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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL  
June 28th, 2012 

Brinker Conference Room (2nd floor) 
Heston Hall – Dakota State University 

8:00 A.M.  
 

MINUTES 
 
The Academic Affairs Council met in the Brinker Conference Room at Dakota State 
University on Thursday, June 28th, 2012 with the following persons participating:  BHSU, 
Rod Custer; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Tom Hawley; SDSU, Mary Kay Helling; USD, 
Chuck Staben and Kurt Hackemer; BOR, Sam Gingerich, and Sydney Bartunek with Paul 
Turman and Janice Minder joining for part of the meeting. 
 
1. Agenda –Additions, Changes, and Approval 

A. Council members discussed who is taking the lead in the StarFish 
implementation on each campus. Rod requested to add discussion about 
attendance policies (guidelines) at a future meeting. 

B. Sam provided an update on the signed contract with Elucian including the 
agreement to implement DegreeWorks.  He stated that this will be Beta 
tested for a year.  

C. Sam presented an update on the proposal going forward with the BGS 
Program (system wide program). There was additional discussion on the 
proposed 30-hour block in business replacing two of the 15-hour blocks 
required.  

 
2. Minutes 

D. The April, 2012 and May, 2012 minutes are still in the process of being 
reviewed. 

 
3. Consent Agenda Items 

E. Program Modifications 
i. Item 3.A. Program Modifications – SDSU: South Dakota State 

University has submitted the following program modification 
requests. These requests have been reviewed by the system Vice 
President for Academic Affairs. Upon approval, the proposals will 
move forward the COPS and BOR items for the August meetings.  

 
1.  Substantive Program Modification 

a. 1) Dietetics (B.S.) – Change CIP code 
b. 2) Dietetics (M.S.) – Change CIP code 
c. 3) Post Master’s Nurse Educator Certificate  
d. 4) Family Nurse Practitioner (D.N.P.) 

 
ii. Sam noted that Dietetics will move from Family Consumer Science CIP 

code to a Health Sciences Dietetics CIP code. 
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iii. Item 3.A.2 Program Modifications – USD: The University of South 
Dakota has submitted the following program modification proposals. 
These requests have been posted on their website for review. These 
proposals will move forward to the July COPS and August BOR 
meetings. 

 
1.  Existing Program-Substantive Program Modification Requests: 

 1) Communication, M.A. – Change CIP code  
 2) Communication Studies, B.A./B.S. and Minor – 

Change CIP code  
 3) Materials Chemistry, Ph.D. – Change CIP Code 

 
ii. Sam noted the reason for changing CIP codes is to better align these 

programs within the classification system.   
 

F. Course Modifications 
 

2. New Programs 
A. New Program Requests 

i. Item 4.A. New Program – BHSU, AS in Applied Health Sciences: 
Black Hills State University has submitted a proposal for an Associate 
of Science in Applied Health Sciences. This program was developed so 
BHSU can primarily track the number of pre-nursing majors they 
serve West River, among a couple other populations. It is also a way 
for those students to earn degrees be counted as successes at the 
institution. This proposal will move forward to the August COPS and 
BOR meetings. Any concerns or comments should be sent to Paul 
Gough.   

 
B. New Certificate Requests 

 
C. New Site Requests 

 
D. Intent to Plan Development 

i. Item 4.D.1 Intent to Plan Request – BHSU – MS in Secondary 
Education:  Black Hills State University requests Board authorization 
to develop a proposal for an M.S. in Secondary Education. The degree 
would replace two secondary teacher certification programs designed 
for people with a bachelor’s degree:  

 Project Secondary Education Learners Engaged in 
Constructivist Teaching (SELECT) - Rapid City, face-to-face  

 Project Secondary Education Certification Online Delivery 
(SECOND) - Online  
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Rod commented that virtually every one of the students say they would like to become 
licensed teachers but they also want to earn their masters as they fulfill these 
requirements.  In addition, if they are degree seeking, they will be eligible for financial aid.  
These individuals are primarily interested in math and science.   
 
The proposal will move forward to the BOR meeting in August.  Any comments or concerns 
should be sent to Paul Gough. 

 
 

3. Policy Revision and Development 
A. BOR Policy Revisions  

i. Item 5.A.1 Provisional Admissions – BOR Policy 2:3: Sam 
distributed a handout of all new admits from Fall 2011 to show the 
number/percent of non-degree and degree-seeking students that 
were admitted without fully meeting admissions standards on each 
campus. This was provided to frame a discussion of a proposal to 
establish provisional admissions category(s). As a follow-up to this 
data set, Paul and Daniel are looking globally at this group to see if 
there are specific subpopulations that are more successful or in 
greater danger of dropping out. 

 
Sam reminded the group that for the purpose of this analysis “Provisionally Admitted” is 
the term applied to those students admitted as an exception, or placed in remedial English 
or Math.  
 
Students that are degree seeking are ones who are financial aid eligible. Non-degree 
seeking are most likely students only talking a single course/enrolled less than half-time. 
 
Chuck commented that this is similar to tracking people who meet the ACT benchmarks, 
which USD has done a lot of. Sam explained it’s different because our math score is one step 
lower and we are only using math and English subscores so we aren’t looking at two of the 
benchmarks.  
 
This admissions category would be established to allow campuses to state, “We are letting 
you in but we have indications that you are not going to be successful, so you have to prove 
you’re going to be successful before you can do whatever you want.” 
 
Sam added that this information is being provided as a follow up to the March discussion 
when it was agreed that additional background information would be provided.  
 
Chuck offered that idea of class discriminatory action against a protected class (Native 
Americans) based on the already known admission facts. Sam responded with the idea that 
we know what the outcomes are for the Native Americans students we admit now and it’s 
exactly what you would predict. We are already packaging services around them.  
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Sam found that at Montana State they are taking a much more intrusive approach. Kurt 
explained USD’s more intrusive Re-Admit process. Students apply through a special 
process and then receive a letter that states they have been re-admitted along with a list of 
conditions of their re-admission. Finally, the student meets with an advisor to go over those 
conditions. Mary Kay stated that SDSU channels all those students through their University 
College. Then the Dean of University College meets with them and lays out a very specific 
plan.   
 
Sam stated the goal is to look within this set of students to see if there are specific sub-
populations whom are at an extremely high risk of not being successful.  If so, we may be 
able to identify the predicting indicators.  He closed by asking the campuses to pass along 
any analyses or suggestions to Daniel. 
 
 

ii. Item 5.A.2 BOR Policy 4:19 – Private Practice, Consultation, or 
Outside Employment: As part of the imposed terms, unit members 
now fall under a revised set of requirements but this was not carried 
through for non-unit employees. To address this, a revision to Policy 
4:19 is being drafted and this will be taken to the Board in August for 
action. Members of the Council should be prepared to raise questions 
or concerns. 

 
Sam noted that while there have been changes made to the sections of the agreement with 
COHE that govern consulting, there have been no changes made to board policy which 
applies to non-unit professional employees. Dr. Shekleton will be drafting a revision to 
policy and will take this to the board in August. The nature of the change is to take the 
language that was in the imposed terms and include it in the policy manual so that all 
professional employees are under the same policy.  
 
The AAC and RAC will see copies as it moves forward. 
 
 

B. MOCC Issues (Trudy) 
i. Enforcing Pre-requisites 

1. Discussion includes the following:  
a. Update 

 
Sam provided background information and an update on this item. This issue was 
forwarded from Mines where students typically register for a full year of classes.  During 
the second semesters there are a number of students that have failed their pre-requisites 
but are allowed to continue on.  SDSMT wants to know if there is a way that these students 
can be administratively withdrawn after grades are assigned.  
 
He went on to note that the biggest issue here is that if these students are dropped, many of 
them become less than fulltime and this automatically impacts their financial aid.  
Compounding this, when the students add a class, they are once again fulltime and their 
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financial aid package must once again be adjusted.  For these reasons, some of the 
institutions prefer to handle the drop/add process manually. 
  
Sam added that conversations are underway on campuses in the Financial Aid and 
Registrar offices so if you have insights or thoughts you should engage in those 
conversations.  Specifically he asked that the members of the Council discuss this on 
campus to see if an administrative withdrawal process should be established.   
 
This item will come back at our next meeting. 
 

C. Prohibition Against Selling Class Notes/Materials (refer to Item 6.L, April 
2012) 

i. Item 5.C Prohibition Against Selling Class Notes/Materials 
 
Sam noted Jim wants to know if the Council wants a policy on this item. Mary Kay is 
interested in how universities would enforce this. Sam explained that if notes/materials are 
being sold, these policies allow institutions to take steps.   
 
Chuck stated that notes have an assumed copyright of the author/faculty member and to 
sell those notes to anyone would be considered a violation of copyright. So, all you would 
have to do to go after those people is to say (for example) Notehall is violating your 
copyright. Therefore, Chuck offered the idea to put it in the Student Code as a reminder to 
say “Class notes are copyrighted.”  
 
Mary Kay stated that there is disagreement on the idea that “Class notes are copyrighted” 
and that if you Google this issue, there are two viewpoints where some people do not 
believe the statement to be true.  
 
Sam will follow up with Jim. (Note from Jim: Copyright extends only if the student provides 
a “verbatim” transcript.  Therefore, copyright probably does not apply.)  
 

D. Remedial Math – Administrative Issues (refer to 6.N, April 2012)  
i. Item 5.D Remedial Math – Administrative Issues: The development 

of MATH 095 as a multi-semester, competency based course is posing 
difficulties with our operational systems.  

 
Math faculty have set this course up so students can stay continuously enrolled until 
mastery is demonstrated/remedial work is completed.  However, “making progress” is not 
a useful term for financial aid offices and registrar offices since these entities are required 
to determine satisfactory academic progress.   
 
After some discussion, Sam offered the following recommendation to be sent to the 
Financial Aid and Registrar offices (Julie Pier and Sharon Kienow). 
 

Students can take the course (MATH 095) for three semesters. There is the option of 
earning SP (Satisfactory Progress) grade for the end of the first and second 
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semesters in 095. Receiving SP will count as a success and the student will have 
financial aid eligibility. At the end of the third semester the student will receive an 
RU or RS.   

 
If the student fails he/she will have received an RU and will move to the 096 course 
(1 semester long). If student fails 096 then they get an F for the class. The student 
can repeat after failing the 096 course but will not get financial aid. 

 
On the operational side, Chuck provided an update on USD’s Spring Remedial Math classes. 
He stated that USD’s 102 success rate is currently the highest it’s ever been by a couple 
percentage points. In 101 the success rate is the second highest it’s ever been by a couple 
percentage points and 021 success rate is about in the middle of our historically rate. Also, 
Chuck added USD has made changes in their communication strategy with students and 
they continue to see many of the same things with attendance correlating with success, etc. 
One interesting aspect in their discussions at USD is on the male vs. female success rates. 
Males are succeeding at a much higher rate in 102 than they formerly did but females at 
approximately the same rate.  
 
Staben also provided insight into how USD ties in their Move-In Day with an informational 
session for parents and students about their Remedial Math course, which includes the 
students’ first login into the Math Emporium.  
 
 

E. Program Productivity Reporting  
i. Item 5.E Program Productivity Reporting: The Council has had 

several discussions about the expectation that an ongoing program 
productivity evaluation process will be established. As set in policy, 
majors not graduating the minimal number of students agreed upon 
will be terminated unless the Board approves a continuation plan.  
These plans must include measurable benchmarks for continuation. 

 
In the next couple months Sam will once again the lists that were compiled.  A few of the 
campuses had already reviewed these and provided some edits.  The goal will still be to 
develop an agreed upon set of programs that will be reviewed as faculty arrive on campus 
this fall.  Each campus is expected to draft responses/plans that will be submitted to the 
Board for consideration. 
 
Sam explained that this process deals with majors rather than programs.  He noted that an 
initial draft was posted for the April meeting. Sam will work with campuses to schedule a 
review session with each one in August. Intending to collect information for the October 
Board meeting (or possibility December). 
 
Sam will check to see if USD submitted a response and, if so, he will send it to Kurt.  (NOTE: 
No USD submission was found.) 
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F. Ready Adult Follow-up (refer to Item 6.J, May 2012)  

i. Item 5.F Ready Adult Update: Representatives from USD have 
inquired about working to update the list of ready adults using data 
from the past few academic years and coordinating a similar match 
with National Student Clearinghouse and Acxiom. AAC 
representatives are asked to consider potential interest in this project 
to determine whether this should be facilitated at a system level. 

 
Sam asked the Council whether or not this data retrieval was worth doing again. Chuck said 
USD would only be interested if they were able to get the addresses of the students they are 
interested in.  This would include all former USD students, not just those in a predefined 
geographical location as before. Sam explained that last time when this was done it was 
part of a broad system project and we just wanted to get people in contact with someone 
regionally, so once we found addresses we gave the information to the regional institution 
rather than the institution last attended. 
 
 There was general agreement among Council members that this time around the data be 
sorted by last institution attended. Sam stated we would just go back into the set of people 
that have fallen into a group from the last three years since this was last completed. Mary 
Kay confirms that this would not go back to the old list where people have already been 
contacted. Chuck raises the thought that USD would like to be using the addresses to 
contact the students for a different reason. The reason being to offer students an Associate 
degree based on their belief that any student over 60 hours is a legitimate Associate degree 
candidate. Chuck said that they could add it to their degree productivity count for 
performance funding, as well as, that it is the system goal to get more people with more 
degrees. When discussing whether to go from 60 hours rather than 90 hours, Chuck noted 
that USD has found a huge number of students that leave after 60 hours.  
 
Sam commented that the policy issue here is finding what we can do to aggressively follow-
up with those students who drop out after having completed 60 or more hours.  Are there 
things that we can facilitate at the system level that will get this group reengaged? Sam also 
poses the question what are we going to do (if anything) about the students that pre-
register and never come back. Chuck noted that approaching the data system-wide would 
make for a better quote from Acxiom. 
 
The recommendation is to divide the Acxiom Data by students’ last institution attended.  
 
Paul’s estimate on data is 2800 students for about $650 and notes he can pay for this. It 
was agreed the data will go back to 2004 and forward to present date for all 60 hours or 
over. Each university would prefer to just have the data passed on to them.  
 
 

G. StraighterLine Materials (refer to Item 6.M, May, 2012) 
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i. Item 5.G StraighterLine Materials: A few years ago, the system 
agreed to accept these offerings under the auspices of ACE credit 
services.  

 
Sam stated that he has been directly contacted by staff from StraighterLine and they are 
interested in entering into an agreement with the system.  He noted that if anyone is 
interested in a copy of the draft agreement he can send it along. The proposed agreement 
allows the system to shape requirements.  As part of the review,  faculty are granted access 
to course materials and they validate that students completing these offerings will have 
been held to the same standards on the same (similar) learning outcomes in existing 
system courses.  
 
He noted that one benefit for the public universities from this engagement is PR. Sam 
commented that the agreement with StraighterLine is demonstrating to our many publics 
that we are innovative educational providers and we are willing to award credit for 
students who have displayed competency in unique ways. The reason to get faculty 
involved is to continue to encourage them to think more broadly about transfer 
equivalencies.  
 
Following through with this idea will save the student $40, which is the cost of the ACE 
transcript. 
 
Cecelia clarified the process when she said first we would get a group of class instructors 
together, next they would review the class and agree or disagree on whether the course 
will achieve the same learning outcomes and lastly it would go to the system. 
 
Chuck raised the questions that may be asked from the faculty point of view on 
StraighterLine that include: why are we doing this, why do we need to do this, and who else 
is doing this. Chuck added he believes this item will cause a high level of concern from 
faculty members.  
 
Sam recommended that operationally we start with the assessment committee and then 
hold a series of DDN meetings to lead a discussion of expectations. This item will move 
forward recognizing comments from Council members. Sam will generate an email to be 
sent to the assessment committee to help frame the idea. 
 

H. Gainful Employment Reporting (refer to Item 6.R, May 2012) 
i. Item 5.H Gainful Employment Reporting: There is a reminder to 

continue to have discussions on each campus. 
 
Sam noted that the Financial Aid Directors have all agreed that our certificate programs do 
not fall under this set of requirements because students enrolled in most of them are not 
eligible for financial aid. (Except one health care program at DSU and Cecelia says they 
report this one.) 
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As Sam has read the requirements and discussed the underlying issues with the Financial 
Aid Directors, he outlined for AAC the one small concern he still has.  A student who enrolls 
stating that he/she wants to pursue a certificate program cannot get financial aid.  
However, another student who is enrolled in a degree seeking program and declares 
interest in a certificate program can receive financial aid.  If the student drops out without 
a completing the degree requirements, by default the student has received financial aid for 
a certificate program, which may cause the system to get into a penalty situation. 
 
Having thought through this issue, Sam presented a policy solution stating we will only 
transcript certificates as part of a degree program. This requirement only captures 
undergraduate certificates since this set of rules focuses solely on undergraduate offerings.    
 
Since everyone is approaching the topic very cautiously and it seemed like everyone is 
aware of the questions raised, Sam said this item will be left alone for now because he 
believes the Financial Aid Directors are tracking it closely.  If it becomes a major area of 
contention in the future, we may need to revisit this.   
 
 

I. Academic Calendars/Weekly Classes (refer to Item 6.U, May 2012) 
i. Item 5.I Academic Calendars/Weekend Classes 

 
This item is here to create a clear statement of policy when questions come up about 
classes scheduled on weekends/holidays.  These most commonly come from Nursing 
Faculty. 
 
Sam explained we prepare a traditional academic calendar simply to remain in compliance 
with the expectations of accrediting bodies and the U.S. Department of Education. The fact 
that we identify certain days as class days is not material in the larger extent; it’s only 
material because in a traditional calendar we say classes happen Monday through Friday. It 
does not rule out classes on Saturdays, Sundays, or Holidays.  
 
Classes can be scheduled Saturdays and, with certain limitations, Sundays with full 
expectation that faculty can be assigned to cover these offerings. The precise language on 
the topic of classes on Saturdays, Sundays, and Holidays is covered in the second 
paragraph, Section 9.4 of the agreement with COHE. This section states, 
 

9.4 CONTRACT YEAR 
… 
With the exception of (1) faculty unit members during final examination periods as 
established by the academic calendar, (2) librarians, (3) other faculty unit members 
whose duties customarily require them to work on Sundays, and (4) all faculty unit 
members, for the purpose of participating in commencement exercises, no faculty 
unit member will have assigned duties on Sundays, or on days during breaks in the 
academic calendar when classes are not in session. Attendance at scheduled 
activities on those days will be voluntary, with the exceptions noted, and there will 
be no reprisals for nonattendance. 
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J. Approval and Reporting of Online Programs (refer to Item 6.V, May 2012) 
i. Item 5.J Approval and Reporting of Online Programs: Discussion 

on a policy issue. 
 
Sam confirmed that the HLC (Higher Learning Commission) has stated that if 60 or more 
hours (50% or more) of a 120-hour program can be completed online, than it’s an online 
program.  These must be reported to HLC as an online program.  
 
The BOR processes require institutions to commit to delivering all the courses required 
online before an offering is considered an online program.  In fact, as institution has to 
commit to this before Board approval can be sought.    
 
Chuck recognized that Board authorization to deliver a program online is not the same 
thing as approval by HLC. Sam responded by noting that in these cases, confusion has crept 
in.  There is an expectation that the institution is authorized by its Board to do everything 
that it is required to report to the Commission.  Sam noted there is a logical disconnect and 
presented an operating solution, which would include going back and having a discussion 
with Jack to change the policy for approving online programs and remove it from the new 
site process. Sam continued to explain that getting approval to take a program to a physical 
location should still require Board approval.  However, we no longer can be working in a 
situation where Board approval is required to deliver a program online because for all 
intents and purposes, the HLC will consider the majority programs at each institution as 
online offerings.   
 
Sam suggested we need to get Board recognition that the HLC expectation will be used and 
based on that expectation the majority of the programs offered on campuses are approved 
for online delivery. For any new programs, with the exception of those identified on 
campus only, online approval is included.   
 
 

K. Dual Credit –UNO  
i. Item 5.K Transcripting for Dual Credit/AP Courses  

 
Sam provided some background information on UNO’s College in the Classroom Program, 
which is tied to AP. All the students get transcripts from UNO and all are required to take 
AP exams so these students are coming to college with a transcript and an AP score. 
Historically, there have only been a few students with both so it has been taken care of on 
an ad-hoc basis.  However, now more parents and students are “negotiating”. If the student 
received an A, he/she wants the grade; if the student received a C, he/she wants the credit 
as validated by the score on the AP exam. In response to more students showing up with 
the transcript and score, the question of what we should be doing in this situation has come 
up.   
 
Sam proposed that the students’ grade should be used. Sam clarified that his logic follows 
from policies as outlined in the agenda item.  We limit the dual credit coursework we 
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accept and, by policy, we note that dual credit coursework needs to be validated if it is to be 
accepted in transfer.  AP is a recognized form of validation.  
 

L. Early Alert Update 
i. Item 5.L Early Alert System Update 

1. Discussion includes the following: 
 

Sam recommended to change language from faculty to staff on item #2; providing it would 
read as follows: “Use of a Progress Survey to Staff on the Following flags: Attendance, 
Missing Assignments, Low Participation, Low Grades/Test Scores.”  
 
Sam noted Student Affairs is taking the lead in this implementation process.  
 
Chuck wanted to make sure the meaning of ‘50% utilization’ is clarified to the Board, which 
is defined as 50% of the faculty in the pool who teach these select general education 
courses. 
 
Sam stated that StarFish allows the system to think about some of this differently because 
it can capture and use all available information. If a faculty member is using D2L, student 
engagement with course can be tracked and, through the interface of D2L and StarFish, it 
can be reported. The question would be whether or not that faculty gets counted as filling 
the attendance requirement and Sam said his answer would be yes, because there is 
information from the course being used by the system to monitor participation. Sam stated 
from his perspective, StarFish is a valuable tool because it is one of the best at aggregating 
information in other data systems. StarFish generates a report that identifies those 
students who need help.  Faculty and staff can focus on these.   
 
Chuck noted that it would be nicer to use StarFish to collect information at Midterm time 
because it lets users record a little more data but raised the idea that he wouldn’t want to 
get into a situation where the system has to use both StarFish and WebAdvisor. Sam 
commented that interfaces with StarFish are being built to pull information from multiple 
places.  
 
The update was presented at BOR meeting during Committee A. 
 
 

M. McGraw-Hill Campus 
i. Item 5.M McGraw-Hill Campus 

 
Sam states the questions here is what do we need to do. Sam provided the basics of the 
agreement stating, when this was raised by D2L team and moved forward, the general 
operating assumption was that this is an access issue. Now that it is operational, there will 
be a widget that will appear on the D2L page that brings users to the McGraw-Hill page 
anytime.  Faculty members will also have full access to McGraw-Hill e-resources for course 
being taught.   Faculty can provide students with limited access to those materials. Students 
have the option to purchase as well. 
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Paul added that the plan is to grow the McGraw-Hill widget into their test environment and 
then each universities D2L staff will begin to see how it functions with the goal to have it 
ready for when the fall semester starts. The D2L Steering Committee will work with the 
campuses to inform faculty about McGraw-Hill, while placing extra emphasis on using 
TurnItIn. Paul noted they want faculty to use TurnItIn as a primary tool this year, 
mentioning that the enterprise suite does plagiarize, grade mark, and peer review. 
 
Sam recommended setting up training sessions on how to implement the McGraw-Hill 
feature within coursework on campuses.  
 

N. System Placement Guidelines 
i. Item 5.N System Placement Guidelines 

 
Sam commented that the system is incorporating ACCUPLACER into the tools we can use 
for placement. To do that there has been a team working to modify the placement 
guidelines. Paul has been coordinating this project and provided an update. 
 
Paul stated that that all universities have gone through and reviewed the changes to the 
policies that are impacted. The longer process is making sure that the cut score we would 
like to begin to use align with what we have right now for Compass and ACT scores.  Paul 
noted that members of the appropriate Councils from each campus have agreed on where 
the scores were set.  
 
As a point of clarification, Paul commented that this is a process that will transition over 
the next year or two so if a student comes in with an ACCUPLACER score, once these 
guidelines are approved, then those students will not have to be re-tested; the score can be 
used. The best bet is to complete some manual coding/formatting in the immediate future 
when needed and not force students to test again if they don’t need to. 
 
The recommendation was to approve the proposed modifications to the System Placement 
Guidelines.  
 
 

Informational Items for Possible Discussion  
 

O. SDSU Faculty Senate: Graduate Tuition Remission Resolution (refer to Item 
6.X, May 2012) 

i. Item 5.O SDSU Faculty Senate Resolution –Tuition Remission: 
Resolution was received from SDSU’s Faculty Senate on tuition 
remission for graduate students.   

 
Sam stated that this was passed onto Monte’s task force, which was put together to look at 
tuition structures, for their consideration.  
 
Chuck commented that Affordable Health Care is a considerable interest to USD graduate 
students and was interested to know how they can push that issue. 
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Sam responded that he will pass the topic of offering paid insurance to graduate students 
along to Monte. Sam recommended for someone from ACC be included in the group.  

 
 

P. Plus/Minus Grading (refer to Item 6.S, May 2012) 
i. Item 5.P Plus/Minus Grading 

 
Sam stated that there is now a three-three tie with SDSU, SDSM&T, and NSU for Plus/Minus 
Grading and USD, BHSU, and DSU opposed.  Sam continued by stating that this will 
therefore be referred to Faculty-Senate Leadership (Presidents) sometime this fall to 
discuss.  
 
The faculty discussion group will conduct further analysis with the option to ask 
students/others on campus for input. Sam noted the group has to agree on specifics.  The 
expectation is that they will make a recommendation. Sam stated one topic of discussion 
might be is it optional or required.  Taking this a step further, it is important to ensure 
equity in the grading system being used when there are certain system issues. There was 
agreement that this approach makes sense.  
 
 

Q. Certificate Awarded (refer to Item 6.Y, May 2012) 
i. Item 5.Q Certificates Awarded  

 
Sam commented that in the last few years there have been a significant number of new 
certificate programs approved.  He added that the members of the Board think this is a 
good approach.  However, he pointed out that the data show that the majority of the 
certificate programs offered have very few if any completers. 
 
Sam offered the idea that if universities are going to offer certificate programs, they need to 
tie to something. If faculty in history want to do one on interpretation, they need to be 
talking to students about it. From Sam’s perspective things like that are really good in 
certificate programs because if a student graduates with a degree in history, there are 
multiple interpretative opportunities and this certificate might make sense. 
 
Sam observed the idea to continue to increase the number of certificates but we need to 
make sure these options are marketed for students to increase the number awarded.  If 
there is no interest, they should be deleted. 
   
 

R. Executive Order 13607 –FA Award Letters for Veterans 
i. Item 5.R Executive Order 13607 –FA Award Letters for Veterans   

 
Sam noted campuses should respond committing to this item. USD, SDSU and BHSU stated 
they have already responded by email in compliance. Tom mentioned NSU was waiting 
until the Vice Presidents had their meeting to respond. 
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S. Memorandums of Understanding –Mines and ITU 
i. Item 5.S Cooperative Agreements –SDSMT   

 
The South Dakota School of Mines and Technology has submitted a cooperative agreement 
with Istanbul Technical University, Istanbul, Turkey to be considered by the Board in 
August, 2012. 


