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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
November 8, 2012 

Conference Call 
(605) 773-2303 PW 3226# 

8:30 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. CT 
 

MINUTES 
 
The Academic Affairs Council met via conference call on Thursday, November 8, 2012 with 
the following persons participating:  BHSU, Rod Custer and Curtis Card; DSU, Cecelia 
Wittmayer; NSU, Tom Hawley; SDSMT, Mike Gunn; SDSU, Laurie Nichols and Mary Kay 
Helling; USD, Kurt Hackemer and Deborah Dodge; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Trudy Zalud, 
Sydney Bartunek, and Katie Boehnke with Janice Minder and Daniel Palmer joining for part 
of the meeting. 
 

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

 
2. Minutes 

A. September 2012 
1. The minutes are still under review and will be brought to the next AAC 

meeting. 
 

3. Consent Agenda Items 
A. Program Modifications 

1. University of South Dakota 
 

The University of South Dakota has submitted the following program modifications 

requests. These proposals will move forward to COPS in March and BOR in April. 

Substantive Program Modifications 
 Special Education, M.A., Multicategorical SPED K-12 Specialization 
 Basic Biomedical Sciences, Ph.D. 
 
2. South Dakota State University 

 
South Dakota State University has submitted the following program modifications requests. 

These proposals will move forward to COPS in March and BOR in April. 

Substantive Program Modifications 
 Agriculture Education, Communication and Leadership Major: Leadership 

Specialization  
 Business Minor  
 Computer Science Minor  
 Dietetics Major  



Draft Draft – November AAC Draft 

 

~ 2 ~ 
 

 Ecology and Environmental Science Major 
 Family and Consumer Sciences Education Major  
 Financial Planning for Family and Farm Certificate  
 Geographic Information Sciences Graduate Minor  
 Geographic Information Sciences Major  
 Hospitality Management Major  
 Human Sciences: Adult Development in the Workplace Specialization  
 Human Sciences: Family and Consumer Sciences Education Specialization  
 Human Sciences: Family and Community Service Specialization  
 Human Sciences: Financial Planning for Family and Farm  
 Human Sciences: Merchandising Specialization  
 Industrial Management M.S.  
 Merchandising Certificate  
 Plant Science M.S.  
 Sociology M.S.  
 Sociology Ph.D.  
 Studio Arts Major  
 Swine Science Certificate  

 
Program Placement on Inactive Status/Termination 

 Nursing M.S. and Post Mater’s Certificate –Family Nurse Practitioner 
 Physical Education Minor 
 Sociology Ph.D. Specializations: Demography, Social Deviance; and Social 

Organization  
 Zoology Minor 

 

3. Black Hills State University 
 

Black Hills State University has submitted the following program modifications requests. 

These proposals will move forward to COPS in March and BOR in April. 

Substantive Program Modifications 
 Industrial Technology Major 

 
Sam stated that historically the system paid little attention to the assignment of CIP codes 

at the program level.  Rather, because of the formula used, control was established at the 

course level..  He went on to add that he applauds SDSU’s review of program CIP codes and 

if the other campuses have time to go in and review the codes to see if they make sense that 

would be of some value since these codes are used for IPEDS reporting as well as to 

coordinate program reviews within the system. All proposed program modifications were 

approved to move forward to the November COPS and December BOR meetings. 

 



Draft Draft – November AAC Draft 

 

~ 3 ~ 
 

B. Course Modifications 
1. General Education Revisions 

 
Sam stated that he had a discussion with Laurie about the request to include a set of 

Informatics courses as meeting the Social Sciences, Math, and Natural Science GenEd 

Requirement. It is clear from reading the materials submitted that the proposed courses 

talk about the application of, for example, Social Sciences of quantitative literacy. Sam 

noted that from his view of general education, each course included must speak to basic 

understanding that guides inclusion in the general education curriculum. Sam stated this is 

the big question he raised with Laurie in all three Informatics courses and the institution 

responded with sound justifications. Laurie noted that SDSU put together an Informatics 

minor about 5 years ago and it showed little activity for a few years but with SDSU 

currently working on increasing the data-driven decision making in all majors, the 

institution has focused on strengthening the Informatics minor and getting it out across 

campus so that more students enroll. Laurie added SDSU believes this is a way of the future 

and that all graduates need to have data/analytics capabilities regardless of what area they 

are in. 

 Laurie noted that if the Informatics 201 course could fulfill the mathematics requirement 

for students who place higher than 102 then those students would be able to go on and 

complete the minor, allowing students to take a well-rounded curriculum in 120 credits 

and still graduate in 4 years. Sam stated that SDSU is currently the only institution offering 

Informatics for undergraduates so from a narrow perspective this would not affect others. 

However, he went on to state that this would signal a philosophical change to how general 

education has operated in the system with only courses with MATH prefixes fulfilling the 

specific math requirement. Kurt noted that in principle this is a good idea, especially in 

context to the 120 hour degrees. Curtis asked if INFO 201 had been taken to the Math 

Discipline Council and Sam responded that the course has not but Sam’s suggestion is that 

the courses be reviewed by the Discipline Council and Faculty Senate. Laurie agreed that 

courses should be taken to the Discipline Council for review to make sure they are meeting 

certain expectations and threshold for the SGR but doesn’t believe the Senate will be able to 

provide very much feedback. All other institutions agreed sending it to the Math Discipline 

Council would be the best option.      

Sam stated that the SDSU’s INFO 101, 102, and 201 revisions will be held until further 

review by the Discipline Council is completed and then if there is agreement these will be 

moved to the BOR in April.  All other general education revisions have been approved to 

move forward to November COPS and December BOR meetings. 
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2. Black Hills State University 
 

Black Hills State University has submitted the following course modifications. These 

proposals will move forward to Dr. Warner for review and will be reported in the Interim 

Actions report for the April BOR meeting. 

Authority to Offer Existing Common Course 
 MCOM 485 Science Writing 
 PE 354L Prevention and Care of Athletic Injuries Lab 

 
Revised Course Request: Common Course 

 PE 354L Prevention and Care of Athletic Injuries Lab 
 HLTH 251 First Aid and CPR 

 
3. Northern State University 

 
Northern State University has submitted the following new course requests and course 

modifications. These proposals will move forward to Dr. Warner for review and will be 

reported in the Interim Actions report for the April BOR meeting. 

New Course Requests 
 MCOM ART 432 Painting IV  
 GER 420 German for Reading Knowledge 
 MUS 715 Music Theory Analysis for the Educator 
 MUS 716 Technology for Music Educators 
 MUS 721 Performance Practice and Literature 
 MUS 723 Performance Practice and Literature II 
 MUS 735 American Music Survey 
 MUS 751 Advanced Conducting 
 MUS 752 Advanced Rehearsal Techniques 
 MUS 766 School Music Administration 
 MUS 775 Foundations of Music Education, History/Trends 
 MUS 782 Foundations of Music Education, Psychology/Philosophy 
 MUS 785 General Music Pedagogy 
 MUS 777 Curriculum Writing  

 
Authority to Offer Existing Common Course 

 THEA 403 Design/Technical Theatre Studio 
 

Inactive Status 
 Paraprofessional Education (AS) 
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4. University of South Dakota 
 

The University of South Dakota has submitted the following new course requests. These 

proposals will move forward to Dr. Warner for review and will be reported in the Interim 

Actions report for the April BOR meeting. 

New Course Requests 
 CPHD 710 Hallmarks of Cancer I 
 CPHD 711 Hallmarks of Cancer II 
 CPHD 713 Modern Approaches in Cancer Biology 
 CPHD 714 Novel Topics in Cancer Biology 
 HSC/PHPH 111 Introduction to Research 
 HSC/PHPH 222 Undergraduate Research 
 HSC/PHPH 312 Undergraduate Research II 
 SUST 421 Sustaining the Human Food Supply 
 SUST 489 Sustainability Capstone 
 THEA 483 Ballet III 

 
5. South Dakota State University 

 
South Dakota State University has submitted the following new course requests and course 

modifications. These proposals will move forward to Dr. Warner for review and will be 

reported in the Interim Actions report for the April BOR meeting. 

New Course Requests 
 ARTD 304 Motion Graphics 
 CD 644 Participatory Action Research Methods 
 CD 645 Community Developer as Community Educator 
 EXPL 178, 278, 378, 478, 578 Student Exchange Domestic 
 MATH 741 Measure and Probability 
 MCOM 705 Introduction to Media Practice and Strategy 
 MCOM 710 Cross Platform Storytelling 
 MCOM 730 Media Law Case Study 
 MCOM 742 Health Campaigns 
 MCOM 746 Cross Platform Campaigns 
 MCOM 760 Social Marketing 
 MCOM 785 Health Journalism 
 PHA 101 Introduction to Pharmacy 
 SOC 701 The Research Process 
 SOC 702 Sociological Inquiry  
 SPCM 441-541 Health Communication Research Methods 
 ABE 553 Biochemical Engineering for Renewable Resources  
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Authority to Offer Existing Common Course 
 EE 702 Theory and Applications of Nanomaterials 
 EE 703 Synthesis and Characterization of Nanomaterials 
 EE 704 Luminescent Spectroscopy Materials 
 EE 716 Printed Electronics Materials and Processes 

 
6. South Dakota School of Mines and Technology 

 
South Dakota School of Mines and Technology has submitted the following new course 

requests and course modifications. These proposals will move forward to Dr. Warner for 

review and will be reported in the Interim Actions report for the April BOR meeting. 

New Course Requests 
 PHYS 211-A University Physics I Recitation 
 PHYS 213-A University Physics II Recitation 
 PHYS 733 Experimental Particle Physics: Principles, Data Analysis and 

Simulation 
 EE 626 Wireless Communications 
 IENG 415/515 Decision Analysis 

 
Authority to Offer Existing Common Course 

 PHYS 331 Introduction to Modern Physics 
 

4. New Programs 
A. New Program Requests 

1. Black Hills State University 
a. M.S. in Sustainability 
b. M.S. in Secondary Education 

2. South Dakota School of Mines and Technology 
a. B.S. in Applied Biological Sciences 

3. University of South Dakota 
a. Minor in Dance 

 
All proposed new programs were approved to move forward to the November COPS and 

December BOR meetings. 

B. New Certificate Requests 
1. Black Hills State University 

a. Management Certificate 
b. Management Information Systems Certificate 
c. Entrepreneurial Studies Certificate 

2. South Dakota State University 
a. Health Journalism Certificate 
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3. South Dakota School of Mines and Technology 
a. Global Engineering Certificate 
b. Occupational Safety Certificate  

 
All proposed new certificate requests were approved to move forward to the November 

COPS and December BOR meetings. 

C. New Site Requests 
1. No report 

 
D. Intent to Plan Requests 

1. No report 
 

5. Policy Revision and Development  
A. BOR Policy Revisions 

1. Revisions to Board Policy 2:10 
 

Sam noted this item, limiting the number of withdrawals a student can have transcripted, 

was initiated after Duane mentioned the topic.. Sam stated that the council will talk about 

this item to see if there are any other issues that need to be addressed and then the 

members of the Council will be asked to take this back to campuses for circulation. After 

that process, revisions will be reconsidered at AAC in a couple months and then if there’s 

agreement that a policy change is warranted this will move forward to a BOR meeting in 

spring 2013.    

Sam noted that there have been AAC discussions on whether to limit the number of W’s a 

student can have to a total of 6, with the assumption that withdrawing from any other 

classes after 6, the grade assigned would be an F. The idea is to put a penalty out there so 

students recognize that they do need to complete courses in which they are enrolled. Sam 

mentioned that with the number of students taking online courses, the rates of W’s are 

becoming more significant, so this would also be an attempt to address that. The proposed 

change to policy simply notes that we would insert a paragraph into BOR Policy 2:10 on 

grades that would specifically establish a limit. Reviewing policies at other university 

systems such as California, Texas, and Georgia, shows that six withdrawals seems to be the 

common limit so that is what is proposed in this item.   

Cecelia asked if this would be effective for only new students in the Fall or is effective for all 

students but those who had previous withdrawals do not count? Sam noted that this is an 

example of the policy decisions that will need to be made.  From his perspective, the 

revisions would start in the Fall of 2013 and that any W’s assigned to previous enrolled 

students do not count. Kurt noted that USD records it differently on transcripts depending 

on when the student withdraws; if a student withdraws before the census date, there is one 
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generic withdraw notation on the transcript and if a student withdraws after the census 

data, every course has a W listed. Kurt asked how we would know that those didn’t 

necessarily count. Sam stated that is a policy decision and if the student withdraws from all 

classes and there is a W assigned for every class, then by policy those do not count towards 

the 6. Cecelia asked whether WebAdvisor would be able to track and flag these W’s or if the 

process is manual. Sam noted that through discussions with other institutions this process 

is commonly automated. Kurt asked if W’s earned at other institutions count towards the 

(6) limit. Sam responded again that this would need to be discussed as policies and 

guidelines were developed but his recommendation would be that these W’s would not 

count because we are talking about grades we assign.  

Sam stated the question for the council is do we want to move forward with this. The 

revision would be establishing a significant penalty that would affect a percentage of 

students that we serve. Laurie noted that in general from a policy level it is a good idea to 

explore the limit because it is a student success initiative that would help students move 

through their degree’s faster. Cecelia asked if there was a count on average how many W’s 

students have on their transcripts. Sam noted that Paul Turman circulated reports 2 years 

ago on student success and the grade distribution showed about 10% of grades assigned 

are W’s. Tom noted that this item raised several discussions on campus and he shared the 

following comment from Sharon Keno saying, from a financial aid satisfactory progress 

policy standpoint, a W counts the same as an F in the percentage completion standard; it 

would be nice to have a separate code, perhaps FW, to track those earned F’s versus F’s due 

to dropping a course.  

Sam noted he will ask Daniel to gather data regarding the number of W’s on transcripts 

with a given year. Sam stated council members should have discussions on campuses to 

compile of list concerns and issues on this topic and we will bring this back at a future AAC 

meeting.  

 
B. Complying with the Program Integrity Rules - Approval for Delivery of 

Online Programs  
 

Sam stated that members of the Council know AAC has been discussing this topic for about 

6 months and early this fall an item was ready to be presented to the Board for a decision.  

He went on to add that this ended up getting tied in with another topic that involved 

distance education so that Board asked for the opportunity to discuss this in greater detail. 

Sam stated that  campuses had been asked to report the set of programs that each 

institution offers on campus where any hypothetical student could complete 50% or more 

of the requirements online. This is based on the definition of an online course applied by 

the Higher Learning Commission (HLC).   
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Sam noted the issue here is that each institution is required to report this set of programs 

to the HLC, and if an institution fails to report (whether or not they have BOR approval for 

delivery) the institution would be in violation of HLC reporting requirements and sanctions 

could apply. If institutions do report, HLC shares the information with the US DOE and 

those are financial aid eligible programs.   In SD, we are in a situation where our 

rules/approval processes for online courses are different than the reporting federal 

accountability processes. This item will align the Board’s review and approval processes 

with federal reporting/accountability processes. The Council agreed this strategy makes 

sense.  

Rod noted BHSU had a question while complying their lists of programs regarding the 

courses a hypothetical student can count as distance ed. Rod stated BHSU made the 

boundaries fairly small in terms of what a student could count only from Black Hills and 

wanted to know if that was drawing the boundary too small. Sam responded that he 

believes this would be correct since the HLC views this as an institutional requirement. All 

other institutions agreed that’s the way they interpreted it as well.  

Kurt noted one issue that came up at USD was what exactly constitutes a distance course 

because if you follow the HLC definition, it says 75% or more of a course online so hybrid 

courses would technically count as distance courses. Kurt asked whether institutions will 

need a general program code that can be applied to courses or plan on figuring it out 

through assigned section numbers. Sam responded that internally we may need to rethink 

our definition of hybrid courses.  Sam noted that when the HLC said a hypothetical student 

completing courses that means if General Psychology is offered as a hybrid course every 2 

years where less than 25% of the seat time remains then that’s a course that counts 

towards a hypothetical student’s hypothetical program of study. Sam mentioned it is his 

understanding that this is driven at that conceptual level and this is not an audit so we do 

not need to necessarily track.  

Sam noted he may ask a couple Council members to speak to the Board about this item so 

they have a better idea of what is being discussed here. Sam stated he will follow-up on this 

item with Dr. Warner.  

 
C. SDSU’s Proposed Exploratory Studies program 1.26.10 

 
Sam stated this is an informational item and it ties into continued discussions of the 

admissions form/process and the expectations that non-program of studies such as the 

pre-professional programs will be moved from the list of majors to the list of career 

interests. The specific strategy in this proposal is the one that SDSU has asked to implement 

to gain more information about students who apply who are undecided. SDSU asks that 
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they be allowed to created Career Interest areas that will force students who are undecided 

to choose one of the areas. 

Laurie noted that when SDSU first started working on their Student Success model about 4 

years ago the task force noticed that several other universities are using an Exploratory 

Studies model for undeclared students. Laurie mentioned that she asked Mary Kay and 

Keith Corbett to work on an implementation plan and this item reflects their work. Mary 

Kay noted there is a pilot ready for this implementation to begin in the Spring and then 

they plan to roll this out for all students in the Fall. Mary Kay stated the SDSU came up with 

these 5 different tracks and that’s what triggered the new interest codes on the admission 

application so students could be tracked right away. SDSU has received good anecdotal 

data on this proposal from students and parents on Senior Day and, in particular, from 

parents because it sounds more positive to say your student is pursuing Exploratory 

Studies rather than they are Undecided.  

Laurie mentioned she has talked with a provost in Florida who has worked with this 

program and the retention rate of the Exploratory Studies students is significantly higher 

than for those who are undecided so it really does help students stay in school because 

they are moving toward a major faster. The goal is to have all students in a major no later 

than the end of the first year and this is a program that helps to accomplish that.  

Cecelia asked whether the request is add these codes to the system application or not. Mary 

Kay noted that is the idea SDSU’s Admissions thought would be best. Sam stated that the 

model to be envisioned here is when a student chooses undecided there would be a drop 

down option where a student would be required to choose one of the exploratory studies 

options. Trudy confirmed this option is possible to incorporate in the form.  

Sam stated that the pre-professional programs such as pre-med and pre-law still need to be 

considered.  Rather than placing all pre-med majors  in a biology major as the default, there 

should be a follow-up list of majors that the student would have to choose from.  Sam 

stated this is a student success concept because the clearer the student is about the 

ultimate outcomes, the higher their success rate is.  Anything we can do encourage students 

to start thinking about why they are in college is a good thing. 

Kurt noted that through discussion at USD, he believes if this is something that could be 

pursued in general that USD would be interested. Laurie mentioned if this does become a 

system-wide option, the options for Exploratory Studies programs will need to be 

reviewed.  The set proposed by SDSU are specific to their mission as a land-grant 

university. Sam noted that would be a complexity that would need to be addressed because 

these would be different for each institution.  
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Sam would like this item to be circulated on campus to see if this is something that could 

become a system-wide option.  

D. Item from the Tuition Review Committee – Reduced Tuition for Teachers 
 

Laurie noted this was an item of discussion at the BAC Retreat that everyone agreed 

strongly with. While the discussion started with the idea of offering reduced tuition at the 

Centers for state employees it quickly became a boarder discussion to include teachers in 

this tuition reduction option. 

Cecelia stated DSU has had students who are state employees ask about tuition reduction 

for online programs and a recent proposal Cecelia received noted that if state employees 

are going to get half price at the Centers (for example $100 off per credit hour), these 

students will want this option for each credit hour for online programs as well. Laurie 

mentioned this has been a huge topic of discussion at SDSU and through a survey on 

campus of the NFE’s the number one request was to reduce self-support tuition so they can 

take online courses and degree programs. 

Sam noted the recommendation will be to provide reduced tuition for face-to-face courses 

offered at the centers for teachers and state employees and the second part is to have a 

boarder discussion on the self-support tuition rate for teachers/state employees for online 

courses.  

E. Consumer Information Disclosers 
 

Sam noted Dr. Shekleton suggested AAC should be made aware of this resource. It points 

out all disclosures each institution should have in place. Sam recommended that each 

campus do an audit to make sure the requirements are met.  

F. Review of Curricular Forms and Processes  
 

Sam noted this item is a continuation of pervious discussions. Cecelia noted that DSU is 

using the electronic versions of the forms that the systems uses.  These are made available 

locally and when the document is opened, it can only be opened by one person at a time 

which prevents multiple versions being passed around. DSU did not change the forms but 

rather changed the matter by which they control access to the forms. Cecelia noted the 

users would need to be familiar with SharePoint, not the webpage producer but the sever 

control.  

Deborah mentioned that USD has set up a SharePoint site so it managed in terms of access 

and they are trying to house the documents there as well. One of the things USD is noticing 

is that there is still not a common routing that occurs and this would be very desirable. 
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Deborah noted that she sees the ePath process as a regental resource and is wondering if 

this could be used to automate the curriculum and instruction form. All institutions agreed 

there was interest in creating a routing logic for the curricular forms.  

Sam mentioned that two or three years ago we looked at a product provided by Decision 

Academic that does what we are asking. There are commercially available products that do 

this but the agreement was that the $70,000 licensing fee didn’t make sense. Sam noted 

that if we are comfortable with technologies to create our own system to control the 

routing and can develop and maintain at a lower cost, than this would make sense.  

Sam noted the recommendation is that USD will create and lead a work group to discuss 

this further to develop common forms through a SharePoint site. Sam stated campuses 

should forward the names that each would like involved to Deborah since she will serve as 

the point person on this item. Sydney from the Board office will be included in this process 

as well.  

Cecelia is going to look into this item as a possible Capstone project for a DSU Computer 

Science student. Kurt noted as a point of comparison the system that USD uses locally on 

campus is CAYUSE. USD uses it to route all of their grant proposal work as well as study 

aboard processes.  

G. AAC Retreat Agenda 
 

Sam noted he has compiled a list these past few months of topics  that we might want to 

explore in greater detail.  

Sam mentioned that the academic requirements for graduate programs item came from Jim 

because he is currently involved in an appeal.  He has expressed some concern that we are 

entering into era where judges are becoming more active yet they are still deferring to an 

academic purview Because of this he is looking at those decision points where there is 

limited academic policy language at the institution and system levels.  

Sam stated AAC will continue to talk about Pearson, McGraw-Hill and other such options 

from publishers that are providing e-resources that support the teaching/learning process.  

With Pearson, each institution’s use of MyMathLab and similar MyLabs products continues 

to increase rapidly. Regarding the eText item, the idea would be to engage faculty in 

courses/disciplines to develop set of e-resources that could be used in common by faculty 

teaching entry-level/common courses.   

Rod noted discussion about the impact online courses/distance education does have on the 

budget model at the Centers could be added to the agenda. Laurie noted that discussion 

about the academic learning spaces on campus would be helpful to add because SDSU 
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recently had a consultant come to work with them on a classroom study and the results 

were that essentially the traditional classrooms used today do not match teaching and 

learning styles  anymore so campuses are facing major remodels.  

Rod mentioned a broad discussion of the direction of the SDLN could be another topic to 

add. Sam noted he will have Sydney send out the list of topics to AAC around November 

22nd and ask each council member to identify their top three or four.  

H. Institutional Program Review Reports 
 

Sam noted that when the Institutional Program Review Reports go before  Committee A, he 

would appreciate it if a campuses spoke to the Board for a few minutes about the findings 

from the review are used to lead to some significant changes and how you are going about 

doing business on campus. Sam mentioned he would like to use this item to get to the 

bigger public discussion of program quality.   

Sam mentioned a suggestion would be to add one additional step to attach a cover memo to 

highlight institutional responses to the program review. 

Sam asked whether it would helpful if a set of guidelines were developed that could be used 

to suggest how the campuses should be using the review process. Laurie noted it would be 

helpful and Kurt mentioned if we are looking to improve our presentation of results to the 

Board, a more uniform process would seem to help. Rod agreed and noted there should be 

rigor. Tom added that for those programs that do not go through professional 

accreditation, the expectations should be raised.  Sam noted he would draft a set of 

guidelines for program review reports and if there are any guidelines the institutions are 

using internally that would be helpful.  

Laurie and Tom noted they would like to see some common routing strategies imposed 

because currently they rarely see the review forms.  Rod asked if there was any value in 

putting a routing schedule along with the review process that we could apply across the 

system. Cecelia and Laurie noted that their institutions have an internal set of deadlines. 

DSU has one semester to response. Cecelia will circulate DSU’s guidelines and information 

on reviewers to all institutions.   

I. Institutional Program Review Schedules 
 

Sam noted the Institutional Program Review Scheduled will accompany the Reports to the 

Board so the Board can see how these are scheduled.   

J. Update – Complete College America Remediation Redesign Proposals 
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Katie noted the Board office has been in the process of reviewing the proposals for the 

Complete College American Remediation Redesign grants that are being considered for 

funding. As the process unfolded, each campus nominated two reviewers, each of whom 

was asked to review two proposals from other campuses. Reviewers filled out a short 

evaluation form that asked them to give their comments and assign scores based on the 

identified set of criteria.  Award letters are expected to be sent out soon.     

Sam mentioned that along with the campus and Board staff, Bruce Vandal from CCA also 

reviewed the proposals and he was impressed with the level of maturity of the proposals 

submitted.   

Tom noted that he continues to receive positive comments on the meeting in Pierre with 

staff from CCA.   Sam mentioned there are some additional funds available with the one-

time allocation and the thought is that as soon as the letters go out to schedule another 

meeting with project staff before the semester starts so those working on common projects 

can start working on things in common. Sam noted AAC members can share suggestions 

about dates/times for the next meeting and whether face-to-face or DDN would be 

preferred.  

K. Smarter Balanced Implementation Update 
 

Katie noted that the Smarter Balanced Implementation Group has continued to meet 

regularly and for the next few months the main focus will be on the Achievement Level 

Descriptors (ALDs) and receiving feedback on those. The ALDs set a proficiency level for 

the set of skills/knowledge for students,  defining what it means to be “College ready.” 

Katie stated that this January, a series of meetings will take place across the state between 

higher ed faculty and high school teachers. At these meetings, the ALDs and college-

readiness definitions will be discussed, with math and English language arts sessions being 

held separately. Currently the plan includes holding meetings at BHSU, DSU, NSU, SDSU, 

and USD, as well as the University Centers in Sioux Falls and Rapid City. Ideally, there will 

be eight higher education faculty at each meeting, divided between math and English 

language arts.     

Sam noted the goal will be to work with each institutions campus representatives from the 

implementation group to get the meeting scheduled. Board staff will provide some 

information to help frame these. While the draft ALDs will be released in the next few 

weeks, the projected month for the meetings is January because there will be about 2 

months where feedback will be solicited. Going forward there are two main objectives that 

include collecting feedback on the ALDs and skills/knowledge that will define college ready 

and to facilitate some discussion between higher ed faculty and high school teachers on 

what high school exit/college entrance standards look like to see if there is alignment.   
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Sam noted that when Smarter Balanced assessment comes online the 11th grade 

assessments will place students in three groups: those who are college ready, those who 

are on track to be college ready if they enroll in and complete appropriate college level 

work, and those that are not on track to be college ready. There have been several 

discussions with the Department of Education (DOE) on what to do to deal with this last set 

of students. The DOE recently announced a pilot project that will be supported through the 

virtual high school and will basically use the ACCUPLACER and MyFoundationsLab and 

MyMathLab from Pearson that align with that we are doing. Sam stated that the agreement 

is if the high school students deal with their deficiencies while in high school they will be 

certified as college ready when they enroll at one our universities. Given how this is playing 

out, students will most likely have to retake the ACCUPLACER and that will be used for 

placement.  

Sam stated one item that institutions need to be thinking about is when these assessments 

come online there will be set of students that are defined as college ready so the question is 

what kind of opportunities can we provide for these students during their senior year. Now 

is the time to start having these discussions because in a year or two this will be a reality.  

Sam mentioned that right now we know that approximately 30% of the students that 

graduate high school and enter our system who require remediation and therefore are not 

college ready upon graduation. There are other states that have aligned their No Child Left 

Behind junior test to the new Common Core State Standards and the percentage of students 

not on track to be college ready has increased significantly so there is reason to believe that 

will happen here.       

 
L. Redesign of Teacher Education and Education Leadership Programs 

 
Sam noted this item is here to provide an update. Sam asked if there was any progress on 

campus regarding the joint discussion between faculty in teacher education in arts and 

sciences of secondary programs incorporating a full year residency option. Tom stated he 

would ask Sam to come to NSU to share his thoughts and hear the concerns from teacher 

education faculty as well as the arts and science faculty. Mary Kay noted that discussion 

continues to move forward at SDSU. Rod noted that the conversations are happening and 

going well at BHSU. Kurt mentioned USD is making progress in some areas and not in 

others.    

Sam stated the Deans recognize that moving programs to a full year residency program will 

change the nature of the partnerships they have with schools but the belief is after we find 

the districts that are willing to work with students enrolled in a full year residency, other 

schools will see the benefits and eventually join in, too.  Sam noted that the Education 



Draft Draft – November AAC Draft 

 

~ 16 ~ 
 

Discipline Council is working on a “hub” model that would establish sites in parts of the 

state not typically served, such as Pierre, where students from all programs could be 

assigned. There is at least one major challenge being discussed with the “hub” approach 

and that is student teachers from multiple institutions will be placed in one site and the 

curricula of the programs would need to be aligned to make sure that all of the students 

have similar backgrounds and competencies when placed.  

Sam noted the review and redesign of ed leadership programs continues and the listening 

tour was completed a couple weeks ago. When the results have been complied, Sam stated 

he will send out a summary to AAC. Comments made were that the ed leadership programs 

have a solid foundation in theory but they often times are not connected in the world of 

practice.  Changes need to be made. Sam noted as he participated in the listening tour he 

was amazed at the number of superintendents who were also principles. As we start 

talking about the criteria for principles, with this all being wrapped around the idea of an 

evaluation process for principles administered by the superintendents, this would mean 

those superintendents would be doing their own evaluation on half of their job. Sam noted 

this is a part of reality here in SD that will need to be addressed. Cecelia mentioned at one 

time there was discussion about having a statewide education leadership degree and 

wondered if that had gone away. Sam noted that is still an option kicking around out there 

given the nature of those programs and is part of the review and redesign discussion.      

 
M. Reports: Routine and Ad hoc (DP) 

1. Validated Credit Awarded 
 

 Daniel noted this report looks at the patterns of credit by validation that is awarded within 

the system. The dataset contains all students registered for at least one course in FY2011 

and specifically what their sources of transcripted credit were. Daniel stated Attachment I 

on page 3 shows a summary of roughly 43,000 students in the dataset and about 1650 of 

them have some type of credit by validation. The table shows AP and CLEP exams are the 

most common sources of validated credit.  

Sam stated he had asked Daniel to prepare this report so AAC could get an idea of what is 

being awarded through validation rather than traditional means. While there were 605 

students who brought in AP, these students earned4,632 credits so the average student 

with AP credit has 7.7 credits. This means those students most likely have two courses and 

the range is probably 1 to 4 per student. Sam mentioned this report includes only the 

number of students that had the credit transcripted within the year so this is the number of 

first-time students who came in with AP credit. 
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2. 2011-12 CAAP report 
 

Daniel noted that in this year’s CAAP report the system-wide subtest scores rose slightly in 

reading (63.5 to 63.6) while falling slightly in writing (64.9 to 62.9) and mathematics (59.5 

to 59.4), and remaining unchanged in science (62.9 to 62.9). In the ACT-to-CAAP Gain 

Analysis students demonstrated gains in all four content areas tested by both the ACT and 

the CAAP. From 2010-2011 to 2011-2012, gain increased by modest margins in 

mathematics, reading, and science, while trailing off slightly in writing.  

Sam noted that in the ACT-to-CAAP Gain Analysis, it is recognized that there may be 

questions about the methodology used but it will be continued to be reported because this 

is of value.  

 
N. Change in Accreditation Status – SDSU 

 
Sam noted that HLC’s Institutional Actions Council (IAC) reviewed and approved the 

request by SDSU that it is permitted to participant in the Commission’s Notification 

Program. Rather than needing to seek Commission approval, this status allows the campus 

to simply notify the commission that it is initiating the delivery of Board-approved distance 

delivered programs at new locations.  

 
O. Grading Policies and Practices for Co-Requisite Remedial Courses 

 
Sam stated that the grading policies haven’t necessarily been synchronized as campuses 

begin to develop and implement co-requisite remedial courses.  In these models, students 

register for the requisite general education course in math or English and for a 

supplemental course that offers the “remedial” component. Sam noted the questions being 

asked about grading these offerings is whether to grade separately or if these should be 

graded as a unit. If graded separately, the student would be assigned an RS or RU for the 

remedial component and a letter grade for the general education course. In this case the 

student can pass both, fail both, or pass one and fail the other. This would include the 

option of passing the general education course and failing the remedial course, which 

under existing Board policies and guidelines, would require the student to repeat the 

remedial course. Sam stated that alternatively a grade for both courses could be assigned 

and in these cases, if the student earned a passing grade, the letter grade would be assigned 

to the general education course and RS would be the only option for the supplemental 

component. If the student failed the course, an F would be assigned as the grade for the 

general education course and an RU would be the only option for the supplemental course.  
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Sam stated he will put together a memo via email that each institution can share with 

Registrars. Members of the Council should gather suggestions and comments from their 

campus and this will be brought back in December for review and finalization.   

P. New Prefix Request – SDSU 
 

Sam noted SDSU requested the authorization to create a new prefix and department: HPPR 

History, Political Science, Philosophy and Religion.  This will be implemented and added to 

the list.  

Q. Request to Seek Accreditation 
1. BHSU 
2. SDSU 

 
The requests to seek accreditation have been approved will move to November COPS as an 

informational item. 

R. Cooperative Agreements 
1. BHSU 
2. SDSMT 
3. NSU and SDSU – Intent to Collaborate 

 
The cooperative agreements have been approved will move to November COPS as an 

informational item. 

S. Articulation Agreement 
1. SDSU and Minnesota West Community and Technical College 
2. SDSU and Avera McKennan School of Radiologic Technology 

 
The articulation agreements have been approved will move to November COPS as an 

informational item. 

T. Issues from SAC 
 

Janice provided an update on the Ellucian project noting that the project managers have 

been working together to draft some project charter documents, communication strategies, 

and training plans in order to best manage the implementation. This project is very large 

with three major project enterprises going at once with the DegreeWorks product, the 

Oracle Migration, and the portal.   

Janice noted that the steering committee consists of the leaders for the DegreeWorks, the 

Oracle Migration, and the portal modules as well as the campus project managers. The 

campus project managers are essential to this project because they give the campus the 

input to identify areas that may be of concern. The steering committee’s vital role is to 
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ensure we have adequate resources assigned. Janice mentioned over the last few weeks the 

steering committee has been asked to review the charted documents to identify changes or 

additions. The steering committee meets next on December 20th but in the mean time we 

do have a DegreeWorks training scheduled for December 13th - 15th that will be an 

essential transition meeting for that DegreeWorks team. They will be looking at data 

migration that we need to have in order to do degree audits as well as advising and 

planning within the system. Also, there will discussion on how the Colleague interface 

created by Ellucian will work or not work with the SDBOR based on how we set up our 

technology in Colleague.  

Janice mentioned that one key thing that she would like campuses to think about is having 

one standard supplemental assignment practice that could be followed. There is system 

office budget for the module leads and there is also a proposal to pay the campus for the 

campus project managers, module team members, and campus team members. Janice 

would like AAC to think about the concept of having an additional duty pay approach.  Any 

feedback would be greatly appreciated. Laurie noted she would encourage a strong set of 

expectations tied to every supplemental because it’s really about saying these are the 

additional expectations over this time period. Janice added that with the project charter 

we’ve included about 15 different expectations that will be assigned to each one of the 

team members.  

Janice noted that once she meets with BAC, she will ask Monte to draft a plan that will be 

sent out so that AAC has time to think through it. 

Moving on to the priorities for scribing programs in DegreeWorks, Janice noted that 

scribing is taking programs and entering them into the system so that each institution will 

have their program information entered. Ellucian will be providing the first 320 hours of 

scribing and what Janice would like to do is have either the DegreeWorks module itself 

determine how to use these hours or have some direction from Academic Affairs. Ellucian 

has suggested that the first 80 hours go to one campus and then 40 hours for every other 

campus but Janice noted maybe campuses would rather have one complex program scribed 

so a campus can see how that looks. Kurt mentioned that from discussions with the USD 

Registrar they would like to see a complex program fully scribed out. Sam noted that there 

are people that have scribed all of our programs in DegreeAudit, so those people may be 

able to identify the set of programs that have the most complex rules. Sam stated that AAC 

would recommend having a complex program scribed first followed by one program done 

for each institution.   

Janice stated that next topic to discuss is the Academic Year Transition and it is assumed 

that institutions want to capture, if possible, the bulk of their students in the new 

DegreeWorks. There is a copy feature in DegreeWorks that allow each catalog to be copied 
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and then to go back in and make changes. Janice noted that once the initial work is done for 

the first year, you can just go back in and make updates for next year. Kurt asked if it was 

possible to keep the existing program evaluation for older program catalogs and then only 

use DegreeWorks for last year/current year – forward. Janice noted that will happen and 

institutions will have to use two systems.  She added that we already did some of that when 

we migrated to Colleague. Laurie suggested that DegreeWorks start at least a few years 

back to make it most effective. Kurt noted that the logic break might be the move to 120 

hour degrees, which would have been this year, 2012. Sam noted that recommendation 

from AAC is to begin scribing with this year and move forward with the realization that 

there is the option to go back to previous years. Each institution should have the discussion 

on their campus and when the module group meets, the Registrars, can make the final 

decision.  

Janice continued the discussion by giving an update on the Starfish project. There is 

progress being made as the project migrated to a training system that has all our data from 

production in it. Currently, there are three institutions performing training on their campus 

within that site, which mean that faculty that are in training are seeing their information as 

they would in production.  

Janice noted the project team is looking at progress surveys within Starfish. Progress 

surveys are a tool that allows faculty members to respond to the progress of their students 

in fairly efficient manner. Rather than going in the system and clicking each student, this is 

a survey that puts all students in a course within a document where faculty can go in and 

raise a flag only for those students if there are some concerns. The flags would be set up in 

accordance with the tracking items that have been established such as, low attendance, low 

participation, low test scores, and no show the first week. The proposal is to send these 

surveys out at week 3 and then as a follow-up in week 8, which is typically when 

instructors do the DEF (deficiency) reporting in Colleague. The concern is that faculty 

would not have to go into Colleague and load a DEF because the hope is that the progress 

survey would take the place of that deficiency code within Colleague. Janice stated the 

question for AAC is how the DEF was identified and used because from her understanding 

it is not consistently used and may mean different things to each faculty member. Also, she 

asked whether Starfish would potentially be able to replace the DEF reporting in Colleague. 

Laurie noted that this issue has been discussed at SDSU quite a bit and they are in full 

support of eliminating the DEF in Colleague. Kurt noted that USD feels the same way and 

through discussion they thought the only reason for wanting the DEF retained was if the 

system was running reports but the more detailed version of Starfish is preferred. Tom 

agreed NSU would be happy to remove the DEF but the only question Northern had was 

whether there is anything the campuses will need to do regarding financial aid with the last 

day of attendance or would Starfish be able to pick that up. Janice noted she believes we 
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will need to keep the last day of attendance loaded through financial aid but she will follow-

up with the Financial Aid module to figure out the details.    

Janice added that training is happening through November and December and the intent is 

to go live in January for the Spring 2013 semester. Janice stated the only integration that is 

still being worked on is with D2L and with Person. The project team has set up auto-

generated flags for grading and missed assignments but what they found is that there is no 

direct standard on establishing grades. Janice noted when the flags are set up the rules are 

general, so if it’s set at anything less than a C or 70% a flag will be submitted and we know 

that not all faculty have the same grading scale. Therefore, the flags have been turned on 

but only on a limited basis so only a few people can see the activity that’s happening with 

the flag. The goal is to monitor the flags throughout the semester to see what’s happening 

and how much they are being used and then a focus group will be identified to help us 

understand the issues with the auto-generated flags.  

Janice noted she will meet with Financial Aid to make sure we are not doing anything that 

is causing them challenges and will come back in December with an informational update. 

Janice next moved to a discussion of the eText project. This committee was created to 

review the use of eText versus rental and the purchase of text, as well as evaluate the 

impact of the bookstores. The committee has developed recommendations that they 

believe will help hurdle some of the student and faculty complaints. These 

recommendations include unlimited use of devices for students including the eReaders, 

iPads, Tablets, Laptop, etc., unlimited access to the eText they purchased as long as they are 

an enrolled student in one of the six Universities, unlimited printing of text, and the student 

will only have to purchase the text once if it is used in more than one section while 

enrolled. Also, the committee is recommending that faculty have a choice in the course 

materials and text so if they select the eText, then no student would be able to opt out and 

furthermore if faculty select an eText or supplemental material, the instruction in the 

classroom should engage the students with such required materials.  

Janice noted at the next meeting the committee is going to look at who are their top 

publishers and the goal is to do a pilot in the Fall.  

Janice stated her last item is informational and involves the Student Affairs concerns on the 

new application that is being drafted. Sam noted this was included in the discussion of 

SDSU offering Exploratory Studies options and the question is whether other universities 

would like to explore this option. Sam recommended this would be a discussion Janice 

takes bring to SAC. 
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Additional Informational Items: 

Pearson – Sam noted the MyMathLab contract renewal is coming up and there is discussion 

about expanding that contract to include all other cases where faculty are requiring a 

MyLabs/e-text package. Through discussion it was decided that if we could go to direct bill 

that would be preferred.  

 

 


