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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
MARCH 30, 2011 

 
MINUTES 

 
The Academic Affairs Council met on March 30, 2011 on the SDSU campus in Brookings with the 
following persons attending:  BHSU, Kristi Pearce; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Tom Hawley; SDSMT, 
Duane Hrncir; SDSU, Laurie Nichols & Mary Kay Helling; USD, Chuck Staben, Lynn Rognstad, & Kurt 
Hackemer; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Paul Turman, & Jodi Gabriel. 
 
 
Item 1 Agenda 
No changes to the proposed agenda. 
 
 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes  
M/S by Mary Kay and Duane to approve the January 2011 minutes as submitted.   Motion carries.  Any 
changes or corrections should be sent to Jodi. 
 
 
 
 
Consent Agenda Items 

Item 3.A.1 Program Modifications - BHSU 
BHSU has submitted a program modification to the Management Information Systems minor.  No 
questions were asked.  The proposal will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in May. 
 
 
Item 3.A.2 Program Modifications - NSU 
NSU has submitted program modifications for the following programs: 

• Biology Minor 
• Chemistry Minor 
• K-12/Secondary Education  

 
Tom noted that the Biology minor and Chemistry minor both propose changes in credit hours 
required.   The K-12/Secondary Education proposal eliminates the secondary reading practicum.  
This drops the credit hour requirement from 41 to 40 in the education curriculum. 
 
Sam said that he has not had a chance to talk to Dr. Warner yet about these proposals.  Both 
minors require more than the typical 18 credit hours for the program.  NOTE: Tom has discussed 
the number of hours required with the faculty and will resubmit proposals at 18 credit hours 
required.  These proposals will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in May. 
 
What are the target number of hours for a program?  Sam noted that the target should be 120 
hours, however there may be some unique situations.  The system is involved with the Complete 
College America (CCA) project and has stated that programs should be held to 120 hours.   
 
Sam added that for programs that require more than 128 credit hours, the questions may be 
asked what we are doing to help students complete the requirements for the degree and avoid 
taking unnecessary courses.  We also may have a discussion to take the BGS program back to 
120 credit hours and the associate degree to 60 credit hours.   AAC agreed that this makes sense 
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for the BGS.   Sam noted that this issue has been discussed previously in the office and AAC 
should forward any issues or comments to Sam.   
 
 
Item 3.A.3 Program Modifications - USD 
USD has submitted the following program modifications.  No questions were raised.  The 
proposals will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in May. 
 

• Biology, B.S. – Specialization: Ecology and Evolution- Re-title Specialization to: 
Conservation and Biodiversity. 

• CPE-School Psychology, Ed.S.- Distribution of credits in discipline, supportive work, and 
total number of credits required for program. 

• CPE-School Psychology, Ph.D.- Distribution of credits in discipline, supportive work, and 
total number of credits required for program. 

 
 
Item 3.A.4 Program Modifications - SDSU 
SDSU has submitted the following program modifications and program termination requests.  
This list was posted yesterday because SDSU wanted to get them into this curricular cycle.  Sam 
noted that he has not reviewed these yet so some may be pulled if there are issues.  If anyone 
has any comments, they should be forwarded to Sam. 
 
Substantive Program Modifications 

• Apparel Merchandising (withdrawn) 
• Biochemistry  
• Biotechnology  
• Construction Management  
• Dairy Manufacturing-Microbiology specialization 
• Dairy Production  
• Ecology and Environmental Science  
• General Agriculture 
• Health Promotion  
• Manufacturing Engineering Technology (withdrawn) 
• MS in Engineering-Computer Science emphasis (being held) 
• Nutrition and Food Science-Dietetics 

 
Program Placement on Inactive Status or Termination 

• Journalism- Advertising specialization 
• Journalism- Media Production specialization 
• Pre Nutrition and Food Science 

 
 
Item 3.B.1 Course Modifications - BHSU 
BHSU has submitted the following course requests.  Kristi noted that the education courses relate 
to the Masters in Education in Reading program. SPAN 211 Intermediate Spanish is the system 
common course and BHSU would like to have authorization to offer it.  These will move forward 
to the Executive Director for consideration and be reported in the Interim Actions report for the 
May BOR meeting.   
 
New Course Requests 

• ED 650 Assessment and Correction of Reading Difficulties Grades 6-12 
• ED 757 Models, Methods, and Materials for Literacy Instruction 
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Authority to Offer an Existing Common Course 
• SPAN 211 Intermediate Oral Practice I 

 
 
Item 3.B.2 Course Modifications - NSU 
NSU has submitted a new course proposal, HLTH 422/522 Nutrition.  They are proposing to 
reconcile the course descriptions.  This was run through the HPER discipline council and no one 
had comments.  This proposal will move forward to the Executive Director for consideration and 
be reported in the Interim Actions report for the May BOR meeting. 
 
 
Item 3.B.3 Course Modifications - SDSMT 
SDSMT has submitted a new course proposal, EM 216 Statics and Dynamics.  This proposal will 
move forward to the Executive Director and be reported on the Interim Actions Report for the 
May BOR meeting.   
 
 
Item 3.B.4 Course Modifications - USD 
USD has submitted the following course proposals.  These proposals will move forward to the 
Executive Director for consideration and be reported in the Interim Actions report for the May 
BOR meeting. 
 
New Course requests 

• EPSY 522 Adolescent Growth and Development 
• INED 415/515 History of Indian Education 
• NURS 114 Transitioning to Nursing I 
• NURS 115 Transitioning to Nursing II 
• SURG 835 Advanced Ophthalmology 

 
Revised Course request 

• PAST 758 Clinical Rotation Elective I 
 
Authority to offer Existing Course requests 

• CHEM 719 Photovoltaics 
• CHEM 721 Advanced Photovoltaics 
• ENGL 528 English Renaissance Literature 

 
Lynn commented that the NURS courses are tracking courses for the program.  She added that 
USD is requesting to offer the CHEM common courses listed. 
 
Laurie felt that SDSU offered the EPSY 522 course, or a similar course.  Sam noted that when the 
common course review was conducted, the graduate courses were not included. 
 
 
Item 3.B.5 Course Modifications - SDSU 
SDSU has submitted the following course proposals.  Since these were just added to the agenda, 
AAC should review these and let Sam know if there are any issues as soon as possible.  Upon 
review, these proposals will move forward to the Executive Director for consideration and be 
reported in the Interim Actions report for the May BOR meeting. 
 
Authority to Offer an Existing Common Course 

• MATH 475 Operations Research 
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New Course Request 
• AGED 111 Orientation to Agricultural Education 
• CA 430 Consumer Decision Making 
• CHRD 475 Wellness Counseling 
• CM 124 Construction Graphics 
• GE 310 Geometric Dimensioning Tolerancing 
• GS 011 Strategies for Academic Success 
• MCOM 339-339L Publication Design and Lab 
• MCOM 343 Strategies for Public Relations 
• MCOM 359-359L Desktop Publishing Projects 
• MCOM 485-585 Science Writing 
• MLS 201 Understanding Medical Laboratory Science 
• MLS 431L Immunohematology Laboratory 
• STAT 435-535 Applied  Bioinformatics 
• STAT 451-551 Predictive Analytics I 

 
Revised Course Requests: Common 

• CHEM 464 Biochemistry I 
• MATH 315 Linear Algebra 
• MCOM 330 Writing for Electronic Media 
• MCOM 371 Ad Copy Layout 

 
Revised Course Requests: Unique 

∗ CA 350 Family Financial Management Theory and Practice 
∗ CA 450 Family Financial Management 
∗ MLS 412L Laboratory Methods 

 
SDSU is also proposing an experimental course, MATH 095, for 3 credits that will be repeatable.  
The course is competency based and relates to the institutions use of MyMathLab.  Kurt Cogswell 
has been talking about a pre-college algebra math course for some time.  Sam suggested that 
SDSU offer this course as an experimental one at this time.    
 
The course is basically a combination of MATH 021 and 101.  The course will not count toward 
graduation.  Historically, MATH 101 did count toward graduation because of issues with athletic 
eligibility at the NAIA member schools.  Since BHSU and Mines are now NCAA members, this is 
no longer an issue for them.  However, this proposed course, MATH 095, would not count 
towards athletic eligibility for DSU.  Lynn commented that Dan Van Peurism at USD is looking at 
this but she was not sure that USD would implement this course right away. 
 
Tom added that this has also been talked about during the MDS and there was some 
disagreement about the course by the NSU representative.   
 
Sam commented that the goal is to get MyMathLab Plus in the system at the lowest cost to the 
student.  In an emporium setting where the goal is competency, it makes sense to have students 
start where their ability is rather than try to place them into and require them to pay for a 3-
credit hour course.   Lynn felt that this would have financial implications too. 
 
Is this experimental course with a certain cohort?  Sam responded that they would use this 
competency based course for remedial math.  The students are placed into the course based on 
their scores.  Students who are placed in MATH 101 have some trouble with MATH 102 so this 
will start with basic algebra and if they have those skills, the student will move through fairly 
quickly.  Some placement will still have to take place but there will be more flexibility. 
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Sam commented that this fall AAC will talk about how we do placement.   For those students that 
sit out of math for a year, the placement scores do not really reflect where the student should 
be. There may be a better way to improve the placement process. 
 
Kristi commented that BHSU has seen a lower failure rate for remedial math by using a block 
schedule, adding another component to the math, use of a graduate assistance, faculty 
development, using separate sections, tutorial usages, very active instruction, etc. 
 
Tom commented that NSU has talked a lot about remedial issues.  He felt there were a lot of 
traditionalists and it is hard to get them to think past the 3-credit course to a competency-based 
course.  He’s struggling with communication issues.  Sam felt that the meeting on Wednesday 
with Pearson may be helpful to all institutions. 
 
Sam added that we have to look at other ways to do things on campus because of the budget 
cuts.  He noted that the English discipline council has talked about competency based English 
and are discussing common things that they can start doing to provide the campuses with more 
cost efficient ways of doing business. 
 
Sam continued that the reading remediation group has not started any discussions yet.  Kristi 
noted that BHSU is doing some reading remediation and are moving more towards literacy.   
They do not have any information yet on how their efforts are impacting students but they will 
be looking at it soon.   
 
Tom remarked that when NSU discussed the summer bridge program, they talked about merging 
041 and 033 into one 5-credit course.  The people who were looking at this stopped because 
they then would not generate as much money.  It is something that everyone is looking at.  This 
was one of the arguments brought to him and just by an institution having this conversation 
shows what remedial education has become on campus.   
 
Sam agreed and added that this has also been part of the discussion with Pearson, applauding 
the institutions that are using the emporium model.  There will continue to be traditional math 
classes.  One model does not work for everyone; however, we have to review other models, and 
multiple strategies need to be discussed.     
 
Chuck commented that one issue that Dan has noticed is the staffing of different models.  There 
is some concern.  Sam agreed that we need to look at financing and what resources may be 
available for any strategies.   
 
Laurie commented that the reality may be that some students are not doing well for either 
model.  Kristi agreed and noted that changes over the last couple years at BHSU is due to 
complete involvement by the department chair and also his faculty.  If Curtis Card did not 
embrace this initiative and put everything he has into it, it would not have worked as well as it 
has. 
 
As the discussion unfolded, Dr. Hawley said that the NSU faculty senate has approved a 
resolution supporting the elimination of the CAAP.  This will be added to the May AAC meeting 
agenda.   

 
 
M/S by Chuck and Tom to approve consent agenda.  Motion carries.  The items will move forward for 
consideration by the Executive Director.  AAC should let Sam know immediately if there are any issues 
with SDSU’s proposals. 
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Item 4.A.1 New Program Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.B.1 New Certificate - USD American Indian Education Certificate 
USD has submitted a new American Indian Education certificate proposal.  Lynn commented that the 
certificate is intended to strengthen the teacher education program with a background understanding of 
issues for Native Americans.   
 
This proposal will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in May.  Any comments should be sent 
to Sam for inclusion on the coversheet. 
 
M/S by Tom and Laurie to approve the certificate proposal.  Motion carries. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.C New Site Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 4.D Intent to Plan Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 5 Electronic University Consortium 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 6.A BOR Policy Revisions 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 6.B MOCC Issues 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 6.C USD/SDSU Study Abroad Agreement 
USD and SDSU have entered into an agreement to allow full participation by their students into each 
other’s study abroad programs.  Kurt noted that this is provided for information only and no action is 
needed.  Sam added that the study abroad group routinely encourages these types of agreements.   
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Sam appreciated the work done by staff at SDSU and USD in taking the steps to accomplish this task.  
Tom agreed that this is a great idea.  Sam encouraged the VPAAs to take this back to their staff within 
the international studies departments and encourage them to work on something similar. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.D SDSU/DSU and SDSU/NSU Cooperative Agreements 
Sam noted that the attached cooperative agreements between SDSU and DSU and SDSU and NSU update 
the historical agreements where students in early childhood education at SDSU had opportunities to 
complete programs (be recommended for certification) at DSU and NSU.  Those agreements are 
outdated.   
 
Dakota State University and Northern State University offer four-year baccalaureate programs in 
Elementary Education and Dakota State University offers a program in Elementary Education/Special 
Learning and Behavioral Problems.  South Dakota State University offers a four-year baccalaureate 
program in Early Childhood Education.  All of these programs are approved by the South Dakota 
Department of Education (DOE) and meet the state requirements for certification.  These cooperative 
agreements allow students completing any of these three programs access to courses and programs at 
partner institutions.  Students at these institutions have three options under this agreement. 
 
The agreements will move forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in May. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.E New Prefix Request – SDSU 
SDSU is requesting the use of the MGMT prefix.  Sam commented that this is a prefix in the system 
currently being used by BHSU.  SDSU is requesting this in relation to the AASBC accreditation and 
focusing on management.  They will continue to use BADM on the current program but as they pick up 
the management focus, the courses will use the MGMT prefix. 
 
Sam clarified that institutions should bring any requests for new prefixes to AAC for review/discussion.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.F CIP Reclassification – SDSU 
SDSU has submitted a request to change the CIP assigned to the MS and PhD in Geospatial Science and 
Engineering from its current CIP of geography (45.0701) to the CIP code 14.1401, 
Environmental/Environmental health Engineering.  This reclassification will facilitate enrollment by 
international students. 
 
M/S by Chuck and Tom to approve SDSU’s request.  Motion carries. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.G Study Abroad Issues 
Sam noted that the guidelines drafted in February were distributed to the institutions and no comments 
were received.  Mary Kay and Kristi both replied that SDSU and BHSU were okay with the guidelines as 
well as DSU. 
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Sam remarked that the plan was to establish guidelines for the set of one to one exchange agreements 
where participating students pay tuition to their home institution.  Once this is done, AAC will then go 
back and develop broader guidelines for study abroad.  This type of document should be attached to the 
original MCR that was initially developed to address study abroad students. 
 
Sam noted that the result of the original document was that we were treating all students in study 
abroad programs as one group, but there are a variety of opportunities.  The primary goal in Appendix B 
is that in the end, each campus will have an officer designated to coordinate the awarding of academic 
credit.  There are opportunities and experiences that will need to be evaluated for awarding of credit. 
 
Tom was not sure why this is so complicated and felt that we are losing touch with the purpose of the 
study abroad programs.  Kurt replied that a lot of the confusion is due to a lack of clarity with federal 
guidelines and staffers at the institutions are interpreting the guidelines in different ways. 
 
Sam added that it appears that at this point in time no one contacts an academic officer to help them 
make decisions about credit hours awarded/credit earned so the proposed guidelines will involve the 
academic staff.  This has also risen to the policy level because of the tuition and fee processes.  The 
financial side of the enterprise was not comfortable with interpretation of some of the rules. 
 
Cecelia commented that the DSU study abroad department suggested that we develop cut scores for 
ESL, for students going out and also students coming in, and we place them into courses.  Sam replied 
that there are not common expectations for ESL students and felt that guidelines vary across campuses.  
He suggested once that there should be some consistency among the institutions and it was met with 
resistance.  Regardless, he does support the efforts Cecelia described and he encourages others to 
consider this approach.  
 
Sam will work on Appendix B for the May AAC meeting.  Comments for that section should be sent to 
Sam. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.H Credit Hour Definitions 
Sam remarked that AAC has been talking about the updated federal regulations for a few months now.  
The program integrity rules that were published in 2010 pushed the idea of developing a common 
definition of a credit hour since this does tie back to financial aid.   Sam handed it out in an addendum 
item with the definition of a credit hour from the USDOE that was published on the web. 
 
AAC agreed that institutions should have published definitions of the credit hour.  Sam drafted a 
proposed policy revision for AAC consideration.  The VPAAs should take this proposal back to campus 
personnel and provide feedback.  It will come back to AAC in May for further discussion. 
 
Sam commented that this should be helpful to those that will go through accreditation soon.  Accrediting 
agencies will be doing audits to make sure there is something in place. 
 
Sam suggested that the VPAAs review the 3rd party agreement requests for the special tuition rate.  
There may be some questions asked about the number of workshop credits awarded.  Tom agreed that 
some of the workshops were questionable but felt that once the expectations were set, those would 
become better too.  Sam noted that the VPAA should circulate this on campus.  He would like to approve 
a policy at the May meeting. 
 
Tom asked if the generally accepted standards were from accreditation.  Sam noted that this was drafted 
from a few state policies.     
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Chuck felt that the federal definition has a little more emphasis on student learning outcomes than the 
draft here.  He felt that the definition rooted in learning outcomes.   Sam replied that the definitions of 
the document clarify the contact hour requirements.   
 
Jim Shekleton joined and noted that their emphasis on learning outcomes is the struggle to find the 
terms to define the different ways to assign credit.  They do want to do away with some of the ways that 
certain institutions just give away credit.   
 
VPAAs will circulate the proposed policy on campus and send any comments or concerns to the BOR 
office.  This item will come back to AAC for further discussion in May. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.K State Authorization Regulations - Distance Education 
Jim commented that soon the rules will be in effect.  There are two components to the new rules that are 
of interest.   The one getting the greatest amount of attention is the state authorizations. The other that 
is somewhat related is the complaint procedure. 
 
The state authorization is for the state by which you are located.  If you have a program in another state 
you will need authorization on the ground from wherever that program is located.  The portion that is 
less clear is the placement of internships.  We need to presume that if you have an intern on the ground 
in Minnesota and a faculty member is going over, an adjunct faculty mentoring that student, you must 
presume that you are on the ground and get that authorization.  This might be a challenge. 
 
Jim added that we will have to show that you have made the inquiry for authorization.  We still need to 
have this paperwork in hand should the inquiry be made. 
 
If an institution does not have someone on the ground, there is online electronic delivery.  If an 
institution has students in other states, the institution will need to make a good faith effort to document 
that you have applied for approval in that state, what the response is to that application, and how you 
are progressing towards meeting that approval.  The institutions must do this.  The regulations have 
always said that in order to be Title 4 eligible, all institutions need to meet the regulations of that state. 
 
Where there is no authorization processes, the fact that you have made the inquiry suffices.  You need to 
make sure you have a process in place to be able to identify where your students are and that the online 
education departments are making inquiries in those states.  WCET has a website that is somewhat 
available. 
 
Sam commented that EUC members are having discussions on this process now.   He noted that 
institutions need to identify where students enrolled in online/distance education offerings reside, 
especially for anything where you might be using Title 4 funding.    
 
Sam commented that he is going to WICHE’s State Authorization Network meeting next week and he 
then has a face to face meeting with EUC on April 9.  The goal is to figure out where everyone is in the 
process and then figuring this out.  We have collected quite a bit of information in the office and will craft 
something for everyone to send out.   
 
Jim added that in early May, Dr. Warner is convening a meeting of the university presidents – private, 
tech institute, tribal, etc. - to discuss this issue.    
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Sam clarified that all these authorizations are needed for internships that are out of state also.  If an 
institution has authorization in a state, you have authorization for instruction in that state. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.I DANTES Test Score Updates 
Paul reported that DANTES has begun to change the rubric that is being used to score their tests.   The 
Assessment Committee discussed the changes and brought this proposal forward for AAC consideration.   
 
M/S to approve the guidelines and allow Paul to administratively make changes in consultation with the 
Assessment Committee.  Motion carries.  Paul will move this forward to the Registrars group and keep 
the guidelines up to date.  These will be posted on the AAC website. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.M D2L Review 
Paul remarked that AAC reviewed the results of the D2L survey during the meeting in February.  
Satisfaction and lack of satisfaction were basically in the middle.  Students wanted to see the faculty use 
D2L more.   Currently, the majority of faculty either used it infrequently or used it for everything.  There 
was no middle ground.  We need to consider that we are coming up in the final year of the contract with 
D2L and we need to put together a team to review where the system should move towards.  
 
Paul commented that issues with D2L problems sometimes go unresolved.  Has the landscape of the LMS 
changed?  Do we need to look at a new RFP?  He would like to add someone to the D2L group to review 
other LMS programs and provide input to the discussion on the old RFP.   
 
Sam noted that we previously decided to go to a common LMS and we need to discuss the application.  
While it did not turn out to be what we thought it could be, there are still efficiencies to be found if 
there’s a single LMS-Colleague interface. 
 
Paul will send an email asking for academic representatives to add to the D2L technical group.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.Q Placement Guidelines Update 
Paul met with the assessment committee and discussed a number of issues and concerns related to the 
placement guidelines.   
 

5. Require campus notification for students enrolled in inappropriate courses rather than auto-
enrollment (page 5); 

 
Currently, if a student enrolls in a course that they shouldn’t, the administration automatically enrolls 
them in another course.  Students were then enrolled into a course and didn’t find out in a timely 
manner.  There were additional problems from there.  The assessment group wants to turn off the auto-
enroll feature and rather notify the student and then suggest what courses they needed to enroll in and 
how they can continue on. 
 
How does this affect financial aid?  Cecelia didn’t think that they are immediately un-enrolled.  The 
money doesn’t automatically go back at that time.  The financial aid office is notified of the change after 
census date.  Cecelia did not feel financial aid would be an issue. 
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Kurt felt that the advisor fields in Colleague should be notified.  Paul will check into this to make sure this 
happens.  This came from the group because of the frustrations of communicating with the student.   
 

9. Replace language which specifies that only students with an ACT of 20-24 can be placed into 
102, 103 or 104 with statement that says students with ACT of “20 or higher” can be placed into 
these sections (second matrix on page 7); 

 
The burden on the assessment committee is following up with the students and the faculty teaching the 
course.  AAC agrees with the change. 
 

10. Note that all students must have the appropriate COMPASS score to be placed into Math 115, 
120, 121, 201 and 123 as ACT scores will not be used to determine placement (second matrix on 
page 7);  

 
Paul noted that this related to #9, if approved.  The rationale is that the ACT is not sufficient for 
placement into the upper level math courses. 
 
AAC would like to make this flexible.   There is no reason to make students take the COMPASS test with 
scores that are higher.  It doesn’t really matter what the evidence is, we are asking them to take an 
additional test. 
 
AAC is recommending use of the ACT/COMPASS concordance table as it has been updated.  Sam noted 
that the math faculty should have the authority to use discretion.  He felt that remedial placement should 
be binding but placement into a higher level course should be more flexible.  Paul will update the table 
with revised language. 

 
Paul will add the following language to the guidelines. 
 

∗ Chair of mathematics or designee has the authority to use other information to place students in 
courses above 104.   

 
Paul noted that when this document was created, the BOR approved it with Appendix B, which are the 
rationales, included.   In the end these rationales either need to be updated or removed if it doesn’t 
make sense to have these in a system policy anymore.   
 
Paul will make AAC’s suggested changes and will send out to everyone for final review before they are 
posted. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.O ACCUPLACER Review 
Paul remarked that we continue to use the ACT and COMPASS scores as the primary measure for 
determining student placement.  We have a number of places on and off campuses to do the testing 
which also make it difficult to do COMPASS testing at local high schools.  We continue to run into issues. 
 
The assessment committee felt that further review of other potential testing options is warranted.  Paul 
was put into contact with Accuplacer and conducted a couple reviews.  The assessment coordinators also 
did reviews and were asked to provide feedback. 
 
The committee provided the pros and cons during their reviews.   Paul felt that a couple SAC people are 
pushing to get this done before the student even gets to the campus for orientation.  This test allows for 
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a little more flexibility.  The assessment committee concurred that Paul should move forward and get 
more information. 
 
AAC concurred with the assessment committee so Paul will continue to investigate and move forward.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.P CAAP Guidelines 
Paul noted a change to the scoring rubric that is used for the TOEFL exam, which is used an as 
alternative certification option for the CAAP exam.   
 
Does AAC want to add this on to alternate certification?   One question that keeps coming up is why we 
would use an admissions test for alternate certification.  With AAC’s approval, Paul will engage the 
assessment group and discuss.  
 
AAC concurs with assessment group’s recommendation to the alternate certification section. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.R Registering as a Special Student 
Paul remarked that in September, AAC discussed concerns that non-degree seeking students had the 
ability to get to the point of graduation without being flagged to sit for the CAAP exam.  AAC wanted a 
review to see the extent of this problem.  Paul has provided data for each of the universities.   
 
Cecelia felt that students with xxx number of credits should be degree seeking.  Paul replied that the 
issue with some students was that they had lost their financial aid and then lost their degree seeking 
status.  A couple students would probably fall into this category however he felt it made sense that we 
flag these students at one point. 
 
Sam suggested that while we have a significant number of students in the pool at this point in time, there 
are probably not many students in this category each year.  He suggested that we generate the list of 
students for each campus and have someone in the admissions department contact these students 
directly to find out their situations.   
 
Paul will circulate a listing of students by campus who have a large number of credit and are non-degree 
seeking.  The campuses should review these to see if these students have any unique characteristics that 
would preclude them from registering as degree seeking/CAAP eligible.   This will come back to AAC for 
further discussion in May. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.N Academic Calendar Working Group 
Sam noted that the calendar working group met on February 25.  Expectations were discussed and 
background information was provided.  Group reps are to have conversations with functional groups on 
campus and any comments should be sent to Sam.  The next meeting is at the end of April.   
 
Sam noted that the instructional days will stay around the same 74-78 range.  Folks on campus should be 
talking about breaks and holiday flexing.  Any suggestions should be sent to Sam.   
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The next meeting of the working group is at the end of April.  There may be an informational item to the 
BOR in May. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.J Institutional GPA Requirements for Graduation 
Sam provided the institutional statements on graduation requirements.  AAC should review the materials 
and let Sam know if there are any issues.  This is for information only. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.L Program Matrix 
The first draft is provided for information only.  Any changes should be sent to the BOR office. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.S SDSU Mission Statement Revision 
SDSU has proposed revisions to their mission statement.  The proposal will move forward to the May 
COPS and BOR meetings.  Any comments should be sent to Sam. 
 
 
 
 
Item 7.A Bargaining Update 
Jim Shekleton joined AAC at this time and gave an update on negotiations. 


