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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
Wednesday, June 19, 2013 
University of South Dakota 

 
MINUTES 

 
The Academic Affairs Council met with the Business Affairs Council and Student Affairs Council in the 
Muenster University Center 216/216A at the University of South Dakota on Wednesday, June 19, 
2013 with the following topics being discussed jointly. 
 

1. Pearson – Update 
 
Sam stated that that the group is aware the BOR office signed a contract with Pearson a couple 
months ago to extend and expand to the contract that has been in place with Pearson covering 
MyMathLabPlus. There were a couple significant changes that were made. First, this allows faculty in 
other disciplines that are using bundled e-text/MyLab Pearson products to benefit from preferential 
pricing. Second, this agreement allows for direct registration and direct billing of students. 
Historically, students have been required to go to the bookstore and purchase an access code in 
order to log on with the code to gain access to course materials. Sam added that math faculty, even 
when the first contract was developed, have pushed for immediate access so all students could, 
through a single log-in, have access to course materials on the first day of class.  
 
 Sam stated that this Spring 13 semester there was work done to make sure integration between the 
Pearson platform and Colleague would work. The integration was successful and a decision was 
made that the integration would be piloted with some math courses this summer. As it would be 
expected with any first time processes, there were a few glitches but in general the integration 
worked.  Sam added that recognizing that part of the process was built; about a month and a half ago 
there was a meeting at the Board office with Pearson leadership to discuss how this would be rolled 
forward. It was agreed that Pearson representatives will visit each campus to start the discussions 
there and answer questions. Reps are going to make sure faculty are aware of the options here and 
begin discussing the material selection process and how that will play out on each campus.  
 
Sam added that moving forward, Pearson has made contact with all campuses and initial phone calls 
with leadership have been scheduled. These are being set up by the Chief Academic Officers at each 
institution because the initial part is going to focus on how we are going to communicate this with 
faculty and making sure the faculty are aware of these options as well as how this will work. This will 
be an opportunity to start building partnerships between staff on campuses and Pearson staff, who 
will be supporting these activities.  Sam noted that Monte forwarded the set of questions that 
bookstore staff had and these are all the operational questions that need to be answered. The 
questions were passed along to Pearson and they are going to use those as a foundation for a set of 
frequently asked questions. This is the type of information that will be circulated within the system 
and will continue to grow as there are more issues that come up and need to be addressed. 
 
Dave noted that most of what campuses are offering today is in MyLab and what you will see is 
comments about MyMathLabPlus Platform. The MyMathLabPlus Platform means that we send 
information over to Pearson regarding our courses, sections, enrollments, and terms so essentially 
we integrate with Pearson on a more detailed level about that information versus what has been 
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done historically with MyLab, where students are sent to the Pearson portal to gain access to their 
MyLab materials. This is the integration part of it. 
 
Dave mentioned that when Sam talks about the opt-in component, there is a flag that is identified in 
Colleague that will be set up by the RIS office. When there is a decision made to opt-in, the flag will be 
raised and this triggers a number of things to happen including prompting the billing process that 
Shelly has set up to do the assessment of the fee to the student, as well as, triggering the integration 
to send across the courses and enrollment.  Dave noted that students are added through D2L, not 
Pearson so this accomplishes the single log-in by going through D2L. When there are changes in 
courses or enrollment in Colleague, those changes are reflected on the Pearson side of things.  
 
Sam stated that there are several advantages to working in the Plus environment such as allowing 
faculty members to make collective changes to course materials and permitting faculty members to 
track students work very closely within the course. It is set up so that there are automatic reports 
generated that go to individual faculty members or department chairs. Having these reports created 
electronically helps faculty members to collectively focus on improving student learning rather than 
working on the mechanics of some things.  
 
Sam noted that when talking about material selection and how that process works, from his 
perspective this is where the work with Person really does start to overlay with the eText project. In 
the end, there are going to faculty that are going to be given options to selected materials and with 
the eText project faculty will be making the decisions whether it something they want to opt-in or 
not.  
 

2. eText – Update  
 
Janice noted that the eText pilot will be up and running in the Fall 2013 semester. Each campus has at 
least one class that they have selected. We are currently in the process of negotiating the contract 
with the two aggregators; Course Load and Course Smart.  The goal is to get those contracts complete 
and begin the integration which should take about a weeks’ time. Through the process there will be a 
link in D2L and students will have access to the course materials through Course Load or Course 
Smart depending on the university and the pilot.  
 
Janice mentioned that the goal long-term is to negotiate a contract that would allow all students in 
the system to receive unlimited access, unlimited printing, and unlimited mobile device access.  Once 
we have completed the pilot, we can decide whether we want to continue working with both of these 
aggregators or if there is one that is better than the other.  There will be the ability to do a Spring 14 
semester pilot and as most campuses are only doing one class this fall, institutions may want to 
choose another class to do a separate pilot with. Also, the billing with be the exact same at the 
Pearson process. 
 
Janice noted the working group will meet next week to go over the contract, D2L integration, and 
communications. The group has started to look at the courses within WebAdvisor to include 
language on there so when students view these they know the courses will require an eText. 
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3. Starfish – Update  
 

Janice noted that the first phase of Starfish implementation is complete. The committee is looking at a 
wish list of modifications or enhancements, some of which can be done internally and others that 
include a statement of work, such as the integration, creating new roles, and relationships with 
students. Once that list is prioritized, some of the items that will require a statement of work will be 
sent to Starfish and then they will provide a quote back. The quote will be brought back to BAC to 
ensure we have budget for it. Janice stated that she wanted to alert the campuses that the discussion 
is underway on how we can enhance Starfish and we are looking at the workload for each campus to 
make sure we can accommodate all the flags.  

 
4. Ellucian – Update  

 
Janice noted she met with Kurt and Carla from USD, both of whom recently attended an Ellucian 
training conference about best practices using Student Planner. Janice asked Kurt to share his 
thoughts regarding the training and also as we look at the setup itself, what should we be considering 
as a council and do we have the right stakeholders engaged.  
 
Kurt noted that when we started this process we were talking about an Ellucian product called 
DegreeWorks and that was the first demo that most of the campuses saw about a year to a year and a 
half ago. What has become very clear over the past six months is that the one critical problem with 
this is that it has no direct integration with Colleague. The only way for Colleague and DegreeWorks 
to become integrated is to upload information from Colleague to DegreeWorks but there would still 
not be live interactions, whereas Student Planner does have that. Kurt stated that Student Planner is 
essentially replacing and upgrading the current degree audit process. Looking at the big picture, 
there is concern when considering the most practical things campuses are going to need to think 
through to make Student Planner work effectively.  
 
Kurt added that some aspects that give Student Planner a lot of power are how it handles courses, 
how students and faculty each see the courses, and how that information is used for long-term 
planning. A student can plan an entire degree program out semester by semester with the ability to 
make adjustments anytime and see how those changes are reflected in the student’s graduation plan. 
This requires some background information to be done in Colleague. One of the most important 
things we know is missing right now and can be added by uploading the information to Colleague is 
the frequency by which each courses is offered within the system. Is a course offered every term, 
every spring, every other fall, etc.? Students will need to see this feature when they are laying out 
their degree program so this will be something that campuses will want to look at adding.  
 
Kurt stated that the second piece of this that institutions should begin thinking about is called the 
Curriculum Track. There has been some confusion regarding the relationship between Degree Audit 
and Curriculum Track. Curriculum Track lays out four-year plans (or whatever duration the student 
wants) for every program. If a student said I am interested in an English major at BHSU, then the 
Curriculum Track would pull in all the requirements for that major at that university which 
populates a potential program of study that the student can then manipulate. Kurt noted that 
Curriculum Track gets the initial plan of study into Student Planner to begin with and once the 
student has selected that plan then they can start to adjust it and that’s when the degree audit 
function comes into play.  
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Kurt stated that campuses are going to need to be very clear in stating the exact requirements for 
every program and this will drive what they want presented in their curriculum track. Kurt 
mentioned that possibly late July Ellucian reps will be available to interact with campuses and to 
discuss these items. Another thing institutions need think about is the pre-requisites and co-
requisites for courses to make sure that the information is correctly entered into Colleague.  Student 
Planner will be able to show any pre-req/co-req conflicts in the planning process, unlike the current 
product we are using. Kurt noted he mentioned items campuses should begin thinking about that are 
not mentioned in the official Ellucian literature.  
 
Sam added an observation that one thing the steering group needs to discuss is the real meaning of 
the phrase “degree audit.” If this were to be discussed on campus, there would be remarkably 
different perceptions about what it means at different levels. Sam noted that he believes this group 
would agree that degree audit as described here is a tool that can help students migrate through their 
program of study that allows them to know what they have to do every step of the way. He went on 
to state that this is not “degree audit” as understood by registrars who are required to evaluate the 
program of study of each student to make sure graduation requirements are fulfilled. Janice noted 
that if Student Planner is implemented that way we believe, if a student is in that system and they are 
selecting courses, ideally that is going to feed across into the registration process and potentially the 
billing will become part that seamless process. Janice added this is why it is essential when looking at 
the setup that we have all the right people involved to make sure the workflow is correct as well.  
 
Dave noted that from an Ellucian standpoint, students will plan at the course level and apply that to 
their registration offerings. The student lays out their course plan and then eventually by semester, 
which then is applied to section offerings.  Students will have the flexibility of that course flow to 
determine what they want in their 4/5-year plan and then the system will note which section 
offerings that student will potential take. Dave added that Ellucian has said that they will tell us that 
this is an automated advising tool that will allow us to evaluate our advising practices so that will be 
an option for evaluation based on criteria from each institution.  
 
Janice asked that each institution to rethink who they have on the committee, not to take people off 
but to possibly add more people or look at special trainings, so that the necessary stakeholders are 
involved in this process.  

 
5. Use of Agents to Recruit International Students 

 
Sam noted that as institutions explore options for increasing enrollment of international students, 
campuses have been doing work individually and collectively on agents. The group of international 
student advisors came up with a white paper that captured some best practices, some sample 
guidelines, and  other information that was forwarded to AAC and shared with SAC a couple months 
ago. The discussion continues and was raised at the last COPS meeting. Sam added that the same 
items were raised with COPS that were discussed at AAC and that it was agreed this item should go 
forward to the BOR as informational item so they are aware of what is going on. The COPS noted they 
are concerned that if limits are set, they are going to be too constrictive. The Presidents agreed that 
this item should be referred back to the Councils before going forward.  
 
Sam stated that after revision this will go forward as an informational item to alert the Board that 
institutions will be entering into contracts with agents to recruit international students.  In addition, 
it will note that typically there will be a per student payment. The outcome from this is that there 
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may be limits on the contracts that universities will implement.  Further, activities under these 
agreements will be reported every year with the International Activities Report that is submitted 
every June.  
 
Sam noted that he meets with this group as an informal discipline council two or three times a year. 
One of their concerns is that their voice is not being heard within the system or, in some cases, on 
campus. This group has expressed some interest to be officially established as a formal group within 
the system so they have some power to make statements to AAC and SAC about what they are 
working on and their proposals for moving forward. There was discussion that the councils should 
think more globally about how this group and others fit into our system’s structure. 
 
Sam stated that after considering the request AAC and SAC agreed that the group continue to work as 
an informal group supported by Board staff.  Further, the representatives should work with 
administration on their campus to forward any concerns. Administration on campus will also be 
more aware of their conversations and concerns as a group. 

 
6. Disability Rights 

 
Sam noted that this discussion involves the decision recently announced out of Berkley reporting the 
commitment made to provide resources to visually impaired students.  This is of interest because 
this could possibly be the standard moving forward. This could require a review of several practices 
in the system such as online work with D2L and how course materials are made available. Sam asked 
the councils what we can or should we do to help with this as it plays out.  Janice asked if it would be 
possible for a group to write a white paper on here’s what we should be considering when we look at 
new technologies that impacts students, etc.  
 
Sam noted we may want to bring in a consultant to talk through the different aspects of this item to 
provide a perspective for the system going forward. It was agreed that the system needs some 
guidance regarding this so we are protected legally as well as giving our students the support that is 
needed.  
 
Sam and Molly will have a conversation with Dr. Warner in the near future and the campuses should 
have discussion with faculty and staff about this. Sam and Molly will follow-up with the Councils.  

 
7. Smarter Balanced Update  

 
Sam gave an overview of the Smarter Balanced implementation process. To frame this, he stated that 
three or four years ago NGA, working with others, published the Common Core State Standards 
(CCSS). South Dakota along with 46 other states have adopted those standards.  As part of the deal, it 
was agreed that related common assessments must be developed. There are two consortia that have 
been created, PARCC and Smarter Balanced, both commissioned to develop high-stake assessments 
related to state-level school accountability. South Dakota is one of the 23 governing states in Smarter 
Balanced and the states range in size with California being the largest.   
 
Sam noted that as we build forward there have been a host of activities within South Dakota to begin 
training teachers to work in an environment based on the Common Core State Standards. The 
systems programs in education have been engaged with the state’s Department of Education and 
have already began revamping their teacher prep programs so students we educate now will be 
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prepare to work in this new environment. Sam added that the Smarter Balanced assessments are 
being developed and higher education has been engaged now for a little over a year in this process. 
Basically, the interest in higher ed is focusing primarily on the 11th grade assessment.  
 
When the SDBOR signed on as a partner with the South Dakota Department of Education, the 
agreement was that regental institutions would use the results from the 11th grade assessment to 
determine if each individual student was prepared to do disciplined-related college-level work in 
math or in English/language arts. In other words, the 11th grade Smarter Balanced assessment will be 
used for placement into math or writing/composition classes. The process is unfolding and, based on 
pilots, the cut scores are going to be established this year. Scores will be recognized as students that 
are college ready, on-track to be college-ready, and not college ready. Sam mentioned since this 
information will be available in the 11th grade, DOE has been working on couple projects that will 
provide some transitional coursework in high school so that for the students that are not college 
ready, they can do some things to be college-ready before they show up. 
 
Sam stated that another thing to be aware of that the SDDOE is going to be kicking off a boarder PR 
campaign. Many of the high-stakes tests that states use now are tied to the ACT exam and if you look 
at the ACT exam there are about 30-40% of students that take it in high school end up requiring 
remediation when they get to college. The proficiency level on the high-stakes exam and the scores 
on the ACT exam are somewhat parallel. These new assessments are closer to looking like the NAPE 
exams which establishes a different picture of student abilities at the 11th grade. There is reason to 
believe that when Smarter Balanced comes online that at that point in time, 60-70% of the students 
will be identified as not college ready so there is a need to begin some conversation about this. 
Janelle from the Board office has been working with the DOE to start developing some plans 
regarding communication strategies. Sam added this will have to be a local campaign so if institutions 
have some connections as this rolls forward let us know and we will make sure you get involved. This 
will have to a grassroots campaign. Smarter Balanced will become operational Spring of 2015, which 
makes that Fall of 2016 that these students will show up at our institutions and this will have to be 
part of your recruiting cycle. 
 
The Academic Affairs Council continued their meeting in the Muenster University Center 211A at the 
University of South Dakota on Wednesday, June 19, 2013 with the following persons participating:  
BHSU, Curtis Card; DSU, Judy Dittman; NSU, Tom Hawley; SDSMT, Mike Gunn; SDSU, Laurie Nichols 
and Mary Kay Helling; USD, Chuck Staben and Kurt Hackemer; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Katie Boehnke, 
and Sydney Bartunek.  
 

1. Agenda– Additions, Changes, and Approval 
 

2. Minutes 
A. February 2013  
B. April 2013 

 
The minutes for February 2013 and April 2013 were approved as submitted. Any additional edits or 
corrections should be sent to Sydney.  

 
3. Consent Agenda Items 

A. Program Modifications 
1. University of South Dakota 
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The University of South Dakota has submitted the following program modifications requests. These 
proposals will move forward to COPS in July and BOR in August. 
 

Existing Program-Substantive Program Modifications  
 CPE-Clinical Mental Health Counseling Specialization (MA) – change in the total credits 

of elective course work and change in an existing specialization 
 Occupational Therapy (MS) – change in the total credits required with the discipline, 

change in the total credits of supportive course work, and change in the total credits 
required for the program 

 
B. Course Modifications 

1. Dakota State University 
 
Dakota State University has submitted the following new course request. This proposal will move 
forward to Dr. Warner for review and will be reported in the Interim Actions report for the August 
BOR meeting. 
 

New Course Requests 
 ENGL 386 New Media: Genre 

 
2. University of South Dakota 

 
The University of South has submitted the following new course requests and course modification 
requests. These proposals will move forward to Dr. Warner for review and will be reported in the 
Interim Actions report for the August BOR meeting. 
 

New Course Requests 
 ADS 745 Psychopathology & Addiction          
 COUN 406/506 Building Rapport Through Empathy: An Introduction for Non-

counseling Professionals          
 EDFN 101 Exploring Teaching and Learning          
 INED 417/517 Storytelling: Diverse Cultural Education           
 OCTH 715 Occupational Performance: Childhood          
 OCTH 747 OT Assessment & Intervention: Psychosocial Practice          
 SPSY 861 Advanced Psychoeducational Assessment          

 
Revised Course Requests: Unique 

 OCTH 710 The Meaning of Occupation    
 OCTH 725 Occupational Therapy Assessment/Intervention  
 OCTH 746 Occupational Performance Across the Lifespan  

            
Authority to Offer an Existing Common Course 

 GER 410 Focus on German Grammar          
 GER 455 German Film          
 

4. New Programs 
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A. New Program Requests 
1. Dakota State University 

 
Dakota State University has submitted the following new program requests. These proposals will 
move forward to COPS in July and BOR in August. All comments and concerns should be provided 
to Paul Gough. 
  

 Minor in English for New Media 
 Minor in Production Animation – 2D and 3D 
 Minor in Web Development 

 
B. New Certificate Requests 

1. No report 
 

C. New Site Requests 
1. Dakota State University  

 
D. Intent to Plan Requests 

1. No report 
 

5. Policy Revision and Development 
A. BOR Policy Revisions 

1. Revision to Board Policy 2:8 – Levels and Numbering of and Enrollment in 
Courses  

 
Sam noted that in 2011 the Board adopted a policy establishing a limit of 120 credit hours for 
baccalaureate degrees. As a result of this change, several policy revisions were made to align existing 
policies and the derived guidelines with this standard. While it was believed that all issues were 
addressed at that time, another issue recently surfaced. This item recommends a revision to section 
3.C of Board Policy 2:8 which establishes limits on undergraduate students interested in enrolling for 
graduate-level courses. Existing policy requires students to have completed 96 credit hours which 
aligned with senior class status when 128 credit hours was the benchmark.  With the move to the 
120 credit hour limit, this should be reset to 90 credit hours. Members of the Council agreed to 
approve the proposed change to Board Policy 2:8 and move it forward to COPS in July.   

 
2. Revision to Board Policy 2:10 – Grades and Use of Grade Point Averages 

(GPA) 
 

Sam provided an overview of the revision to Board Policy 2:10 noting that several campuses in the 
system have moved to a self-paced, competency-based approach to remediation in math. To promote 
this process, the set of discrete courses offered were collapsed into a single course MATH 095, Pre-
college Algebra.  This course was developed to allow students to enroll for this single course for 
multiple semesters.  This change was made to allow students enrolled to continue working to 
develop mastery to do college-level work rather than facing the artificial limits imposed when this is 
segmented into separate courses.  Math faculty established this as a course that could be repeated for 
credit.  At the same time, the faculty require that students stay continuously enrolled and that they 
continue to be making progress until mastery is demonstrated/remedial work is completed.  As this 
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was discussed in the system, it was recognized that “making progress” is not a useful term for 
financial aid offices and for registrars since these entities are required to determine satisfactory 
academic progress.  

 
Sam stated that to address these concerns, the proposal outline was developed.  MATH 095 has been 
approved as a course that students can enroll in for credit for three successive terms.  At this point in 
time, there are two primary grade options that include RS if the course is completed and RU if the 
student is not successful.  However, since it is recognized that it may require some students up to 
three semesters to demonstrate mastery of the materials covered in the course, a new grade, SP 
(Satisfactory Progress) is proposed.  This grade may be assigned at the end of the first and second 
semesters of enrollment in MATH 095. Receiving SP will count as a success and the student will 
maintain financial aid eligibility. At the end of the third semester the student will receive an RU or RS.  
 
Sam added that the issues that the Registrars are raising really are based on the idea that they don’t 
understand the content in the course could be equivalent to 3, 6, or 9 hours. Laurie asked if this will 
appear on the student’s transcript every semester. Sam stated that it will be appear on their 
transcript because we have to have that record because the students are getting financial aid for this. 
The grade needs to defined as SP so that financial aid know the student is progressing but if the grade 
is an incomplete then by definition incompletes do not count for Satisfactory Progress.  Sam is going 
to circle back and have a discussion with the Registrars regarding this.  
 
Sam noted that institutions could get their financial aid and registrar staff together and ask them to 
work through solutions to their questions because in some ways he believes he has been 
communicating with them separately. Bringing the two groups together on the separate campuses 
with AAC members or someone from the Math department to discuss how this course is setup might 
help get to resolution fairly quickly. 
  
Sam stated that will the policy change regarding the limit on the number of W’s there has finally be 
some communications with people from other states that have implemented this, including Georgia, 
California, and Texas. It was reported that no one that has been using Ellucian had them do anything. 
A couple systems have programmed it themselves while others places deal with this as a manual 
process. When a student withdrawals, it requires a conversation with an advisor and it is during that 
conversation that the student is told, for instance if they withdraw the grade will be a WF (Withdraw 
Fail). Sam noted he will gather this information and bring it back to AAC for review. Sam noted that 
the issue here is that this may be that be not completed via automation anymore and simply may be 
managed in other ways.  

 
3. Revision to Board Policy 2:29 

 
Sam noted this proposed change to Board Policy 2:29 item grants authority to NSU and SDSU to 
create an agreement to share majors. Sam added that earlier this week he had a discussion with 
Financial Aid and they noted the way this one is envisioned there are some issues so there will need 
to be further discussion on this. The idea that as this was imagined there was a desire on parts of the 
parties that, for example, if a the student at SDSU was also completing the requirements for the 
Banking major at NSU, that their transcript would say BS in Ag Econ at SDSU and then also have the 
Banking major transferred from NSU. The problem is that no one can give the student financial aid 
for the work done at NSU in this case. Kurt noted there has been some confusion whether this is 
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about shared majors or majors from two different institutions for the one degree. Sam stated this is 
regarding majors from two different institutions for the one degree. 
 
Sam stated if the Board approves the program of study that establishes the requirements that a 
student complete the requirements for one major at one university and the requirements for another 
major at a second university, then it is a program of study and financial aid can be awarded.  
 
Tom asked how what is being proposed by SDSU and NSU different than a dual-degree. Sam noted 
that for this to be a dual-degree program then each student would have to be required to complete all 
the requirements (IGR’s, college-specific requirements, etc.) for the degrees at both universities 
involved and that basically adds a semester to the program.  
 
Sam noted that if the universities could come up with some solutions that didn’t involve Board staff 
that would helpful. NSU and SDSU agreed to continue discussions including their financial aid staff.  
 

B. Settlement between the University of California – Berkeley and Disability Rights 
Advocates 
 

Sam noted that last month there were many reports on the settlement reached between the 
University of California Berkeley and Disability Rights Advocates on behalf of students with visual 
impairments. Disability Rights Advocates represented three Berkeley students who said they had 
difficulty getting access to the materials they needed for class. The group, a nonprofit disability-
rights legal center, approached the university last year on behalf of the students, proposing 
settlement negotiations that could resolve the issues and avoid a lawsuit. The negotiations led to 
several new accommodations.  This is being referred to as a “landmark agreement” to improve 
access to textbooks, course readers, and library materials for students with print-related 
disabilities. Sam stated this settlement will have far reaching implications since expectations for 
service levels have been established. Sam noted campuses should review this settlement and be 
prepared later this falls to take this item up to discuss action plans.  
 
In addition, the joint AAC/SAC discussion led to the agreement to pursue a consultant. 

 
C. System Placement Guideline Revisions  

 
Sam stated that this item is essentially clarification so that math faculty understands that they have 
complete authority to do what they have done historically.  Sam noted that AAC agreed to approve 
the revisions to the system placement guidelines based on recommendations advanced by the Math 
Discipline Council. The proposed changes were approved. 

 
D. Course Offerings to Support Programs Approved for Off-Campus Delivery 

 
Sam noted this item surfaced in front of the Board at the December 2012 Board meeting. There was 
some concern that we have created these Centers across the state and campuses were backing away 
from their commitments to offer programs face-to-face at the Centers.  To address this concern, each 
campus was asked to first identify all program approved for delivery at the Centers. For each of 
these, the campus was asked to provide a three-year history of face-to-face or blended course 
offerings at each location authorized. Further it was noted that the Sioux Falls Center has an 
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established process for delivering general education requirements for associate and baccalaureate 
programs so there was no need to address this component of undergraduate programs offered at 
University Center – Sioux Falls. 
 
Sam stated that the plan is to get this information to the Board but as he was considering this he 
noted that the formatting for these reports is considerably different between the campuses.  He 
asked what the institutions think about this. Specifically, should these reports be circled back to the 
campuses with an agreed upon format to be used or is the Council okay with these reports going 
forward how they are now.  
 
After some discussion it was agreed that the reports will go forward as is and Board staff will work 
on framing the cover material.   
 

E. System Conference on Academic Quality – Next Steps  
 

Sam provided an update on the efforts underway.  At the last meeting it was discussed that a white 
paper would be drafted to frame this process as we move forward and any comments, edits, or 
suggestions from the campuses that should be included will be appreciated. Essentially, we are 
recommending a two-step process that includes asking the question does the system want to do 
something about academic quality/general education and if the answer is yes then is it something we 
want to tie into the Degree Qualifications Program.  
 
There will be a working group created of two or three representatives from each campus to explore 
this and to come back to AAC with recommendations. 

 
F. Redesign of Teacher Education and Education Leadership Programs – Update 

 
Sam noted that it was recently announced that the system office has secured the services of Dr. Rick 
Melmer to support this work. Planning continues for the meeting this summer on August 1-2 that will 
focus on aligning disciplinary and professional requirements in a 120-credit hour program that has a 
year-long residency component. The meeting would include discussions with the entire group as well 
as some work in disciplinary groups. Leadership and faculty from the system’s teacher education 
programs will be in attendance.  
 
Sam added that the group working on review/redesign of the ed leadership programs met and there 
were discussions about moving to a program with a set of system-wide common courses. 

 
G. Use of Agents to Recruit International Students 

 
Sam noted that the document included with this item is the guidelines for working with agents and 
recruiting companies in general. It is based in research of best practices and recommendation of 
professional organizations in the US, including NAFSA, AIRC, and AACRAO. NAFSA and AIRC 
specialize in international education endeavors and AACRAO has a division of its organization that 
specializes in international credential evaluation and other international education issues. The 
guidelines will continue to be updated and revised on a regular basis. The primary goal of this 
document is to ensure the universities of the South Dakota Regental system will exercise due 
diligence and utilize best practices when working with independent, international recruiting entities. 
The working group is revising the white paper that will go to the Board with the intent that it is going 
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to be a statement that will inform the Board of what is going on and the best practices that will be 
followed.  

 
H. Draft Report of the American Indian College-Going Study 

 
Daniel noted that the project involved a series of focus groups comprising current AIAN students 
conducted on the campuses of BHSU, NSU, SDSU, and USD. Any student listed on these campus as 
having American Indian or Alaskan Native ethic classification were invited to attend.  There were 
approximately 250 students invited and 49 participated.  There were 7 focus groups with about 7 
panelists per focus group.  These lasted about 2 hours beginning in the early afternoon to evening. 
Daniel mentioned he moderated the focus groups with an assistant moderator that was from the 
campus he was currently at, usually a graduate student or staff member.  
 
Daniel highlighted some central themes that emerged over and over.  These seem to focus on the 
barriers that students face, particularly those coming from reservations. What was said by most 
participants is that reservations embody a type of environment that is totally unlike anything that 
exists in white culture.  Daniel noted that this status is both a cause and an effect of the ongoing 
access problem for American Indian students. The economic poverty that exists on reservations 
makes it so that a lot of the time students on these reservations are faced with much more immediate 
crisis like finding food and shelter as these are real concerns for a lot of this population.  Finding a 
way into college is a far lower priority, something that often doesn’t enter their radar as a high school 
student.  
 
Daniel noted there are a host of other issues that exist on the reservations, some of which we are 
aware of and other that we may not see. Many students talked about cultures of low academic 
expectations in reservation schools, especially those that are federally-funded. Students talked about 
a pervasive bias by some faculty and guidance counselors in reservation high schools that work 
against Native American students and these biases can be either explicit or implicit. Another thing 
that is related closely to the poverty on reservations includes challenges that students face with 
finance, which are not only tied to tuition and fees but also the indirect costs that are associated with 
going to college. Several students have said they know someone who has dropped out of college 
because they did not have the gas money to drive back to college at the beginning of the next 
semester. Managing a budget or personal budgeting is something that is lacking in these students 
simply because they have never been taught.  
 
Daniel mentioned another obstacle is not having anyone to talk to about the basic items of going to 
college, what to except, and even the application process. Daniel added that another barrier that was 
discussed is students often feel that they are not receiving the range or variety of information that 
they are looking for from institutions.  He noted that since this is a recent study, most students were 
perspective students at a time that pre-dates the College Access Grant so a lot of the students in the 
project did not benefit from changes occurring currently. At the same time, there were several 
freshman and sophomores in the study so Daniel believes there are recent perspectives in the study 
that what is being said by the participants is important and representative to the perspective 
students that are out there. Students noted that they did not want to be recruited but rather 
educated; educated about what they can expect, why they should go to college, etc.  
 
Daniel stated that the key recommendation of the study as expressed by the students is that 
institutions need to do a better job of building on-going, long-term relationships with students, 
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especially from a younger age and with families, because family is very central to American Indian 
culture. Institutions need to engage with families in a way that is meaningful and often families need 
to be educated as much as the students do.  
 
Students noted overwhelmingly that the choice of the messenger is absolutely critical. They noted the 
best messenger that could be sent is a current American Indian students from their high school or 
least their reservation. If an older, white male shows up at their school, the message would not 
resonate with this group of people. 
 
Chuck asked Daniel how well he thinks the TRIO programs have addressed some of the needs in the 
American Indian population. Daniel noted that upward of a dozen of the students participating 
mentioned Upward Bound, GearUp, and the TRIO programs, stating that if it weren’t for these they 
wouldn’t be in college at this point in time. The feedback gained regarding these programs tends to 
be very strong, although Daniel mentioned it is important to remember there is some local selection 
bias in a study like this because we are only interviewing the students that made it college.  
 
Sam noted that as this report is forwarded to the Board, it can be used to crystalize some discussions 
in the system and on the campuses. This is an opportunity to build on and strengthen what each 
campus is doing and to explore some other options and strategies. Sam mentioned one thing that 
needs to be worked on is doing this in an integrated fashion. Sam stated there are two things that are 
going on that Daniel captured in this report; part of this is regarding education about college and 
what is required and are the second asks if there are strategies that can be developed as a system so 
we can deal with the schools/tribes in a more systemic way. 
 
Chuck stated two things he would like to comment on include: 1) President Michael Crow at Arizona 
State won the national service award for recruitment and it is a good model to look at and 2) the 
FAFSA and even the revised FAFSA is extremely off-putting to this population. Daniel mentioned that 
many students said that if they do not receive help from campuses to fill out paperwork it would not 
get done because that is the only help they are going to get. 
 
It was agreed that before this goes forward to the Board, a set of recommendations needs to be 
incorporated and that a working group would be named to lead this process.  Laurie agreed to serve 
as chair.  Each campus will be asked to identify a member. 

 
I. StraighterLine Course Review 

 
Sam stated the recommendation for this item is that the system enters into negotiations with 
StraighterLine so that we essentially directly accept their courses. Sam noted that given the fact they 
have entered into these types of agreements in many places.  Students that are attending any of the 
regental institutions are not the kind of institutions that are going to go and take the StraighterLine 
courses. These are the non-traditional student, degree completers or some high school students; that 
is their market. From his point of view, Sam stated this agreement offers political advantage for the 
system. 
 
Sam noted that since the Council has raised a couple issues he will ask Paul to take this back to the 
Assessment Committee for further review. If there are specific courses that campuses think need to 
be reviewed before this goes forward we will do that.   
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J. Cooperative Agreements 
1. Northern State University 

 
Northern State University (NSU) has submitted the following cooperative agreements that will be 
considered by the Board at the August 2013 meeting. 
 

 Capital University of Economics and Business (CUEB), Beijing, China 
 Okanagan College (OC), Kelowna, B.C., Canada  
 Shanghai University of International Business and Economics (SUIBE), Shanghai China 

 
2. South Dakota School of Mines & Technology 

 
South Dakota School of Mines & Technology (SDSM&T) has submitted the following cooperative 
agreements that will be considered by the Board at the August 2013 meeting. 
 

 Erdenet Institute of Technology (EIT)-MUST, Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia 
 Mongolian University of Science and Technology (MUST), Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia 

 
3. University of South Dakota 

 
The University of South Dakota (USD) has submitted a cooperative agreement with the University of 
South Wales, Wales, United Kingdom that will be considered by the Board at the August 2013 
meeting. 

 
4. Northern State University and South Dakota State University 

 
Northern State University and South Dakota State University have submitted a cooperative 
agreement that will allow students to complete a program of study which will include a major offered 
by each partner. This will be considered by the Board at the August 2013 meeting. The following 
fields of study are included:  
 

 Agricultural Business (BS from SDSU) with 2nd major in:  

  o Accounting (NSU), or  

 o Banking (NSU), or  

 o Professional Accountancy (NSU)  
 

 Accounting (BS from NSU) with 2nd major in: 

 o Agricultural Business (SDSU)  
 

 Banking (BS from NSU) with 2nd major in:  

 o Agricultural Business (SDSU)  
 

 Professional Accountancy (BS from NSU) with 2nd major in:  

 o Agricultural Business (SDSU)  
 

This agreement will be held for further review.  
  

5. Dakota State University 
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Dakota State University has submitted a cooperative agreement with Tamagawa Univeristy, Tokyo, 
Japan that will be considered by the Board at the August 2013 meeting. 


