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Academic Affairs Council Meeting 
June 21 2006 

 
The Academic Affairs Council meeting was held in Brookings with the following persons 
attending:  BHSU, Dean Myers; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Clyde Arnold; SDSMT, 
Karen Whitehead; SDSU, Carol Peterson & Mary Kay Helling; USD, Royce Engstrom & 
Lynn Rognstad; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Lynda Oldenkamp, Sandee Schamber, Josh Riedy, 
and Jodi Gabriel.  
 
 
Item 1 Agenda 
The following items were added to the agenda and the agenda was approved. 
• Yellowstone Update 
• Item 5.C ENGL 023 course modification for NSU 
 
Jodi will be setting up half-day campus trips for Sam to visit with the VPAA and others on 
each campus. 
 
FIPSE GRANT UPDATE 
Karen reported that SDSMT would like letters of support from all the universities for the 
FIPSE grant.  They are writing their proposal now.  If we want more students to participate, 
they want to work program to program with faculty members to identify where study 
abroad programs will be appropriate.  SDSMT wants to do a system approach.   
 
YELLOWSTONE UPDATE 
Royce reported that at the AASCU winter meeting, VPAAs were told about a program 
designed to develop curriculum innovation of their own.  The initial thought was to talk 
about course/courses that would allow students to interact with policy of some sort.  All of 
the institutions in SD elected to participate.  The goal is to come back with a proposal for 
curriculum related to an environmental project.   
 
Yesterday, AASCU called and wants to do a feature article on this project.  Carol agreed 
that certainly highlighting the diversity of the proposal would be beneficial.  We have 
wildlife specialist, sociologist, and a mix of people and disciplines that are on this group.  
Highlight the goal of putting in some type of curriculum that we can collaborate on and 
interact on, part of the curriculum that will result in possibly a system minor/major but it’s 
an environmental issue course or courses.   
 
AASCU has invited SD to invite a faculty member too so we have 12 slots of the 24 
allowed.  The conference is the last week in July.   
 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
M/S by Karen and Royce to approve the May 2006 minutes.  Motion carries. 
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Item 3.A General Education 
No report. 
 
 
Item 3.B Admissions 
No report. 
 
 
Item 3.C Placement 
No report. 
 
 
Item 3.D.1 Proficiency Exam Report – System Assessment Committee Recommendations 
for Changes/Modifications to the Annual Report 
Joann Sckerl from SDSU joined the meeting for this discussion. 
 
Lynda reported that the system assessment committee recommends that the annual 
proficiency exam and the ACT/CAAP gains reports be submitted to the BOR in December.  
Both reports utilize the same data.   
 
Sam has also talked to Dr. Perry regarding the data for the accountability report.  ACT 
cannot have the annual data information to us until October so the BOR office would need 
to produce and group that information together ourselves and be accurate.   Sam will be 
discussing this more in-depth with Dr. Perry.   
 
AAC agreed with the assessment committee recommendation to bring both reports to the 
December Board meeting.   
 
Lynda remarked that the system assessment committee also recommends removing Table 1 
and Table 2 from the report.  When incentive funding was an issue, everyone was 
interested.  We can try to incorporate the numbers from the attachments at the end rather 
than how the table is currently presented.   Sam will talk to Dr. Perry and see if he has a 
preference for how this should be reported to the Board.   
 
AAC also concurred with the system assessment committee recommendation to include 5 
years of trend data.   
 
 
Item 4.A Program Modification – SDSU 
M/S by Carol and Clyde to approve the proposed program modification for SDSU for the 
M.Ed. Educational Administration program.  Motion carries.  This proposal will move 
forward to the COPS and Board meetings in August. 
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Item 4.B Program Modification Process 
Paul Gough joined the meeting for this discussion.   
 
Sam reported that the main concern is the increase in credits required for program 
modifications.  Dr. Perry is concerned because more modifications submitted include an 
increase in credit hours required.     
 
Currently our guidelines are 12 hours for certificates and 18-22 hours for minors.  
Professional standards for some programs might have higher required hours so we need to 
provide justification on those programs where national, professional or maybe accreditation 
standards require more hours. 
 
Paul reported that on new program requests, the number of credit hours required is flagged.  
The average required on professional programs is higher.  Cecelia argued that our guidelines 
show the discipline hours required is 40 – 69 but Dr. Perry has kicked them back to the 
campuses at 69 hours.   
 
Carol added that another very minor credit change could be due to upgrades of the program.  
They may be better related courses but they may have bumped up the number of credits by 
½ or 1 credit.   
 
Paul commented that the people preparing the new program requests should list the related 
programs or area programs to show that the number of hours are consistent.  Is the issue 
with the new program requests or the program modifications?  Paul replied that he 
understood that both fed into the discussions during COPS.   
 
Sam will review the guidelines and draft some revisions for circulation for AAC.  He didn’t 
feel the issue was about one credit hour change but rather a way to force a discussion of the 
issue.  The range of hours was established a long time ago.  Carol suggested that we add 
more to the guidelines and ask that campuses research the number of hours in similar 
programs at their peer institutions.   
 
Paul suggested that the proposals state upfront that there are no new or increased fees. This 
is an easy way to dispose of the issue.  It should also address the increase if there is one.   
 
For professional program requests, if reasonable examples can be given where comparable 
majors have the same or around the same number of hours, it will expedite the proposal.   
In addition to professional programs, accreditation issues may also drive the required hours 
to be higher than normal.   
 
Cecelia asked that Sam also look at the language for minor program modifications versus 
substantive program modifications.  Karen felt that we still lack clarity of what is counted 
and how to define the total credit hours in the review.   
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Item 5.A Course Modifications - BHSU 
Dean reported that most of the curriculum changes proposed relate to the Genomics 
program proposal that is moving forward to the BOR this week.  He did pull HLTH 495 
Practicum in Health from the requested approval list.   
 
Karen commented that Mines has a MATH 687 course that is unique but possibly could 
become common with BHSU’s proposed course, MATH 587.  Dean and Karen will discuss 
this possibility prior to the courses moving forward for Dr. Perry’s consideration.  
 
M/S by Carol and Karen to approved the BHSU curriculum requests.  Motion carries. 
 
New Course Requests 

• BADM 411 Investments 
• BIOL 531 Field Biology 
• BIOL 534/534L Herpetology/Lab 
• BIOL 437 Biometry 
• BIOL 544 Microbial Genomics 
• BIOL 565/565L Evolutionary & Ecological Plan Physiology/Lab 
• BIOL 574/574L Ecological Genomics/Lab 
• BIOL 710 Population & Quantitative Genetics 
• BIOL 724L Genomic Techniques Lab 
• BIOL 735 Evolutionary Genomics 
• BIOL 794 Internship 
• BIOL 798 Thesis Research in Biology 
• MATH 450 History of Mathematics 
• MATH 581 Probability & Statistics 
• MATH 587 Design of Experiments ~ possibly common with Mines 
• SCI 588 Biological Applications of Remote Sensing 
• SEED 422 Composition for the English Teacher 
• SPCM 485 Communication and Conflict Resolution 

 
The proposals will move forward to the Executive Director for consideration and be 
reported on the Interim Actions report for the August Board meeting. 
 
 
Item 5.B Course Modifications – SDSU 
M/S by Karen and Carol to approve the following proposed curriculum requests from 
SDSU.  Motion carries. 
 
Authority to Offer Existing Common Courses 
• BADM 412 Security Analysis 
• BADM 460 Human Resource Management 
 
New Course Requests 
• EDAD 741 Community & Public Relations 
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• GSE-GEOG 741 Quantitative Remote Sensing for Terrestrial Monitoring 
• GSE-GEOG 760 Advanced Methods in Geospatial Modeling – Topical 
• GSE-GEOG 766 Advanced Remote Sensing Applications – Topical 
• GSE-GEOG-WL 742 Geospatial Analysis 
• GSE-GEOG-WL-BIOL 767 Fire and Ecosystems 
 
The proposals will move forward to the Executive Director for consideration and be 
reported on the Interim Actions report for the August Board meeting. 
 
 
Item 5.C Course Modifications - NSU 
NSU wants to offer ENGL 023 for 3 credits and SDSU already offers it for 5 credits.  NSU 
is proposing to offer the course for variable credit, 3-5 hours.  M/S by Carol and Karen to 
approve the variable credit request.  Motion carries. 
 
Karen suggested that these types of changes could be handled via email. Sam agreed and 
added that some of these items are consent items and we should be able to approve unless 
someone raises an issue.   
 
Royce added that campuses need to get their proposals posted early enough so that 
everyone has an opportunity to review the proposals prior to approval.   
 
 
Item 6.A TQE Update 
Sandee provided an update to the activities of the grant.  She commented that she hopes to 
finish reviewing the campus assessment plans by the beginning of July.   
 
Lynda reported that she and Lesta did campus tours and reported on her portion of the 
assessment plans that will continue after the grant is complete, after September 30. 
 
Royce felt there was a little confusion as to what the campuses are working on and what 
deadlines need to be met.  Lynda or Sandee will draft a timeline related to the education 
programs and what everyone is working on.   
 
Sam said that he, Lynda, Lesta and Dr. Perry met and talked about the public reporting of 
teacher education accountability.  Lynda and Sam will follow up with Dr. Perry on the role 
of the Education Discipline Council in monitoring and following the procedures and 
policies that have been implemented through the TQE grant and assessment of teacher 
education programs. 
 
 
Item 7 Board Reports 
No report. 
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Item 8.A.1 Policy 5:5.1 Revision – Tuition & Fees, Children of Alumni 
A policy revision is being proposed to the children of alumni section of BOR 5:5:1.  The 
proposal changes the policy to specify tuition rates for students who have had at least one 
parent who received an academic degree from a university that is governed by the board. 
 
M/S by Carol and Dean to approve the proposed policy revision.  Motion carries.  The 
following revision will move forward to the August COPS and Board meetings.   
 
6) Children of Alumni: Effective Summer term 2004, newly enrolled non-resident 

undergraduate students who have at least one parent who received an academic degree 
from a university governed by the Board First-time freshmen and new transfer students 
enrolled beginning with the summer 2004 term whose legal parent was awarded an 
associate or higher academic degree by a Regental institution of higher education shall be 
charged 150% of the resident tuition rate for all courses.   regardless of the residence of 
his or her legal parent(s).  This reduced rate is available only at the undergraduate level. 

 
 
Item 8.A.2 BOR Policy 2:10 Grades and Use of Grade Point Averages 
The proposed revision to BOR policy 2:10 clarifies that instructional methods Q (tracking) 
and U (thesis) will be graded NG.  A statement has been added into policy for 
implementation Fall 2006.   
 
Carol pointed out that instructional method code Q is broader than program sustaining.  
Ranny concurred that it is basically a tracking code and suggested adding that to the 
description.   
 
The following statement will be added to BOR 2:10 and the policy revision will move 
forward to the August COPS and Board meetings.  Ranny will work with the registrars to 
update the undergraduate and graduate courses.      
 
A grade of NG will be used only with those course sections that are designated as 
Tracking/Program Sustaining (Q) and those that are assigned the code for Master’s Research 
Problems/Projects Sustaining, Thesis Sustaining, or Dissertation Sustaining (U). 
 
M/S by Cecelia and Clyde to approve the proposed policy clarification.  Motion carries. 
 
 
Item 8.A.3 Procedures for Changing Data after an Enrollment Extract Freeze  
Ranny reported that in the past, we had difficulties in preparing for fall so we ran the extract 
in July and the universities did not get credit for any late enrollments.  This clarifies that the 
second extract will capture those enrollments. 
 
The procedures were revised based on the policy that is scheduled for the BOR meeting 
tomorrow so if AAC does not have any changes, then the procedures would be revised to 
include the policy change.  The procedures clarify when an enrollment data correction will 
be made, what will be changed, and whether the change is critical.  E.g. before the data has 
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been sent to the BOR office, after reports have been generated, etc.   The procedures will 
become part of the procedural documents used by the system.   
 
Lynda added that the 2004-05 teacher education enrollment report was not taken to the 
board for this reason.  The enrollment data was incorrect.     
 
Ranny remarked that they have had a lot of problems with the enrollment extracts but 
changes in reporting procedures have made the data more accurate.  Sam was comfortable 
with these guidelines.   The external issue would be taken care of pretty easily and internally 
the corrections would be made. 
 
M/S by Carol and Clyde to approve the guidelines as submitted.  The MOCC has also 
reviewed and approved these operational guidelines.  It is not necessary to move these 
forward to the COPS and BOR meetings.   
 
 
Item 8.B Dual Credit Courses - Tuition 
USD has requested AAC to discuss the possibility of using the special tuition rate for dual 
credit courses offered to the high schools via distance delivered courses.  NSU already has 
this exclusive arrangement that was established at the COPS level.    
 
The other universities can team up with anyone but the courses would not be at the reduced 
rate but rather the regular rate.  Josh commented that there is interest by other universities 
to offer the courses at a reduced rate via distance similar to what NSU is doing.   
 
Sam reported that he has talked with Dr. Perry and the statement was that this is a NSU 
arrangement previously agreed upon.   
 
Sam suggested that if anyone wants to offer courses in the high school at a reduced rate, 
then the President should initiate a conversation with Dr. Perry. 
 
 
Item 8.C Student Petitions of Multi-Institutional Students 
Cecelia reported that although AAC discussed this issue previously, AAC did not approve 
the guidelines, which is inconsistent with current guidelines.  Behind the withdraw policies 
there are procedures and one procedure that we agreed on is that only the home institution 
could make changes in the student enrollment. 
 
Although the registrars understood that the home institutions were making decisions on 
tuition issues, when the student petitioned for late drop or withdrawal from USDSU there 
was still confusion.   
 
Cecelia, Gail Tidemann, and Laurie Becvar have put together a form that covered 
everything and a statement of policy.  The procedure that they agreed on was that a request 
for a late drop/add or withdraw was made and then the request went to the home 
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institution.  The criteria were also documented and the petitions were measured against 
these criteria. 
 
The form is in rough draft.  This is the agreement that was reached for USDSU.  However, 
the procedures still show that the home institution makes the decision.  They wanted the 
VPAAs look at this and formally adopt new procedures, not just for USDSU but also the 
HECWR and CUC students.   
 
Ranny clarified that in the end, it is the home campus that implements the final decision 
and felt that this is clear for adding/dropping but not with the withdrawal.  Institutions can 
only withdraw a student once from the system and only on one day.  She felt that there 
would need to be negotiations for the date of withdrawal.     
 
Lynn suggested that the financial aid statements be put together in one section rather than at 
the top of the page, and adding a name and date of who the student talks to regarding 
financial aid.  Ranny also suggested that a statement be added that the student needs to be 
aware that this may impact athletic eligibility although that doesn’t really apply to USDSU 
students.   
 
She felt that if we are writing procedures for multi-institutional students then we need to 
state criteria for system-wide students.  Clyde agreed and felt that it would help them with 
the technical institute students as well.   
 
AAC agreed that this should be more system-wide criteria and procedures.  Cecelia added 
that AAC needs to address issues when there is more than one class involved.  But she 
added that when they started looking at the criteria, there was not much disagreement in the 
recommended action.  She’s going to add a statement for instances when there is more than 
one institution involved.  Cecelia is also going to add a statement on athletic eligibility or 
scholarship implications.   
 
The procedures will be system-wide for all multi-institutional students.  The form can stay 
as a USDSU form but the procedures will cover all.  The procedures will come back to the 
next AAC meeting for further review.   
 
 
Item 8.D Articulation Guidelines 
Ranny reported that the campus groups were to review and get feedback to Ranny.  Dr. 
Helling made suggestions but Ranny felt that AAC needed to discuss these further. 
 
Mary reported that for curriculum management, the other three technical institutes play 
more of a role but in the STI agreement, STI decides what they are going to do.  Cecelia 
added that the problem is that USDSU has inserted themselves in between STI and the 
universities. 
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Sam clarified that the memorandum of agreement is the signed agreement and the 
guidelines are how we will implement the agreement.  The guidelines are in draft form and 
are usually ever changing.   
 
AAC asked that Sam talk to Dr. Perry and ask for another face to face meeting with the 
technical institutes and include USDSU management.  Ranny also would like to attend.  
Discussion of the memorandum of understanding, the guidelines, and implementation 
procedures or operational guidelines would take place.   
 
Ranny asked if RIS staff should build all the programs for the agreements upfront or as the 
institutions need them?  She is asking for workload purposes.  The campuses decided that 
RIS could build the programs as the campuses need them. 
 
Technical institute reporting is something that has been talked about previously.  How many 
students are we talking about right now?  Mary didn’t think there were many working on 
the program to program agreements but more kids are transferring.  Maybe reporting the 
general education portion would be the best at this point.  AAC should think about the 
report for the December Board meeting.   
 
 
Item 8.E BOR Participation in SD World Language Association (SDWLA) & Department 
of Education (DOE) Partnership 
Lynda reported that the SDWLA has initiated a developing partnership with the DOE.  The 
agenda has been included in the item.  Bottom line is that the DOE is interested in keeping 
this partnership given the talk of foreign language requirements for k-12. 
 
Cecelia thought that if the SDWLA was going to have a conversation with the DOE, it 
would be beneficial to have a higher education representative present. 
 
Sam will work with Dr. Perry in adding the participation of a humanities or foreign 
language representation from the BOR system to the discipline council charge letter in the 
fall.   
 
 
Item 8.F USD/SDSU Articulation Agreement in Social Work 
Lynn reported that USD has had this agreement for a long time and the department wants 
to revisit and update the agreement slightly.  This agreement benefits the students at SDSU 
and the enrollment at USD.  Clyde added that NSU would like to eventually run a proposal 
with USD for the same type of program.   
 
M/S by Karen and Carol to approve the proposed articulation agreement between SDSU 
and USD for the Social Work program.  Motion carries.  The agreement will move forward 
to the COPS and Board meeting in August. 
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Item 8.G Winter Interim 
Item 9.A COHE Implications of Winter Interim 
Royce stated that when we went to a longer period between first and second semesters, 
students came back and asked about doing something during that time.  There was 
significant student interest in both credit bearing and non credit bearing courses. 
 
AAC previously decided that there was enough interest and decided to explore any issues.  
MOCC has raised these issues and they are pretty clear in not wanting anything to do with 
credit bearing courses.  Operationally there may be a lot of work involved and that’s seems 
to be where the resistance from the different groups is coming from. 
 
In the end, the question is, academically is this something we want to do?  If so, what do we 
need to do to make this happen? Or do we not want to do this? 
 
Ranny remarked that there are huge ramifications for all students compared to the limited 
benefits that they would receive from a mini-term, i.e. SDOS scholarship, athletic eligibility, 
financial aid eligibility.   There are some complexities too.   For instance, if the mini-
semester counts as part of the spring semester, then we have a change in census date, 
withdraw date, drop/add, etc. and we want to keep the standard spring term too.   
 
Sam added that there are campuses across the US that are doing this.  The issues that are 
here are real and we need to work through them, but they may just need to be worked out. 
 
Jim’s response to the COHE questions (Item 9.A) is that there are not really any union 
issues but if we want them to do more work then we need to pay faculty.  Cecelia felt that if 
we attach it to the spring term we can address as overload but felt that a separate term 
would need to be negotiated.   Or maybe we can manage on campus that if someone teaches 
the mini semester, then it reduces the workload for spring semester or something like that. 
 
Sam suggested that a few VPAAs meet with MOCC and discuss the issues.  Ranny and RIS 
representatives should also be included in the meeting.  Sam will talk to Mike Merrill and 
find out when Sam could join a meeting.  Carol suggested that Sam meet with MOCC and 
also that a subgroup of MOCC/AAC be formed to explore all issues. 
 
Lynn suggested that the VPAA could also talk to their MOCC representative on their own 
campus too. 
 
 
Item 8.H e-Advising 
Ranny reported that this is the module that the system is looking at purchasing for advisors 
to help to plan the students’ plan of studies.  There is then a registration field where they 
could register off these programs. 
 
We need to identify the cycles for the courses.  If a student begins to plan that far in the 
future, they need to be able to see what is available.  She thought that the universities would 
not be obligated to offer these courses; it’s only a planning tool.   
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Members of AAC had some questions.  Are there contractual obligations here?  What if the 
student plans their entire plan of study around a program and then we don’t’ offer the 
course?   They would have to add a disclaimer in Webadvisor that these courses may not be 
offered.  Ranny felt that Jim Shekleton really needed to review this first.    
 
For some courses the plan may should that they are offered every semester and every year 
but obviously on some of the smaller campuses, they may not be offered that often.   
 
Can we see a demo?  Sam will check to see if we can get a demo prior to purchasing.  AAC 
wants to also see additional information on the program.   
 
 
Item 8.I Academic Freedom and Responsibility – Revision to Syllabi 
Jim remarked that academic freedom is an ongoing concern.  Out of the June COPS 
discussion, it was suggested to add a statement on academic freedom to policy or where 
students can view it.  He is suggesting adding the statement to the syllabus.  The VPAAs are 
being asked to work with the faculty to implement this request.   
 
Carol responded that although she is not opposed to this, it will be hard to implement.  
Cecelia added that it is already posted in the catalog, everywhere the student would look.  
Jim did not feel where the statement as posted currently would suffice. 
 
Jim remarked that this is a proactive move on our part. Sam added that the issues will arise 
when we implement this.  Every syllabus has a grading policy now and suggested that the 
campuses come up with a few brief statements to include on the syllabi.  If there were 
additional questions, the syllabi could reference the academic appeal policy of the campus.  
 
Although the universities already have due process in place for students who feel they did 
not get the right grade, Jim is suggesting that it is stated right on the syllabi.  He stressed that 
the campuses must be proactive with this. 
 
Cecelia drafted the following statement to add to the grading statements that are already on 
the syllabus.  Mary Kay suggested that the common syllabi format be updated with the 
disability statements and the academic freedom policy and include the approval dates from 
AAC.   
 
Freedom in learning.  Students are responsible for learning the content of any course of study in which 
they are enrolled. Under Board of Regents and University policy, student academic performance shall 
be evaluated solely on an academic basis and students should be free to take reasoned exception to the 
data or views offered in any course of study. Students who believe that an academic evaluation is 
unrelated to academic standards but is related instead to judgment of their personal opinion or conduct 
should contact the dean of the college which offers the class to initiate a review of the evaluation.  
 
Mary volunteered to update the common syllabi format and provide a draft for additional 
discussion in July.   
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Item 8.J Pandemic Planning 
Item 9.B Continuity of Governor’s Task Force Planning Process 
Pandemic Planning 
Jim reported that SAC is meeting today to discuss pandemic planning.  July 1 is the 
deadline to determine what we are going to do for essential functions but we have requested 
an extra week for that.     
 
Jim said that we are looking at software that is in Excel format where we can populate the 
information into the file.  This is how North Dakota works with agencies to identify the 
essential functions and contacts.   
 
The software will help collate information, data, what functions or actions are going to be 
taken.  It will provide some information on inventory that the campuses may need.  It’s 
designed to be a management information tool that people use for emergency management.  
This chart of accounts is what will drive it down into the academic portion of the campus 
and what we are going to do should the university need to shut down classrooms.   
 
The spreadsheets were sent out to the contacts of the pandemic planning groups last week.  
They are due mid-July.  
 
Carol commented that it is critical that the central planning team has enough resources to 
make these decisions.  The master plan of the system has to include this central team.  Jim 
agreed and added that the Governor wants the plans to be in place by November 1 and the 
Regents are very interested in getting this done.   
 
 
Mumps Update 
Jim commented that the faculty were not really challenged to come in and abide by policy.  
At orientation we must inform the faculty that they are expected to produce documentation 
should another outbreak happen, which is likely.  He added that the new hires need to be up 
on policy also.   
 
 
Registration 
Jim reported that we need to tighten controls and make sure that all students have their 
information in.  He is suggesting that we add a paragraph into policy 5:5 that states that 
registration would be cancelled for any student who fails to produce the proof of vaccination 
according to policy. 
 
D. Cancellation of Registration or Administrative Withdrawal  

1. Students are expected to make full payment or make an arrangement to pay by the established 
deadlines or the student’s enrollment will be:  

a. Cancelled if they never attended a class within the term as verified by the faculty prior 
to the census date extract freeze date, or  
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b. Administratively withdrawn if they did attend a class or classes within the term as 

verified by the faculty with a last date of academic activity by the end of the 19
th 

day of 
classes for the term.  

c. If a student’s course enrollment for a term consists of all courses that have a begin date 
after the census date of the term, the university will not cancel the student’s enrollment 
or assess a late fee until the end of the add/drop period with the earliest start date.  

2. Registration will be cancelled for any student who fails to provide proof of two MMR 
vaccinations or immunity to measles, mumps and rubella, or of entitlement to a waiver of the 
vaccination requirement on medical or religious grounds prior to the census date extract freeze 
date. 

 
Jim commented that we need to have faculty members thinking of how they will handle this 
should an outbreak occur.  AAC felt that the SAC, MOCC, and registrars all need to review 
the recommended policy revision and offer suggestions. 
 
Cecelia will ask Sandy Anderson to add a discussion to the MOCC meeting on Friday. 
 
Jim continued that DSU, USD, and SDSU must decide what they are going to do at 
USDSU.  There are too many messages coming from too many places.  Personnel at 
USDSU need to know who to go to and how planning is going to be handled there. 
 
Sam summarized that academically we need to be thinking what the critical issues are and 
how they are going to be handled.  Some of the information needs to be submitted to Jim in 
early July.  We also need to identify what the business plan is going to be with essential 
functions for continued business.  We need to think about tuition and what we are going to 
do.   
 
Clyde suggested we also review the coordination in electronic delivery of courses and how 
we are going to do this.  Carol felt that the key group needs to review this and make it 
something they can act on quickly.  We need to monitor sections, technology support, and 
electronic delivery of courses and sections.   
 
Cecelia agreed with Carol.  Institutions need to follow the same timeframe for taking action, 
i.e. how many days/weeks into the semester and what we are going to do as a system for 
each situation.  How the campuses are going to get the courses delivered will vary among 
campuses.   
 
 
Item 8.K CIP Code 
Lynn reported that USD has two programs with the same CIP code.  They are proposing a 
new CIP code for the MS in Administrative Studies program for reporting and tracking 
issues.  Sam proposes that USD forego the program modification and justification. 
 
M/S by Carol and Karen to approve USD’s proposed new CIP code and Sam’s suggestion 
to skip the program modification and justification process.  Motion carries. 
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Sam will add to the program modification process that the Senior Administrator can make 
the determination and approve the new CIP code if the correction is a clean-up or 
typographical error.   
 
 
Item 8.L System Library Initiative 
Royce reported that the library group met and provided the attached proposal.  The three 
databases that they have recommended are Web of Science, SciFinder Scholar, and 
Scitation.  The balance of the money would go back to the campuses, divided evenly, for the 
universities to spend as they wish.  AAC needs to act on their recommendation.  
 
Royce commented that he felt the proposal was a good proposal but was not sure how the 
Executive Director would feel about diving the remaining 150,000 evenly among the six 
institutions. 
 
Cecelia was concerned that none of the items that DSU submitted ended up on the list so 
the only way they can get anything is to get these extra funds.  The funds were spent mostly 
on sciences and DSU foci are not in this area.   
 
Karen reminded AAC that the purpose of this proposal was to support the new PhD 
programs.  She understood Cecelia’s perspective that they have new PhD programs and 
there is nothing here to support their programs.  She was also concerned about the 
Executive Director’s reaction to the proposal. 
 
Cecelia suggested that AAC require the universities to spend the money in support of the 
new PhD programs.  Royce added that it must be in a non-duplicative way and must be 
available to the system through the library.   
 
M/S to approve the proposal but AAC recognizes that 2/3 of the money is spent system-
wide and 1/3 is to be distributed to the institutions for individual needs.  The institutions 
must specify the intent of the excess money to Royce by July 1.  This information will be 
included as part of the proposal.  Motion carries. 
 
 
Item 10 New Programs 
No report. 
 
 
Item 11.A Spring 2006 Distance Education Enrollment Data 
Josh reported that this data will be used to create the annual report.  Last year is the first 
year we did the annual report but data is being sent to AAC and the EUC committee 
members by term.  Any changes should be sent to Josh so that the annual report is accurate. 
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