
Draft Draft Draft 

 

~ 1 ~ 
 

ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
September 6, 2012 

BOR Conference Room (2nd floor) 
Board of Regents Office – Pierre, South Dakota 

      9:00 A.M.  
 

MINUTES 
 
The Academic Affairs Council met in the BOR Conference Room at the Board of Regents 
Office on Thursday, September 6, 2012 with the following persons participating:  BHSU, 
Rod Custer; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Tom Hawley; SDSMT, Duane Hrncir; SDSU, 
Laurie Nichols and Mary Kay Helling; USD, Kurt Hackemer; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Sydney 
Bartunek and Katie Boehnke; Smarter Balanced, Robert Stein with Barbara Basel, Paul 
Gough, Janice Minder, Paul Turman, and Daniel Palmer joining for part of the meeting. 
 

1. Agenda– Additions, Changes, and Approval 
A. No additions 

 
2. Minutes – The minutes for the following meetings were approved. 

A. April 2012 
B. May 2012 
C. June 2012 

 
3. Consent Agenda Items 

A. Program Modifications 
1. No report 

B. Course Modifications 
1. Northern State University  

 Approved to move forward. –New Course Request: MUS 743, 
MUS 772, GER 302 

 The proposals will move onto the Interim Actions Approved by 
the Executive Director.   

2. Dakota State University 
 Approved to move forward –New Course Requests: CSC 586, 

712, 714, 716, 718, 744, INFS 768, INFS 770 –Revised Course 
Requests: CSC 705, 710, 720 –Authority to Offer an Existing 
Common Core: CSC 533,547, 791, 792, 798  

 Sam requested DSU to complete a soft check on their Data 
Structures course to make sure it is unique.  

 The proposals will move onto the Interim Actions Approved by 
the Executive Director.   

C. Reports 
1. No report 
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4. New Programs 
A. New Program Requests 

1. Northern State University: There was an addition presented by Paul 
Gough which included: Minor in Sports Management.  
 

B. New Certificate Requests 
1. DSU –Information Systems, Business Analytics Certificate 

 The proposals will move onto Sept. COPS/Oct. BOR  
 

C. New Site Requests 
1. No report 

 
D. Intent to Plan Requests 

1. Paul Gough noted an addition: SDSU’s MA in Mass Communication 
proposal that will move onto Sept. COPS/Oct. BOR 
 

5. Policy Revision and Development 
A. BOR Policy Revisions 

1. BOR Policy 3:14 –CISI Study Abroad Trip Insurance and Foreign 
National Inbound Medical Evacuation and Repatriation  
 

Janice noted that a several years back she and Sam worked with a group of Study 

Abroad/International representatives to implement Study Abroad Trip Insurance for those 

students studying/traveling aboard and at that point in time there was a decision not to 

include anyone but students in that mandatory requirement. Janice continued to tell the 

council that a few years ago we had a faculty member pass away on a trip and it took an 

extensive amount of work with the family and the campus to retrieve the body.  

Most recently at the last COPS meeting, Janice stated she asked the presidents how they felt 

about providing this benefit to faculty/staff that are traveling aboard, or on university 

business, etc. The council presidents agreed that Trip Insurance is a benefit that needs to 

be provided for faculty/staff so to go ahead and change the policy. 

Janice mentioned as she was modifying the policy, she took into consideration the time 

needed for implementation so the policy implementation does not take effect until January 

2013. Janice stated she has reached out to the HR Director to see how Trip Insurance will 

work as a benefit for those faculty/staff using it and also contacted Paul Turman to get this 

item in discussion at RAC. The option on looking at other vendors may be of interest in the 

future as well with the current vendor charging monthly fees of about $36.    

Sam noted an issue rose at USD regarding the spouse and children traveling along with 

faculty/staff without any formal responsibilities. Sam stated we need to get policies in 

place concerning this issue because the informal policies used in the past have not worked. 
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The new spouse/children policy should state their role, responsibilities, and expectations 

for participation.      

2. BOR Policy 2:5 –BGS (Ready Adult Learners): Sam noted this item 
comes from a question at USD related to the Bachelor degree in General 
Studies to revisit the accepted credits from community colleges.  
 

South Dakota’s policy states that institutions will accept up to 50% of the required credits 

of any baccalaureate program in transferred from a community college. The logic behind 

the policy in place is that community colleges are accredited to offer two years transferable 

to baccalaureate programs. Robert mentioned AAC might want to look at the instance 

where a university only accepted 60 lower division credits from 2-year colleges but they 

accepted more than 60 from other 4-year institutions (70-75) and the 2-year colleges 

started to call that sector-discrimination, described as discriminating against a student 

solely by where they were coming from and this issue caused a lot of attention.  

Sam commented that there are systems that established limits but they tend to be higher 

than 60 or some systems state they have their requirements and students need to meet 

those requirements for credits hours in the major; so those standards are applied to 

students transferring in and if they can graduate with 80 lower level credits, it does not 

matter where those credits came from. 

Discussion among the council confirmed there should be a change in the policy and the 

revision will start with the BGS and then be brought back to look at other programs.    

Each institution should begin discussion of this item on their campuses with curriculum 

committees. Sam will draft a proposed revision to the policy that will solely focus on the 

BGS at this time to bring to October AAC. 

B. MOCC Issues 
1. Enforcement of Pre-requisites  

 
Sam noted there is a unanimous decision to develop an automated message to go to the 

student, as well as, the advisor if a student fails a pre-requisite. A secondary process will 

include a list that would go to the Deans or otherwise noted specific person. Sam will 

inform MOCC of what the council has agreed upon and ask them to design the process, tell 

us what it would look like and where the defaults are.  

Duane requested to add discussion about limits put on withdrawals to the next agenda.  

C. Implementation of the Smarter Balanced Assessment System: Robert 
Stein joined the discussion to provide background information on the 
implementation of the Smarter Balanced Assessment System. 
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Sam noted Roberts’s responsibility with Smarter Balanced is to work with people, like 

System Vice Presidents, to make sure campuses are receiving updates so we can best 

position ourselves here in South Dakota and also to include our opinion as we move toward 

the goal of a common nationwide assessment. The general idea is that the 11th grade high 

school assessment will determine college readiness nationwide. Sam added that at this 

time since different scores mean different things for institutions in several states, the goal 

is to come up with something more common.  

Robert stated that Smarter Balanced contracted with him because the separate states tend 

to develop their own set of accountability systems so naturally it varies which then 

prevents comparison across the states. Robert continued to say what the chief state school 

officers did was lock arms with governors across political parties and state we are going to 

develop a common standard and create assessments to allow for comparison across states. 

In addition, the federal government is supporting two consortiums in their developments, 

including Smarter Balanced and PARCC. The intention by the federal government is that 

they are two consortiums across the country with two tests; therefore there is not a single 

common test.      

Robert noted that for Smarter Balanced the mission from the beginning is to create an early 

warning system for career and college readiness. The consortium hired regional 

consultants to help engage Higher Education in the process through relaying 

communication from Smarter Balanced to institutions and from institution back to Smarter 

Balanced. Robert encouraged each institution to share concerns, complaints, suggestions, 

and questions with him. 

As the discussion continued, Robert stated he will establish what are and are not the 

challenges looking forward to the implementation that will impact higher education. 

Common content standards in Math and English were defined and 46 states have adopted 

them. Higher Ed was involved but not to the extent that many would of preferred. The 

content standards are available for Higher Ed to review and weigh in on. The next sets of 

agendas become two-folds for Higher Ed. The first is called Common Core State Standards 

Implementation (CCSSI), which will include Teacher Ed programs undergoing revision so 

that the new teachers will be aware of what their students will be held too in the 

implementation in 2014-2015. The question that surfaces is how are teacher reviews, 

revisions, and professional development going to be carried out? CCSSI is all within the 

funnel of the teacher workforce and how to bridge the gap between how they were trained 

and how they will be trained and how to deal with that.  

Some states are Smarter Balanced states and others are PARCC states. Smarter Balanced 

has 21 states that are governing and 4 advising states and PARCC has 19 states governing 

and 4 advising states. Smarter Balanced accounts for 35% of the school-aged children of 
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public schools in U.S. and PARCC accounts for 43% and there are 6 states that didn’t join or 

sign onto either consortium the represents 15.8%. There are a few state, 5.4%, that are 

participating in both consortiums.  

Robert continued by stating details on what Smarter Balanced has been asked to do with 

the $175 million they were given. The Smarter Balanced agenda is not a Teacher Ed 

agenda, but designed to help educators understand how to interpret the results of new 

assessments. Smarter Balanced and PARCC have been challenged to complete the following 

tasks:  

 Develop and Validate a new assessment  
 Define college and career ready  
 Look at the utilization of the results of the new assessment to determine whether it 

is useful and whether it means the student college ready or not  
 Determine if the assessment will serve as an early-warning system for college 

readiness 
 

Robert noted three groups of students, discussed with Sam, which will be emerging after 

taking an 11th grade test. First group being those ‘Not on Track’, who are defined as 

deficient and will need to do something if there are not going into remediation. Second 

group are those who are “On Track” and will need to do some additional things to continue 

on track throughout their senior year to be ready for college. The third group is the 

students who are truly “Advanced” and should start to take college credit. Robert 

presented a fourth group that is related to SDSMT, in which a student is “Advanced within 

Context of Discipline” and could begin courses for a specific discipline, which include those 

typically offered at SDSMT. Robert stated the 11th grade test would serve as the first broad 

look at each student to tell him/her if they will or won’t have to have remediation at an 

institution. The major push from K-12 wanting colleges to use the 11th grade test for 

placement is so the students will take the test seriously. K-12 is looking to use that idea as a 

handle to make the test some form of high-stakes test and to help provide with an accurate 

listed appraisal of what students know and what they are to do in the future.  

Robert commented that overall this implementation means that Higher Ed is being asked to 

be involved in the following: 1) Develop content and test items, 2) Set performance 

standards (How many groups? What are they called? What cut-score ranges will there be?), 

and 3) Evaluation of tests usefulness (Can the test be used for both defining college 

readiness and as a tool for the initial cut of remediation students and non-remediation 

students?). 

Robert stated several items that should be discussion on campuses. 1) There is a hidden 

agenda that if high school students literally master English and Math at the 11th grade level, 

then what does it mean for Higher Ed entry level curriculum and how do institutions get 
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faculties to focus on what that means for curriculum revisions. 2) Higher Ed should be 

engaged in the conversation about 8th grade testing.  3) Also, Robert noted that states 

should look at their placement policy in general to answer questions like, is placement 

mandatory/voluntary? 4) One thing Robert would like to see changed in South Dakota is to 

make problems owned jointly by Higher Ed and K-12. 5) The term “open-enrollment 

institution” should be evaluated and discussed.  

 Robert noted that Smarter Balanced has decided that as of now this process is not about 

selling the test but rather about high school to college agenda and reframing the 

conversation so Smarter Balanced is talking to faculty about content, disciplinary interest 

and relationship/collaboration between high schools and colleges in terms of student 

pathways.   

To end the discussion, Robert mentioned that Sam will nominate two people (One Math 

and one English) to attend a workshop to serve as the start of a conversation, talk about the 

college ready definition for the state, and to begin to work on the achievement level 

descriptors. Each state will then get to send only one of nominated Higher Ed 

representatives and at the end of the workshop Draft 1 will be developed and sent to all.  

Sam noted that South Dakota is doing a good job of engaging Math and English faculty in 

these processes and further recommended that institutions start getting other people one 

campus engaged (Senates, Curriculum Committees, etc.) and push the discussion of college 

ready. 

Tom mentioned that he would like to see South Dakota get back to the P-20 discussion 

because that is where the infrastructure is in place and discussion can really begin. Robert 

commented that in previous experience in other states keeping a P-20 agenda alive has 

been a challenge.   

D. Common Online Graduate Application: Through discussion the council 
confirmed that the idea of designing a common online graduate application is 
no longer of interest.  

 
E. Class Attendance Guidelines and Policies: This item arose at Dr. Custer’s 

request to discuss each institution’s expectations for attendance, especially as 
we begin using Starfish.  
 

Sam highlighted each intuitions class attendance guidelines and policies. Laurie noted that 

SDSU redid their class attendance expectations because it was a huge issue for their faculty 

senate. The review was based heavily on faculty input and has proven to be helpful. Sam 

suggested as campuses work on their guideline/polices to include an appeal process. As 

issues arise, institutions need to know what procedures they will use if there isn’t a 

uniform policy.  
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The Student Federation representatives met recently and Sam gave an update on 

information they wanted passed along. Sam noted sometimes quality and rigor get 

confused and representatives stated they want quality, adding they have no problem with 

rigor as long as it’s driving towards quality. Council members will receive more 

information on this item at the next meeting, as Daniel is preparing an analysis of GPA 

inflation.      

Sam asked council members if it would be helpful to establish a policy statement at the 

system level on class attendance. The general consensus was that class attendance should 

be left to institutions to decide for now.  

F. Program Productivity Reporting: Sam encouraged each institution to look 
at their number of declared majors because that is what we will be looking at 
in the short term.  
 

Sam will prepare a summary for the Board and will send it out for review prior to the 

meeting. This item will move to Sept. COPS as a discussion item. 

G. Providing Required Accommodations for Off-Campus Students 
 

This item is regarding an issue at NSU and was sent to discuss by AAC from BAC. Sam 

clarified that students requiring accommodations for courses should be dealing with the 

institution offering the course and not the home institution. This was discussed by SAC a 

few years ago and processes were established. 

H. Complying with the Program Integrity Rules – Approval for Delivery of 
Online Programs 
 

The recommendation moving forward is to align the two definitions of an online program 

(HLC’s & South Dakota’s), by stating that every new program will be defaulted as an online 

and if there is a program that does not want to be offered online, it must state that clearly 

in the approval process.  

Will move to Sept. COPS as a discussion item. 

I. Hiring Practices – Background Check 
 

Sam recommended that all institutions complete background checks for Graduate 

Assistants, Adjuncts, and summer workers since we do have the authorization to complete 

the checks and it save any issues from occurring.  

J. Cooperative Agreement –USD 
1. This item will move to Sept. COPS as an informational item. 
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K. AAC Meeting Calendar for 2013 
1. Usually AAC will meet the half-day before the BOR meeting 
2. As of now, we will go with the full day in April  
3. We will leave 14-15 for May until a later date 
4. Sam noted the calendar is subject to change and the council will confirm 

closer to the set dates if AAC will need the one or two days for meeting 
each month.  
 

L. Items from Board Retreat: Sam gave an update on the following two topics 
of discussion at the Board Retreat. 
 

Credit by Validation:  Sam stated that if ACE is recommending that credit be awarded, 

then we follow the recommendation.  

Credit earned through validation methods other than nationally recognized examinations is 

limited to a maximum of 30 hours of credit for baccalaureate degrees and 15 hours of 

credit for associate degrees.  

In addition, credit for college level courses granted through nationally recognized 

examinations such as CLEP, AP, DANTES, etc., will be evaluated and accepted for transfer if 

equivalent to Regental courses and the scores are consistent with Regental policies.  

When validation credits are accepted, equivalent courses are recorded on the transcript 

but are not calculated into the grade point average.  

Credit by Validation initially came up through questions from the Sioux Falls University 

Center. Sam stated after gathering information from all institutions on how to approach 

this discussion, the general agreement was that everyone is okay with where we are 

currently and given the level of demand, we will most likely stay there.  

Sam noted the process that CAEL has established to award credit. As stated, students pay 

$500 to enroll in a course that teaches them about the different types of prior learning 

assessments (portfolios, exams, etc…), as well as, how to develop a portfolio and then if the 

student would like the portfolio assessed they have to pay $250 for 1-12 credits or $500 for 

13-24 credits. Sam noted that a student would have to pay a minimum of $750 to engage in 

the CAEL process, while $750 is more than South Dakota universities charge for a 3 credit 

course; so, we are better off served continuing to do what we are doing internally because 

as Sam recalled the fees for doing an evaluation of a portfolio is under $150.  

Sam mentioned he did ask Daniel to do an analysis of transcripts to find out how much 

credit by validation students are awarded annually. 

Sam noted if institutions have data about this on their campuses to send it in.  
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Academic Quality: Sam stated this issue discusses what academic quality is and how do 

we know what it is.  

Sam commented that from his perspective, the system talks about how to help students 

become better communicators but never asks them to communicate anything orally or in 

writing as part of our system assessments anywhere. Sam stated writing is the first area to 

focus on and as we talk about remediation and placement there may be discussion to 

require the ACT writing score, not necessarily for admission, just as a requirement to help 

understand what the writing skills are at the entry level. Then as part of the sophomore 

year, a second writing exercise could be implemented that could be assessed in some way 

to see if all students can write a desired level through evaluations. This would be done in 

addition to the CAAP exam. 

Sam stated that one of the other things we might want to do is train faculty across the 

campus how to do assessments, which would show that all are responsible for the 

evaluation of writing.  

Item will move to Sept. COPS as a discussion item. 

M. Review of Curricular Forms and Processes  
 

Sam mentioned comments made by SDSU; one suggestion being to develop strategies to 

manage the amount of time spent filling out and editing paper forms. Sam continued by 

reminding the group that a few years ago AAC looked at a curricular managing tool, 

developed by Decision Academic, which was estimated to cost $60,000 for a system-wide 

implementation but there wasn’t consensus that tool was something worth investing in. 

Also, in the last couple months Sam noted he has received emails from firms that are 

developing mass market tools that manage curriculum on campuses. 

Cecelia mentioned that DSU uses e-forms or electronic fillable forms for their curriculum 

process that are on a Shared Drive with only one person able to open the document at a 

time. Cecelia stated DSU would share their fillable form with the other campuses for use 

and review. Sam noted that the Board will not give up the responsibility of approving off-

site proposals to the universities/centers as it was suggested by USD. 

Sam offered the idea of first looking at the forms in total to answer the question of whether 

we actually need all the information that is being asked for. Second would be to have 

further discussions with colleagues at DSU to see if the process they have could be exported 

to the other campuses. Finally, we would look for ways to invest money in this project to 

make it more robust.  

Kurt mentioned USD will work on suggestions regarding the New Course Requests. Sam 

noted he will look at the process of program form #1 Emphasis in an Existing Major. 
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Sam will divide up the existing forms between the institutions for review. All 

recommendations should be brought to the next AAC meeting. Sam noted he will have 

some discussions regarding this item with Jack and Paul as well. 

N. Student Teaching in Private/Religious Schools 
 

Sam clarified that student teachers may be placed in private schools if and only if the 

services required of the student are secular in nature. Student teachers may not participate 

in any duties as a student teacher involving religious indoctrination, practice, or 

instruction. 

Reframing this, a chemistry student placed in a private school can be expected to teach 

chemistry classes that follow a common curriculum, supervise pre-school activities and 

engage in any other similar activities that are part of the “typical” public school day. 

Further, the evaluation criteria and standards should be the same as those of student 

teachers in public school settings.  

Sam mentioned this would be a good topic for each institution’s Teacher Education 

programs to hear about.  

Sam noted this item will go to the Education Discipline Council as well.   

O. SDBOR Survey Planning (DP) 
 

Paul Turman announced there will be two different surveys conducted on campuses that 

will be used to compile information which include: the Mobile Computing survey for faculty 

and students and the Title 9 Survey for students only looking at their interest in athletics.  

Daniel will send these surveys to the institutions at the appropriate times with the 

template language and then each campus can distribute them to the students.   

P. Implementation of Starfish and Ellucian Solutions: Janice provided an 
update on both the Starfish and Ellucian Solutions implementation processes. 
  

Janice noted there has been progress made over the last few weeks with the Starfish 

integration. Everything that needs to be set up functionally is in place but there are 

struggles with the third-party vendor hired by Starfish to implement the integration. Janice 

stated she believes firmly that this vendor was not ready to handle a system approach and 

the vendor is going to share a lot of the work they are developing for us with other clients. 

Janice announced that October 31st, 2012 has been set for the integration to be done with 

Colleague, D2L, and Pearson. With Pearson, there are two types of grade books (MLL & 

MLP) that will be pulled into Starfish to help accommodate faculty. Currently, there are 

campuses that are testing and with any challenges Janice has contacted the appropriate 
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people to help them along. Training for Starfish is set for the month of November. The 

intent will be to go live for the spring semester. The scale for going live will be a small 

group of courses to allow institutions to work through the kinks.  

Janice noted Starfish’s ability to automated/generated flags based on logic and as of now 

the system is set to trigger a flag at a D grade level. For the first pilot groups the flags will 

be turned on so the faculty/users can see it while we will not initiate emails to students, 

rather we will look at it through the student success center (instructional advising) to 

answer the questions of how we should react and do we have it set up right.  

 

Q. AP Guideline Revisions –USD coursework (PT): Paul noted the changes in 
USD’s coursework are in the Spanish courses that students can get credit for.  
 

Paul mentioned he circulated this topic to the campuses asking for other issues that might 

exist and no others were identified.   These guidelines will be updated upon AAC approval.  

 
R. South Dakota CCA Meeting 

 
Katie noted the layout of the Complete College American (CCA) meeting scheduled for 

September 17th in Pierre. The main focus of the meeting will be on improving remediation 

delivery methods in South Dakota. CCA is bringing in real-life experts to discuss ways we 

can improve remediation, what they have done locally, and how they have been successful. 

Tom stated his interest in the RFP that will be coming out of the meeting and what 

institutions can do in terms of putting things together of remediation. Katie stated the 

South Dakota Win website has a list of programs that campuses can utilize, if they aren’t 

already and that includes a few suggestions but Katie noted institutions are always open to 

present new ideas. 

 
S. Adjunct Faculty Analysis: Daniel provided an overview of the major 

highlights in the report which looks at the number of adjunct faculty in our 
system using section size data from FY2011 and only state-support sections. 
 

Daniel noted that the analysis looks at the instructors through an array of demographic and 

workload indicators. This is measured within three main faculty groups: 1) 

students/graduate assistants, 2) adjuncts/term, and 3) tenure/tenure track. The report 

compares these three groups to see what types of sections each taught and how many 

students were in present in each section.  
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Daniel stated that on the first couple pages, the report is looking at characteristics of the 

faculty themselves. Table 2 shows about 2200 faculty members who taught sections in 

FY2011 and about 46% of these were tenure/tenure track with the rest being either 

students or adjuncts. More specifically, within Table 3 about 56% percent of those 

adjuncts/term teaching were not benefit eligible and 44% were eligible.  

Moving on to Table 10, Daniel stated that the table shows a break-out of the sections taught 

by faculty with adjuncts/term teaching about 31% of sections, while tenure/tenure track 

teach about 62% and students/GTAs at 7%. Sam noted that the point he really highlighted 

for Dr. Warner come from Tables 10 and 11. If you split Table 10 information out further, it 

shows that 60% of those sections are taught by benefit eligible adjunct, which makes the 

overall number of sections taught by faculty listing our institutions as their primary 

employer around 85-90%. 

Daniel continued by describing Table 30 on page 5, which includes break-out of course 

section delivered by the three groups as cross-tabulated by instructional method. He noted 

that clinical experience, clinical laboratory, and physical education activity are almost 

taught exclusively by adjuncts/term faculty. Daniel stated Table 32 on page 5 offers what 

the average faculty member figures look like. The average faculty member across all types 

taught 6.6 sections with an average of 115.4 students for the year and an average of about 

19.4 students per section.  

Daniel noted that Tables 46-52 on page 11 offer the same information on page 9 but 

excludes all independent study sections.  

T. 2012-2013 Discipline Councils: Institutions should send all 
updates/changes of Discipline Council members to Sydney. Sam noted this 
item will move to Sept. COPS as an informational item. 

 
U. ACT-to-CAAP Gains Reporting: Paul noted ACT modified their reporting 

structure to employ a series of “cut points” that effectively eliminate local 
replication.  
 

Paul stated the important question is that are institutions using the CAAP Gains analysis on 

campus for accreditation purposes to validate anything more than just the proficiency level of 

students. It costs about $400 a year for each institution to get the data from ACT. Paul noted that 

the Board would most likely be willing to not include the ACT report in the annual report but will 

make the recommendation that we perform our own analysis internally that would allow for a year-

to-year comparison. This would have to been done at the system level and we would have to justify 

that we are using a different approach than ACT has always used.  

Sam recommended that if ACT reports it then we should continue to use it.  
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V. 2012-2013 IPEDS Data Collection Changes: Barbara Basel shared what the 
significant changes in the IPEDS Data Collection function means for 
institutions. 
   

Barbara noted her goal was to make council members aware and then each institution 

should go back to their campus and see what additional questions each institutional 

reporting group and HR Directors might have.  

Barbara stated that the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) have made several 

changes to the requirements that impact the employee records in Banner. The main change 

being new occupational categories to replace the current primary function/occupational 

activity. Employees should now be identified as the following:  

Instruction only –Persons whose specific assignments customarily are made for the 

purpose of providing instruction or teaching, 

Instruction combined with research and/or public service –Persons for whom it is not 

possible to differentiate between instruction or teaching, research, and public 

service because each of these functions is an integral component of his/her regular 

assignment.  

Research –Persons whose specific assignments customarily are made for the 

purpose of conducting research.  

Public Service –Persons whose specific assignments customarily made for the 

purpose of carrying out public service activities such as agricultural extension 

services, clinical services, or continuing education.  

Barbara noted there has also been changing in the primary functions for graduate students: 

Teaching, Research and Other. Graduate Assistants who primarily perform teaching duties 

should be assigned to the instruction pool. Those performing non-teaching duties, such as 

research, should be assigned to the Standard Occupational Categories that best relate to the 

work performed.  

Sam recommended the following set of instruction: 

When it comes to any tenure or tenure-track faculty they will be categorized as 

Instruction combined with research and/or public service. 

When it comes to people who are solely adjunct, simply hired to teach a course, they 

are Instruction only. 

With the new term, Instructor Rank, they are in general Instruction only. If a person 

it appointed to a Research Rank, they are Research only.  
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If a person is split between two categories, choose to list them as whichever takes 

their primary attention or 51% or more.  

Barbara announced the last day to complete the data collection report is February 2nd so 

there is more time to establish data clean-up.  

Laurie asked what institutions should list Department Chairs as. Barbara commented that 

they are defaulted in as Administration but if campuses need to alter that default, they can. 

The programmers have a working session the week of the September 17th in Pierre to make 

sure the new structure the Banner system is working well with the target report for IPEDS, 

so if they are questions please send them in either before or after as follow-up questions.  

Informational Items for Discussion: 

Academic Calendars: For clarification the Monday after Easter is now a class day in 2013-

2020 Academic Calendars. 

StraighterLine: As a reminder, since StraighterLine is running through ACE credit 

approval, campuses will accept this credit. Sam will send out an email stating how we can 

do a campus review/assessment of courses.   

 

 


