetings in May. 
 
Clyde reported that NSU will be coming forward with an intent to plan and new program 
proposal for an AS in Banking & Financial Services internet only program.  NSU has been asked 
to do this as part of the 2010 workforce initiative.  The intent to plan proposal may be on the 
May BOR agenda, with the new program proposal coming in June.   
 
 
 
 
Item 4.D Intent to Plan Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
 
Item 5 Electronic University Consortium 
No report. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.1 Academic Appeals – BOR 2:9, 1:17, 1:18 Policies 
Jim Shekleton joined AAC for this item. 
 
Karen commented that everyone is required under HLC to keep a log of student complaints.  But 
everyone has students coming to them not really with a complaint but to complain.  To what 
extent do we need to keep track of these for trends?  Kristi remarked that they tend to sort the 
complaints that are of real concern for the student on whether the student will put the complaint 
in writing. 
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Cecelia responded too that the student must put the complaint in writing.  Carol commented that 
at the end of the year they sort the complaints that have come into academic affairs and then 
forwards the information on to student affairs for compilation. 
 
Jim talked to the AG’s office this morning and they will provide us with some training on threat 
assessment.  This is being talked about and maybe resources will be coming forward. 
 
Jim added that following the joint meeting with SAC, they are trying to create policy framework 
and some training to focus on classroom management and difficult individuals.  The process is 
moving forward.   
 
Jim reported that the purpose of the policy is to find a way to coordinate student appeals and 
investigation of allegations of harassment or discrimination.  There is a national conversion.  
Discrimination inquiry may focus upon an academic decision and asks the question of whether 
bias was the motivating factor for the decision.  We have a policy in place to address questions 
of bias.  The academic issue is whether the actual judgment is consistent with academic 
standards for the discipline. 
 
The new language in part C is intended provide a mechanism to coordinate the process of student 
academic appeals with the process of discrimination complaints.  Once the professor has issued a 
grade, or denied admission to a program based on protected status, the question remains as to 
what we do with the student’s academic complaint.  The fact finding is now with the academic 
complaint once it has been determined if discrimination has taken place.   This process allows 
someone to probe the academic judgment and provides a mechanism to supervise the 
institution’s academic standards.   
 
Under Section 2, there are some proposed changes that address the issues that USD has raised 
regarding suspensions.  Why not have suspension addressed in this policy? 
 
Lynn responded that academic suspension is based on GPA.  This is the only academic 
suspension.  Administratively the student could be suspended.  There is another BOR system 
policy that addresses academic suspension. 
 
VPAAs should review the proposed policy changes and send any concerns or comments to the 
BOR office by May 16.  The proposed revisions will come back to AAC in May for 
consideration and possible recommendation to the BOR. 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.2 BOR Policy 2:3 Admissions 
Sam remarked that we have students who cannot provide ACT scores or GED scores even 
though they may have completed college coursework or possibly earned an associate or 
bachelor’s degree.  This came forward involving home schooled students who are admitted as 
transfer students with more than 24 credit hours completed.  The suggested revision clarifies that 
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if the admissions officers feel that certain documents are not needed for the admissions process, 
then the requirement could be waived.   
 
M/S by Carol and Karen to approve the proposed revisions to BOR policy 2:3 admissions.  
Motion carries.  The proposed policy revision will move forward to the May COPS and BOR 
meetings. 
 
C.  Records Required  

 
Applicants who are 21 years of age or younger must submit Enhanced ACT (or SAT-I) 
results, an official high school transcript, if a high school graduate, or proof of GED and 
an official transcript for all previous college work as part of their application. Applicants 
who are older than 21 years of age and who have valid ACT / SAT-I exam results (taken 
within the last 5 years) must submit those scores, along with an official high school 
transcript or proof of GED and an official transcript for all previous college work. 
Applicants who are older than 21 years of age and who do not have valid ACT / SAT-I 
exam results or who have not taken the exams are not expected to take the exam. 
However, they are required to submit an official high school transcript, if a high school 
graduate, and an official transcript for all previous college work. Applicants should also 
submit any other records, data or letters required to support eligibility for admission, 
including competency test scores. SAT scores will be converted to ACT equivalences 
according to a conversion table approved by the Board of Regents. In rare cases, the 
requirement to submit Enhanced ACT or GED results may be waived for transfer 
students who have completed more than 24 credit hours of transfer work since these 
scores are not required in the admission decision process. The requirement to submit 
high school transcripts as well as Enhanced ACT or GED results may be waived for 
transfer students who have earned an associate or baccalaureate degree, regardless of 
the age of the student since these are not required in the admission decision process. 
Note: An official transcript is one that bears the original seal and signature of the official 
in charge of records at that institution and is transmitted directly between institutions. 
 
 
 

 
Item 6.B MOCC Issues 
No report. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.C Mobile Computing Initiative Update 
Paul reported that the task force met again last week and spent time talking about the process and 
vision for the project.  Phil Moss from MERLOT and Tom Farrell from DSU talked about 
development and answered questions from task members. 
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AAC will probably be asked to look at programs.  Paul thinks the Board will probably want a list 
of programs and a plan on how we are going to put this into practice.  The VPAAs should 
probably wait to do anything formal on campus until Paul’s recommendation comes to AAC and 
goes to the Board in June.  He thought this would give AAC time to report back to the BOR in 
October with the list of programs and be ready for legislative session next year. 
 
Paul understood that the BOR still feels that this is something they want and will identify a 
timeline for it, maybe try to kickoff in 2009 or 2010.    
 
Carol commented that she hoped everyone understood that if this gets to an assessment of the 
programs that the approach should remain with academics.   Sam added that the VPAAs have all 
been invited to these meetings, which was specifically for that purpose.  A comment was made at 
the last meeting that Deans and VPAAs need to be the leaders in this.  Sam encouraged them all 
to go back to campus and talk to the task force representatives about the entire process.    
 
Sam commented that the CIOs have voiced their concerns about needing information from 
academics in order to put the infrastructure in place.  The first step is what programs this will 
affect and then whether they can get them geared up fast enough to make it work.  One concern 
is how this will play out at the student level.  Will there be only one tool?  Or a range of tools? 
 
Sam added that it is not too soon to look at a phase in plan, although there does need to be some 
system wide coordination.  This is expected at the BOR level.  Carol suggested that at SDSU 
they would probably come forward with a priority plan for their campus and work with the 
system from there.  Sam stressed that there does need to be system wide coordination.  The BOR 
believes that there is efficiency when things are done system wide in a coordinated fashion. 
 
This task force will be making their recommendation in June and there will be strategies 
suggested at that time.  There is nothing really to formally work on at the institutional level 
before the recommendation comes.  Paul suggested that if we go back to the campuses now and 
have the deans/department heads gear up but then the direction changes, then we may just 
damage the relationship with campus personnel.  There will be time between June and October to 
work on plan specifics.  The infrastructure is critical to the entire process.   
 
Clyde concurred with Sam that although it may be easy to leave the decisions to the techies or 
BAC with AAC just coming in at the end, he felt this is a big mistake.  This is being done to 
serve our students.  He felt that he needed to go back and get more involved with his people and 
if he doesn’t, he is going to end up with what the techies think we want and what the BAC group 
thinks we can afford.   
 
Sam agreed that the VPAAs need to get involved.  Now is the time to get engaged in this project.  
There has been good participation from the people on the campuses who would be delighted to 
talk to them about it.  Paul agreed that this group is very excited and are very focused on making 
sure this is to enhance student learning and not just a tool to use.   
 
How much flexibility is there for the mobile computing device?  Sam replied that the VPAAs 
need to keep pushing that flexibility is needed.  It has not been talked about at the BOR level.  
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But there is a view that this needs to be common across the system for coordinated management.  
At the discipline level, the tool will probably be the same across the system for transferability.  
Paul added that this can be broadly defined.   If it’s a lease model with internal support, then 
there is tight control.  Technology is moving into a web based approach where a lease program 
may have been best a few years ago but maybe not so much anymore. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.D Course Approvals as Part of a New Program Proposal 
Sam commented that new programs with new sets of courses don’t really go through any formal 
approval process.  Prefix, number, and title of the course is approved as part of the new program.  
He asked if this is the normal process or just maybe with the new PhD programs.   
 
Trudy concurred that the last couple requests have been the PhD programs.  The campus had 
asked her to put the new courses in the system from the new program proposal and was surprised 
that they were not already in the common database.   
 
Lynn felt that AAC got away from the formal process with the urgency of the new PhD program 
proposed.  However, she felt that the new course requests should be formally approved by AAC.  
The new courses should only be entered in catalog after AAC approval but the courses may not 
come at the same time as the new program proposal. 
 
AAC agreed that new course proposals associated with new program proposals must be on the 
appropriate new course request form and either be bundled with the new program proposal and 
approval process or must be brought to AAC for approval before being added to the common 
database. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.E HPER Common Course  
M/S by Carol and Clyde to approve the HPER Discipline Council’s proposed changes to the PE 
courses.  These are routine course cleanups.  Motion carries.   Jodi will send the approved table 
to Trudy for updating in the common database. 
 

• PE 121 Intermediate Swimming (Level 4) 
• PE 170 Fundamental Movement 
• PE 180 Foundations of HPER 
• PE 200 Pro Prep: Fitness 
• PE 201 Pro Prep: 
• PE 203 Pro Prep: 
• PE 204 Pro Prep: Rhythm & Dance 
• PE 206 Pro Prep: Skills Concepts 
• PE 206L Pro Prep: Skills concepts Lab 
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• PE 320 Lifeguard Training 
• PE 335 Assisting Teaching 
• PE 350 Exercise Physiology 
• PE 354 Prevention & Care of Athletic Injuries 
• PE 363L Skills Concept Lab 
• PE 410 Personal Training 
• PE 482 Theory Strength Train/Conditioning 

 
 
 
 
Item 6.F CAAP Testing & Retesting Window Issues  
Paul remarked that he has had a number of questions recently relating to when the clock starts 
and stops for students after they have failed to meet a qualifying score on the CAAP 
examination.  He followed up with campus personnel to determine how guidelines are being 
interpreted to determine if an update or clarification in policy was needed. 
 
He received a variety of responses back and included those on page 2 of the item.  Campuses are 
spending extra time trying to track these students.  When a student fails the first time, when does 
the window start?  If the student leaves the institution and then comes back 2-3 years later, do 
they need to successfully test in order to take more coursework? 
 
Sam asked if AAC has ever thought about putting proficiency exam scores on the transcript.  
Cecelia felt that the registrars would argue that the only items placed on the transcript are for 
academic progress.  Sam understood that position but said the exam is a measurement and a 
requirement for graduation.  Carol felt it may be appropriate if the transcript entry simply said 
that graduation requirements were met.  Sam suggested not recording the scores but rather a 
general statement like “comprehensive exam passed”.  The tracking systems that the universities 
have had to develop are time consuming yet we need a way to track these students.   
 
M/S by Kristi and Clyde to accept that the clock stops when the student drops out of school for 
purposes of CAAP testing and retesting.  Motion carries.  Paul will convey this decision to the 
System Assessment Committee.  
 
AAC requests that the Registrars discuss the possibility of adding a note on the student transcript 
to list the proficiency exams and a notation that “comprehensive exam has been passed” so that it 
is easier and faster to track students for testing and retesting.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.G Personal Finance Issues 
Sam commented that the personal finance issues have been talked about quite a bit in the past six 
months.  Requests have come forward that we need to come up with a class that everyone must 
take as part of the core curriculum.  But it is currently within the curriculum. 
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VPAAs will review the list of activities that we currently have on file and update activities the 
campuses are doing in relationship to personal finance.  These updates should be sent to the BOR 
office by June 2, 2008.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.H FERPA Issues 
Deferred to May. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.I Graduate Assistant Salary 
Paul Gough joined the meeting for this discussion.  He has provided the universities with the 
graduate assistant salaries for FY09 for the doctorate programs.  The BOR sought money for the 
older programs but did not get that money so this structure puts the GA salary for the recently 
implemented programs at a higher salary than some of the older programs.  This salary structure 
applies to the new state funded doctoral programs listed on the second page.   
 
Sam added that it is not uncommon for the Board office to get questions on the graduate 
assistants.  These positions need to be coded as graduate assistants so the data can be pulled.  
Paul added that it has been hard to find the GAs up to this point.  The new system should be 
easier to follow up on the GAs and their salaries. 
 
Paul asked the VPAAs to review the status of the graduate assistants in the doctoral programs 
listed and make sure they are coded correctly.  We have had some questions on graduate 
assistants and reporting has been difficult because of some coding issues.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.J D2L Implementation 
Sam has received updates from the D2L committee on the progress and issues surrounding 
implementation.  Faculty and staff have been learning how the system works and what 
limitations they may encounter.   
 
Sam continued that Carla Reihe has had significant amounts of work as the upgrade to 8.3 was 
accomplished.  She is still working on issues.  Cecelia remarked that DSU faculty have requested 
that upgrades not be made in the middle of the semester.  There were a lot of things lost and 
renamed.  Sam agreed that there have been a lot of problems but he noted this was required 
because of the patent lawsuit. 
 
Sam added that Karen has brought up the grade export function with D2L and Colleague.  The 
grades would be exported immediately with none of the edits in place.  The registrars are 
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concerned that there needs to be an error checking activity before this is turned on as an 
automatic grade transfer.   
 
Sam added that they are also looking at the authentication of users for the extension program 
through SDSU.  They are hoping that the extension people can remain as part of the SDSU user 
group. 
 
AAC requests that the Registrars discuss the grade export function for D2L implementation and 
check to see if there is a way for checking errors prior to the automatic grade transfer.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.K VSA UPDATE 
Sam remarked that the BOR was given an update on the VSA project at the March meeting.  He 
discussed eliminating the proficiency exam but developing a model where we would use one of 
the instruments with all freshmen and all seniors.  It would include all freshmen and all seniors 
and would include some sort of proficiency requirement.   
 
Sam commented that there are a couple issues.  Looking at going to a model where we test all 
freshman and all seniors will increase the cost.  Do we really want to do this?  We already have 
the proficiency exam and have outcomes that must be met and to meet the commitments of VSA, 
every 4 years we could test 200 freshman and 200 students and report the results.  
 
Cecelia commented that for the smaller institutions, this would probably be a census.  Carol 
added that a practical approach needs to be taken.  Is this feasible for our system?   
 
Sam clarified that there was still the expectation from the BOR members that even though we 
can consider moving to another testing, there would still be a proficiency requirement.  We must 
participate in the VSA project. 
 
Sam felt that AAC has two options: 
 
Do we want to do a formal review to do away with the rising junior exam and develop a model 
for freshmen and senior testing, with a proficiency requirement including cut scores at a senior 
level?   
 
Or do we want to leave the proficiency exam in place, like we are doing now with the current 
testing.  To satisfy the VSA requirements, we would do limited freshmen and senior sampling 
every few years and report the results to the VSA.  Passing the rising junior exam still remains as 
the measurement for graduation. 
 
Paul reported that he has talked with Joanne Sckerl from SDSU and we still have some problems 
with turn-around time with ACT.  This time factors into it more when we have a large pool of 
students tested, getting the writing exam scored, and getting the scores back in time to get them 
remediated for graduation.  Joanne did not feel there was time. 
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Cecelia asked that when we leave the proficiency exam in place, would it make sense to change 
the writing portion of this to the VSA suggested writing testing?  Sam responded that this is one 
thing that should be considered.  Dr. Perry previously instructed AAC to look at the cut scores 
but Sam cautioned AAC to keep these issues separate. 
 
The cost is increased tremendously on the 2nd option.  Cecelia added that we just discussed the 
time and energy goes into tracking the current proficiencies and we would add two more cohorts 
on this.   
 
So step one is to keep the current proficiency testing and we do the sample testing for the VSA 
requirement every four years.  Does AAC want to make the decision now or to have this go back 
to the assessment committee to be discussed one more time.  Carol suggested that this issue 
should be discussed one more time by the assessment committee.   
 
Paul commented that the writing sample exam costs approximately $16 with ACT doing the 
analysis.  If we had our own faculty analyze it would be a little less expensive.  He thought it was 
more expensive to do that one test as it is right now with all four tests.  We would need to 
negotiate the cost of the tests.   
 
Paul and Sam will pull together a summary of the options for discussion and send to the VPAAs.  
This will come back to AAC in May for further discussion after the assessment committee has 
talked about the issues. 
 
 
 
 
Item 7.A Accrual of Leave, 10 & 11-month Faculty 
Janice Minder and Jim Shekleton joined the meeting for this discussion. 
 
Leave Accrual 
Janice commented that since the new HR/FIS system has been implemented, there are issues and 
variations in the application of policies regarding leave accrual for 10- and 11-month faculty 
members.  Institutions have 10-, 11-, and 12-month employees and vary their leave accrual 
procedures.  The Banner system does not allow this.  This may cause some difficulty in how we 
move forward. 
 
Sam added that he thought this would require some campus discussion and during the May 
meeting, AAC would make the decision.  It seems to tie back into position descriptions.   
 
Cecelia requested that there be a distinction between the NFE list and the exempt list.  Karen 
commented that if there are faculty members who do not have a great deal of teaching 
assignment, they may feel that they need to be in the office if they are accruing leave. 
 
Carol agreed with Sam that this is all related to role.  People on 12-month contract sometimes 
have faculty rank anyway.  Some 10- or 11-month have contracts where they are doing the same 
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as other 9-month employees but they get a month or two of supplement to work with high school 
workshops, major advising, etc.  This is different from summer school teaching so they would be 
different than someone in a position that took 10- or 11-months to do a particular job.  There are 
also 9-month faculty that accrue leave during extended times.   
 
Janice added that the COHE guidelines are pretty direct when they take on the supervisory role.  
Cecelia remarked that there are the non-unit spot for some people.  They may be non-unit 
because they are a director.   
 
At what point does the employee go from non-unit to NFE status?  What are the guidelines for 
determining a non-unit faculty member or an administrator?  A basic definition for classification 
would be helpful.   
 
Carol commented that faculty has rank, so a non-unit faculty member basically still has a rank, 
probably has a primary teaching role, but maybe has been given an assignment that has been 
taken out of the unit.  A NFE is a person that technically has no rank, no major teaching role, 
may give them rank if they teach a semester for you, but their assignment is in the service area or 
non-teaching area.   
 
Jim responded that the faculty member may be on a duties-based assignment, maybe where they 
have an administrative assignment that requires them to either supervise unit members or to 
make decisions about management issues that affect the abilities of faculty members to carry out 
their role.  The management portion keeps the faculty member out of the unit. 
 
The point of differentiation is between academic administrators who have a significant 
administrative role and non-academic administration.  So people who are part of the academic 
administration who hold faculty rank, are exempt from the bargaining unit because of the 
academic rank would be treated as part of the academic administrators.   
 
Janice clarified that we could then put NFE or administrator in non-unit.  As long as they are not 
in the unit but they impact management policy, provide direction and have an impact on faculty 
at some degree, could be classified as NFE.  Sam added that if the individual with faculty rank is 
not in the unit and if 50% or more of their responsibility is comparable to classroom instruction, 
then they are a non unit faculty member.  If their direct instruction responsibility goes to 51%, 
then their role is no longer purely academic.  
 
Janice clarified that this would be a lot easier for application of many things – leave accrual, 
evaluations, etc – because we would now have a clear definition of what requires NFE or faculty 
designation.  Sam felt that we need simple definitions.  Janice said BOR policy 4:1 is to clarify 
but maybe that policy needs to be more specific.   
 
Carol remarked that they have always had to deal with this issue when they give someone 
coordination or semi-management responsibility but less than a department head assignment.  
May be they have been named an assistant to the department head and have management of the 
clinical or other people.  These individuals have been taken out of the unit and were called non-
unit faculty. 
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Jim responded that if they are engaged in any of the functions that involve supervision, or 
making effective recommendations, then they would be out of the unit as a supervisor.  If they 
are making decisions over access to resources or allocation or selection of resources that unit 
members need to have in order to succeed and perform their functions, then they can be exempt 
as managers.  If they have a voice in evaluations, or grievances, or selection of faculty then they 
would be non-unit.   
 
Carol responded that the NFE are hired to be professional exempt persons doing a middle 
management activity.  Faculty teaching is a major role with rank and they are in the unit unless 
they are given responsibility that takes them out of the unit.  NFE is not hired with a core faculty 
responsibility.  They are not an administrator or dean but in the middle, professional exempt 
persons.  
 
Sam clarified that leave accrual ties to classification because if an individual a non faculty 
exempt or administrator, it is assumed that the person would be accruing leave because there is 
an assignment that continues.  If they are a non unit faculty member, it is assumed they are not 
accruing leave.  Jim added that the research faculty or possibly a 12-month person in the unit 
who has a research assignment that requires 12-months, the instructional calendar should not 
determine that person’s leave accrual.   
 
Janice will provide a summary of issues and a draft policy revision for AAC review in May.   
 
 
Leave Reporting 
Janice remarked that years ago there was a faculty member who had completed their contract and 
had another appointment with another university outside our system.  At that same time, they 
would have completed their 7 years of vested time into sick leave.  Janice talked to the 
commissioner of personnel at what point do we say that they have earned their vested sick leave.  
They do not work over the summer and they have worked their full contract, August through 
May, and that under state law is considered one FTE.   
 
The commissioner provided a written opinion that stated that if they complete their contract, then 
they are entitled to their sick leave because they have completed their one FTE contract.  This is 
the premise for the next dialogue. 
 
When working with BOP on benefits, it has come to the surface that when a faculty member 
terminates at the end of their contract, some institutions are not paying the benefits through 
August 21, essentially saying that they are quitting and the benefits are being cut.  The faculty 
have completed their contract, prepaid their benefits through August, and then get refunded.  
Why are we cutting their benefits?  We should be consistent in our practices.   
 
Janice is recommending that we should be paying benefits through August 21 because the new 
contract would have started August 22 and moving forward.  To be consistent and fair with our 
benefits with the state, we need to treat them all the same.  The argument is that the faculty 
member has prepaid the benefits and completed their contract.   
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Sam commented that a couple institutions have started faculty leave reporting.  Janice remarked 
that we are mandated to do this.  There is the perception that faculty do not take leave but Janice 
has provided evidence to the contrary.  However, faculty leave reporting will go forward and 
there will probably be an audit after this is implemented.   
 
 
 
 
Item 7.B Employment of Non-Citizens, Processes & Procedures 
Janice remarked that this is an informational item for AAC.  There has been a shared 
immigration services center established to help campuses with employment of non-citizens.  Jan 
Wiersma is the manager of the immigration service center and would be more than willing to 
help the institution or answer any questions they may have.   
 
It is mandatory that these services are used.  BAC had approved this many months ago and we 
have had to send people back because forms have not been filled out correctly.  We’ve had fines 
at some institutions.  We are trying to prevent these things from happening. 
 
 
 
 
Item 7.C Appendix G/Conflict of Interest Policies 
Jim commented that as institutions are looking for research grants, they are entering an 
environment where faculty members may engage in research activities with others.  We may 
subcontract our faculty members to assist them.  The whole issue can be confusing so the intent 
of the language proposed in BOR 5:2 is to clarify the issue.  Currently, our grants policy did not 
address these types of concerns.   
 
Jim commented that this is trying to get our hands around the issues that involve the skills of the 
faculty member.  They cannot prefer their own business to our employment.  Does this preclude 
the institution saying that we have no interest in the activity?  Jim responded that it does not, but 
that issue may need to be looked at and have the faculty member disclose it to the supervisor or 
the sponsored programs offices.   
 
Jim added that this issue needs to be addressed quickly.  The campus would need to reach an 
agreement because of the grant deadlines.  The final wording may need some work but this is a 
rough draft to get a discussion started.   
 
Jim added that we need a way to protect the state’s interest and at the same time, protect the 
faculty member’s interest if we can get our people to negotiate the industrial relationship so we 
can make a better deal for our faculty members.  This is one place that the faculty member has an 
obligation to the system.   
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AAC members need to review the revision proposed to BOR policy 5:2 and send any comments 
to the BOR office.  The policy will come back to the AAC meeting in May for consideration and 
possible recommendation. 
 
 
 
 
Item 7.D Issuing Faculty Contracts 
Janice reminded everyone that the BOR meeting in May isn’t until the end of the month.  As a 
result, the BOR will not approve the FY09 salaries until the 29/30th of May and contracts will 
not be able to be issued until May 30th.  We have been asked to send an email or letter 
documenting the reminder that employees will not get their contract until after May 30.  We need 
their correct address and if they are out of the country and need to make arrangements, we need 
to know.  A note will also be included regarding the pay cycle for the 9-month faculty members 
and when their first pay date will be. 
 
Janice will draft a memorandum for the HR departments at the institutions, the VPAAs, and also 
for COHE to send out to employees.  We just want to make sure that the word gets out so 
everyone is aware.   
 
 
 
 
 
Workforce Update 
Paul commented that there is a manufacturing summit on June 24 in Sioux Falls.  Manufacturing 
is one area getting workforce attention.  There may be some activities and opportunities activities 
for professional development for teachers and counselors.   
 


