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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
Thursday, September 5, 2013 

South Dakota Board of Regents 
 
The Academic Affairs Council met in the BOR Conference Room at the Board of Regents office on 
Thursday, September 5, 2013 with the following persons participating:  BHSU, Rod Custer and Curtis 
Card; DSU, Judy Dittman; NSU, Tom Hawley; SDSMT, Duane Hrncir and Mike Gunn; SDSU, Laurie 
Nichols and Mary Kay Helling; USD, Kurt Hackemer; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Katie Boehnke, and Sydney 
Bartunek with Jim Shekleton, Rick Melmer, and Trudy Zalud joining for part of the meeting. 
 

MINUTES 
 

1. Agenda– Additions, Changes, and Approval 
A. College Access Challenge Grant 

 
Sam noted that the state will not receive any funding this year for the College Access Challenge Grant. 
As the state’s designated agency, the DOE may be able to provide some funding this year using funds 
rolled forward but that will be determined on past performance or the difference the project has 
made. There will be funding for the Bridge programs as in the past. Sam added that the College 
Access Challenge Grant staff are doing the best they can to close the book for this year to figure how 
much roll forward there will be so that the institutions know as quickly as possible what funding will 
be going forward. That information is critical for BHSU and NSU because each of these institutions 
use some of the money for salary purposes.  
 

B. Graduate Students – Maintaining Enrollment 
 
SDSU asked a question about options for enrolling graduate students who are completing their 
programs of study.  Sam stated that the system may have been too aggressive with the decisions 
made a couple years ago to do away with zero-credit courses. There are graduates students that have 
completed all the requirements for the degree with the exception of the dissertation. Those students 
are allowed to remain continuously enrolled and they can be enrolled in zero-credit courses. It is 
understood that institutions can have holding courses for those students to keep them enrolled while 
they are working on dissertation. In the end, those students are engaged with faculty and are using 
university resources. The alternative and the one that came from SDSU, suggests we require students 
to pay for one credit. Sam noted that if universities want to create something else where students 
would have to pay, we can have the discussion. Laurie noted that the problem is that not every 
student fits into the dissertation-sustaining or thesis-sustaining; for example, a master student in a 
plan B or C. Most of these students are working on a ‘research project’ so it is not exactly a thesis but 
a research study of some kind where they are working with faculty and using campus resources. At 
the same time, these students are not counted in enrollment. Sam noted that we will make this an 
item for discussion at the Retreat. This should address the idea of enrollment for graduate students 
who are working on research project in the labs on campus.  
 

C. Follow-up to spring conference on academic quality 
 
Sam asked Council members to look at the list handed out to make sure it correct. If you institution 
has one or two people listed but would like to advocate for three or four, please do.  
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D. TI’s Updates 

 
Sam noted that the work with the TI’s continues and we will schedule a meeting with them soon to 
discuss the T’s on the transcripts and the funding model. 
 

E. Polices on D2L and syllabus 
 

2. Minutes 
A. May 2013 
B. June 2013 

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

 
3. Consent Agenda Items 

A. Program Modifications 
1. Northern State University  

 
Northern State University has submitted the following program modifications requests. These 
proposals will move forward to COPS in September and BOR in October. 
 

 Existing Program-Substantive Program Modifications 
 German (BA) – change in the total credits of elective course work and change in the total 

credits required for the program 
 Spanish Minor – change in the total credits required within the discipline 

 
B. Course Modifications 

1. No report  
 

4. New Programs 
A. New Program Requests  

1. South Dakota State University  
 
South Dakota State University has submitted a new program request for its Ph.D. in Biochemistry. 
The proposal will move forward to COPS in September and BOR in October. All comments and 
concerns should be provided to Sam. 
 
Sam noted that this is a program that is basically repackaging of opportunities that were available to 
the students either through the Ph.D. programs in chemistry or biology. Given the growth in 
biochemistry, Ph.D. programs proposed like the one from SDSU are becoming more prevalent. 
Historically the system has completed external reviews as part of the process of all new graduate 
programs but since this program is a natural evolution of everything SDSU has done the intent is to 
move this forward without an external review. This has already been approved by Dr. Warner. 
 
Sam stated he would find it helpful if he made some campus visits with the primary topic of 
conversation being discussion of all new programs/new sites that are being discussed and prepared 
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on each campus. Other topics of discussion may include dual credit, the requests to offer courses at 
reduced tuition rate, or anything else of interest to you/your campus. Sydney will work with each 
campus to schedule these visits in the next couple of months. 

 
B. New Certificate Requests 

1. No report  
 

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 – Grades and Use of Grade Point Averages 
(GPA) 

 
Sam stated that for several months, the Council has discussed the establishment of a new grade (SP) 
that would be used in self-paced, competency-based remedial offerings. There have been discussions 
with the financial aid directors and registrars and these groups have agreed in principle to this 
approach. Obviously, should this change to policy be approved by the Board, steps will need to be 
taken to make this operational.  The Council approved the proposed change to BOR Policy 2:10 and 
this will move forward to COPS in September and the BOR in October.  
 
Sam noted he has received some feedback regarding the limit on the number of W’s policy revision 
that has also been discussed.  There have been some phone calls made to other systems that have 
implemented this policy. There appear to be two extremes.  On one hand, when a student withdraws 
past the limit they just receive an F and that is the end of it.  On the other, the only way a student can 
withdraw is if they go see an advisor.  When they are meeting the student is told if they drop the 
course (being past the limit) they will receive an F. Sam stated that the system needs to decide if we 
go forward with the revision that we should move forward with the idea that this will be a policy 
statement that will require some work. Council members should send any recommendations they 
may have on how the revision should be worded to Sam for consideration. Sam noted that hopefully 
we will have something to consider at AAC in November and BOR in December.  
 

B. Pilot Placement Processes  
 
Sam noted that as part of the work on placement/remediation that was funded by the system’s mini 
grants, there are a couple of institutions that have established different placement processes. At 
BHSU, they are piloting the use of a writing sample to place borderline students into composition. 
While at SDSU, they have developed and are using a composite score that incorporates high school 
GPA to place students into algebra. Sam stated that in both of these models, there are students that if 
had applied at multiple institutions, they could in some cases be told that they had to take a remedial 
class and in some cases that they did not have to take a remedial class. 
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Sam asked and the Council agreed that this item would be circulated on each campus.  In addition, 
members of the Council agreed that the system-wide meeting on placement/remediation later this 
month will provide an opportunity to discuss bringing these practices to scale.   

 
C. SDSU’s new Five-year Plan – Impact 2018: A Strategic Vision for South Dakota 

State  
 
Laurie stated that South Dakota State University recently completed a 14-month planning process 
that culminated with the publication of IMPACT 2018: A Strategic Vision for South Dakota State 
University, a new five-year plan for the institution. This work was led by Laurie and a 23-member 
leadership council appointed by President Chicoine. The plan was based on campus-wide dialogs 
with departments and other units, listening sessions across South Dakota, and engagement with 
national leaders in higher education.  The plan lays out a set of strategic goals, action steps, and 
performance measures.   

 
D. Interplay of Board Policies 2:9 and 3:4  

 
Sam stated that as these policies were enacted, AAC had several discussions about the interplay, 
especially as institutions deal with students accused of academic misconduct.  Although courts will 
defer to academic judgment about the significance of student academic work, they are unknot 
disposed to defer to judgments that have a factual basis about conduct alleged to violate conduct 
codes.  Moreover, although courts tolerate ex parte academic judgments, they expect that persons 
charged with misconduct be afforded opportunities to understand and to challenge the factual bases 
for the charges. Sam noted that Board Policy 2:9, Student Appeals for Academic Affairs, governs 
academic disputes arising from decisions made on the basis of academic judgment.  As noted in the 
policy, these most commonly arise as a result of student dissatisfaction with assigned grades, but 
students may also invoke this policy to challenge other decisions, justified on academic grounds, that 
affect their participation in or completion of university academic programs. On the other hand, Board 
Policy 3:4, Student Disciplinary Code, governs those cases where a student allegedly committed 
misconduct and is therefore subject to discipline after a hearing confirms that the student did, in fact, 
engage in the alleged conduct and that the conduct was prohibited under the published conduct 
regulations or written directives.   
 
Sam noted that judges are becoming more and more aggressive in how they will protect the rights of 
individuals and organizations. There is a constant conflict that exists between what is a judgment and 
what is based on fact. Sam stated the goal is to protect academic judgment and the only way to do 
that is to make sure we’re clear that if it is based on fact to that we handle as based on fact under 
Board Policy 3:4, Student Disciplinary Code. This is an opportunity to educate faculty. 
 
Jim noted that the question becomes are the stakes high enough to warrant federal litigation. A 
particular judge would like to see factual basis determined through a process that includes an 
opportunity for a hearing, notice, etc. He went on to relate the facts of a case in this arena where it 
appears that action may have been taken based on academic judgments before the factual basis was 
resolved. Jim noted this is a situation where things that seem to be fairly straight forward sometimes 
are more complex if there isn’t a process that focuses first on the acts of the situation. Jim stated that 
where there is an allegation of plagiarism or some form of misconduct that should be handled by 
forwarding it to the Student Disciplinary staff for their review on the disciplinary issue which 
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ensures there is a procedure for due process in place. In fact, it may be worth considering assign a 
grade of Incomplete until a response is received from the Student Disciplinary staff.  Since the end of 
term can come into play with these, there needs to be a process in place to make sure these are 
completed in a timely manner. Sam noted there is one key item mentioned in there and that is the 
student needs to be informed of their rights including their right to appeal. Sam added from his 
understanding from a due process standpoint as long as that is inserted than it becomes clear. 

 
Kurt raised the issue of whether Academic Affairs should handle the academic judgment/fact finding 
issues rather than Student Affairs. Sam stated that he believes AAC has a better understanding of the 
issues regarding these policies and can help shape things moving forward.  Sam recommended that 
we revisit BOR Policy 3:4 because the issue that Kurt raises is a barrier to participation by faculty. 
Changes in policy would more firmly establish an academic presence in the fact finding process. This 
will require working with SAC moving forward.   
 
Sam stated that from an operational perspective, institutions can manage towards a future and that 
would include a possible discussion with the faculty senate on campus to layout the issue. 
Institutions will want to note that violation of code are based on fact and ask the question what are 
we doing to ensure due process is in place based on fact and help faculty to begin to understand this. 
Sam added this may be an item to discuss jointly with SAC at an upcoming BOR meeting.  

 
E. Admission Requirements – Home Schooled Students  

 
Sam noted that at SDSU this year there have been a set of 15 and 16 year old home schooled students 
applying for admission as degree seeking students (commuting from home and not living on 
campus).  These students do provide home schooled transcripts that verify they’ve graduated from 
high school.  However, the students’ transcripts do not show the students have completed the 
courses required for “full” admission. The Director noted that the institution has denied admission as 
degree seeking students because the students are not 18 yet and their classes wouldn’t have 
graduated yet either.  The justification provided typically has tied to section C of Board policy 2:3. 
Sam stated that while this is applicable, more home schooled students are coming with transcripts.  
There is reason to believe that the entities generating these transcripts will begin documenting 
required coursework.   
 
Sam stated that the recommendation is to establish a working group to review what is going on in 
admission of home-schooled students in the region. This group will consist of admission directors, 
enrollment management staff, and academic affairs members. The idea would be that the group 
would make recommendation for policy of home-schooled students. Campuses can forward 
recommendation; there should be one or two from each campus.   
 

F. Tuition Task Force – Tuition for Remedial Courses 
 

Laurie noted that Mike and she are the two AAC representatives on the task force reviewing the 
system’s tuition structure. The question that keeps coming up is whether there should be a different 
tuition rate established for remedial courses. As an example, the question is raised about changing 
the way tuition is charged for remedial math as it is currently offered at DSU, SDSU and USD. As an 
alternative, the system CAO suggested that tuition for remedial coursework could be tied to direct 
instructional costs since this would more readily cover all pre-college courses offered. Laurie stated 
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that members of the Council have been has to discuss this item and see if there is any 
recommendations for consideration of the task force.  
 
Sam noted the suggestion would be to figure out what the actual cost is for delivering a remedial 
course. The motivation for moving forward with this is that there are too many people that are 
spending too much money on remedial education when it is a fault of the education system in the 
first place. So, rather than compounding that fault, the system should fix it. Laurie added that this 
involves retention, cost of education, and financial debt issues that need to be addressed. Remedial 
offerings are really not intended to be a money maker for the campuses.  Laurie noted that as she did 
some research on the remedial costs in the system, we are not making as much on English as in the 
math courses because we keep the enrollment lower in the English courses. Therefore, the system 
would need to factor that in the proposed remedial cost. Sam noted that the idea is an accepted 
notion within the system and it would be of interest to have the institutions figure out what the 
instructional costs are to teach remedial courses and make some fairly high level assumptions and 
see where each ends up.  
 

G. D2L Course Access Dates  
 
Sam noted that when AAC last discussed this issue in September 2010, there were a number of 
concerns with whether or not early access was in line with federal financial aid 
regulations.  Additionally, there were concerns about some instructors assigning coursework prior to 
the official start date of the course.  For these reason, the start date for courses in D2L was left as the 
first day of class (registration day) for the term. However, recently, this topic was broached on the 
WCET discussion list, and it seemed that the vast majority of respondents indicated that their 
institutions did allow early access to courses in their LMS’s.  This was especially the case for online 
courses. The D2L Management Committee discussed this matter again, and agreed that there must be 
some latitude in the federal financial aid regulations to allow for this.  The consensus was that the 
case was that the benefits of providing early access to courses in D2L outweigh the 
caveats.   Instructors would be trained on each campus that the purpose of this access is not to get 
students into the course early to start working on course materials, complete assessments, start 
readings, etc.  Rather, it is specifically to ease the startup process for students, as outlined above, so 
that once the semester begins, they can be focused on the course, and not on resolving technical or 
procedural issues.  
 
Sam stated that there is a recommendation before the Council to review when faculty and student 
have access to the D2L materials. AAC recommends that beginning Spring 14 semester there be 
access to D2L materials for one month before the start date of classes. This recommendation for the 
item will be forwarded to MOCC for their review and approval. 
 

H. Dual Credit Programming 
 
Sam noted that Daniel was asked by Dr. Warner to do an analysis of the students who completed dual 
credit coursework who enrolled in our system and that report is included in the agenda item. Daniel 
stated that looking at page 5 Table 1 of the attachment, there is a long list of variables including pre-
entry and post-entry student performance measures. There are two comparison groups shown. The 
column that refers to dual enrolling includes any student who entered our system in the 2006 Fall 
cohort who enrolled in the system on a full-time basis that were bachelor’s degree seekers. The dual 
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enrolling students (n = 472) are the ones who entered our system having earned some type of credit 
prior to admission to our system. The other column refers to all other students seeking a bachelor’s 
degree (n = 2,177) in the 2006 Fall cohort. Daniel added that as shown when looking across all the 
performance measures that the students who earned credit prior to leaving high school out 
performed all other students comprehensively cross all the given measures. There is a pretty sizeable 
gap between the two groups as far as the completion rate in terms of 4 years or 6 years. Daniel stated 
this gives some descriptive data suggesting that dual enrolling have some sort of advantage when 
they reach college. Moving to page 6 Table 2, this is looking at the effect of having earned dual 
enrollment credit on first year cumulative GPA after controlling for a student incoming ability. It 
shows that whether or not a student earned dual enrollment credit had an independent effect on 
those students first year GPA; it wasn’t nearly as powerful of an effect as the ACT score data results 
but even if you controlled for the students ACT scores, it still matters whether they took dual 
enrolling credit. Sam stated that the results that are shown in this analysis do align with what is being 
seen nationally in dual credit programming.  
 
Sam noted that the other reason this item is here is as a reminder of the expectations that are in place 
in South Dakota regarding dual credit programming. Sam added there have been analyses done in 
other states that show the impact the quality of the coursework has for the dual credit programming. 
The results of those analyses stated that for example, in many states dual credit programming that is 
completed in the high school and taught by high school teachers is immaterial in this calculation; 
whereas dual credit programming where students actually go on a college campus or take a course 
taught by a college faculty member do matter in the analyses. Sam stated that he is mentioning this 
because if you look at the system’s guidelines it explicitly spells out we except this to be run as our 
course. Since most of the dual credit courses are done at the reduced tuition rate in the system, Sam 
reviews all of these and as the requests have come in from campuses Sam has challenged some of 
these that look like high school courses. This came up with a situation at SDSU where a student was 
awarded a grade that applied to the dual credit college course whereas that was not same as the high 
school course grade. Since then, Sam has noticed requests where it appears that students were given 
credit for courses that were high school courses taught as part of the high school curriculum for high 
school students.  
 
Sam noted he has spelled out the requirements for dual credit offerings in the item and these are the 
ones that went forward to the Board.  These are as follows: 1.) the course follows the course syllabus 
established by the credit granting college/university; 2.) the high school-based dual enrollment 
course is taught by a qualified high school instructor holding a master’s degree in discipline or, at a 
minimum, holding a master’s degree with 15 or more graduate hours in the discipline being taught; 
3.) a faculty member in the discipline of the course from the credit granting college/university is 
assigned to and actively engaged as a mentor for the high school instructor; 4.) all students meet 
established admissions standards and are admitted to the college/university awarding credit and all 
course-specific prerequisites are met; 5.) the students are required to demonstrate the same levels of 
mastery as is required of college students who take the course on campus; and 6.) the mentor will 
review assignments, quizzes, tests and grading rubrics to make sure this is done. Sam stated that 
Board staff recently asked campuses to provide a summary of courses sponsored during the past 
year.  As staff reviewed these reports, it appears that the requirement that students be held to the 
same standards as used in on-campus courses is not being met. Sam mentioned he will circulate a 
copy so campuses can see this system-wide.  
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Members of the Council agreed that processes and procedures must be reinforced to ensure students 
enrolled are experiencing a college level course and that they are developing expected mastery.  The 
item will move forward to COPS to ensure the Council is aware of these concerns. 
 

I. Administrative Rules on Moving Expenses  
 

Sam noted that this is an informational item for the Council. The State Board of Finance met on June 
4, 2013 to approve changes to Administrative Rules 5:01:01:01, 5:01:07:05, 5:01:07:07, and 
5:01:07:11 relating to professional recruitments (see Attachment I.)   The rules were filed with the 
Secretary of State’s office on June 7 and will become effective on June 27, 2013.   
 
The changes allow for the reimbursement of allowable travel expenses for persons being recruited 
and hired to fill a position, which has been defined as a professional position. A professional is an 
employee receiving an annual salary equal to or greater than the minimum annual salary for Grade 
13 as set forth in the pay grade schedules filed with the Bureau of Human Resources.  As a result, 
mileage, hotel rooms and/or airline flights are eligible for reimbursement.  The total reimbursement 
of moving and travel expenses may not exceed one month’s salary.   
  

J. Behavioral Intervention and Threat Assessment Team Training  
 
Sam noted that this is an informational item for the Council. Sixty-three attendees from the six 
campuses attended the Advanced Behavior Intervention and Threat Assessment Team Training held 
in Sioux Falls on July 29-30, 2013. Dr. Brian Van Brunt from the NCHERM Group, LLC facilitated the 
discussion on technics and strategies that could be used by campus teams to identify persons 
(students, faculty and staff) who exhibit behaviors patterns indicating they may be at risk of doing 
harm to themselves or members of the campus community.   
 
The training focused on providing support for the individual and how to facilitate responsible but 
comprehensive reporting on campus.  The methods foster an integrated plan designed to mitigate 
and manage risk to the individual, campus community, and institution. The attendees reviewed 
several case studies using the National Behavioral Intervention Team Association (NaBITA) rubric 
for identifying behavioral risks.  In addition, the teams walked through a test case of the Structured 
Interview for Violence Risk Assessment (SIVRA-35), which is an on-line inventory designed to assist 
with identifying the level of threat in any given situation.  As a result of the training session, the 
attendees identified the need to review and update the BOR Policy 1:28: Threat Assessment 
Procedures. 

 
K. Use of Agents to Recruit International Students  

 
Sam noted that campus representatives responsible for international students developed a set of 
guidelines that are included in this item. These guidelines establish expectations for working with 
agents and recruiting companies in general. These are based on research of best practices and 
recommendations of professional organizations in the US, including the National Association of 
Foreign Student Advisers (NAFSA), the American International Recruitment Council (AIRC), and the 
American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers (AACRAO).  Of these, NAFSA 
and AIRC specialize in international education endeavors and AACRAO has a division of its 
organization that specializes in international credential evaluation and other international education 

http://www.ncherm.org/
http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/1-Governance/documents/1-28.pdf
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issues. In addition, other organizations and publications were reviewed for specific content, such as 
document verification practices. 
 
Sam stated that while these guidelines based on best practices will be followed, it is well recognized 
that risk exists.  The well-publicized problems at Dickinson State University are but one recent 
example.  The campuses have agreed that as they begin working in this environment, limits will be 
established to ensure processes and procedures.  In addition, campuses recognize that there will be 
issues that arise as contracts are established and these will be reviewed with Board staff.   
 
AAC discussed this and there was agreement that rather than recommending limits, the institutions 
will provide an annual report to the Board each year in June that includes at a minimum the number 
of agents employed, the cost of each agent, the number of students recruited by each agent, and the 
aggregate academic record of each set of students.  This item will move forward to September COPS 
for discussion. 
 

L. StraighterLine Course Review Recommendations 
  

Sam noted that representatives from AAC have had numerous discussions about establishing course 
equivalencies with StraighterLine similar to the approach taken with other credit by examination 
measures (i.e., CLEP, AP, IB, etc.).  Most recently, discussion at COPS in June affirmed the need to 
move forward as a system to determine the best method for aligning the existing suite of 
StraighterLine courses with those offered in the Regental system.  In an attempt to simplify the initial 
review by the System Assessment Committee, it is recommended that the courses be categorized into 
three general areas.  First, AAC noted concern in April 2013 about the inclusion of 300 and 400 level 
course equivalency review conducted by StraighterLine.  It is recommended that these be removed 
from further review at this time.  

 
Managerial Accounting (Aligned with ACCT 460 Managerial Accounting) 
Financial Accounting (No course equivalency identified) 
Business Ethics (Aligned with BADM 457 Business Ethics) 
Organizational Behavior (Aligned with BADM 369 Organizational Behavior and Theory) 
Business Law (Aligned with BADM 350 Legal Environment of Business) 
Introduction to Nutrition (Aligned with HLTH 422 Nutrition) 
Pharmacology I (Aligned with PHAR 452 Introduction to Pharmacology) 
Pharmacology II (No course equivalency identified) 
 

Second, a comparison has been conducted to determine the alignment of StraighterLine courses with 
those that are currently included in the system general education policy for credit at all six Regental 
institutions.  For this comparison the course equivalency identified must fulfill a general education 
requirement for all six campuses to make it easier for our K-12 partners to encourage course 
completions in those areas where students will be able to apply the credits regardless of the 
institution in the system they attend.  Based on this review, it is recommended that the following 
courses be advance for review by department/unit level representatives at each institution.  
 

Pre-General Education Course Opportunities 
1. Introductory Algebra  
2. Student Success 
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3. Developmental Writing 
Goal 1 

4. English Composition I 
5. English Composition II 

Goal 3 
6. American Government 
7. United States History I 
8. United States History II 
9. Economics I: Macroeconomics 
10. Economics II: Microeconomics 
11.  Introduction to Philosophy 
12. Introduction to Sociology 

Goal 4 
13. Spanish I 
14. Spanish II 
15. Western Civilization I 
16. Western Civilization II 

Goal 5 
17. College Algebra 
18. Precalculus 
19. General Calculus I 
20. General Calculus 

Goal 6 
21. Introduction to Biology 
22. General Chemistry 
23. General Physics I and II 

 
Finally, it is recommended that the system does not include those courses that are not affiliated with 
general education or do not meet general education requirements at all six Regental institutions.  The 
recommendation would be to exclude these from review at this time, but allow for future inclusion 
using our current formal review process if a request for transfer comes in from a student or 
ACE.  Since these will be program or institutional specific we can then begin to generate a separate 
list that is not unique to the system.   
 

1. Accounting I (Not an approved General Ed Course) 
2. Accounting II (Not an approved General Ed Course) 
3. Introduction to Business (Not an approved General Ed Course) 
4. Business Communication (General Ed but only for USD) 
5. Introduction to Religion (World Religion only counts for GE at SDSM&T, SDSU, and 

USD) 
6. Cultural Anthropology (Applies for GE at all institutions except for DSU) 
7. Introduction to Criminal Justice (Applies for GE at NSU, SDSU & USD) 
8. Introduction to Communication (No course equivalencies identified and not a GE 

course) 
9. Personal Finance (No course equivalencies identified and not a GE course) 
10. Business Statistics (Not an approved General Ed Course) 
11. Anatomy & Physiology I (Approved GE course only at USD) 
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12. Anatomy & Physiology II (Approved GE course only at USD) 
13. Microbiology (Not an approved General Ed Course) 
14. First Aid/CPR (Not an approved General Ed Course) 
15. Medical Terminology (Not an approved General Ed Course) 
16. Personal Fitness & Wellness (Not an approved General Ed Course) 
17. Introduction to Environmental Science (Not an approved General Ed Course) 

 
Sam noted that if any members have suggestions on how this can be communicated clearly to the 
Admission counselors or those who read the transcripts and have first contact with students, please 
send those to him. Kurt mentioned USD is unsure how these will come in but if they are like other 
ACE transcripts, it will be a general recommendation for a course in an area. What worries him is that 
there may be an inconsistent experience for high school students depending on which system 
university they apply to and which courses are accepted at each. Sam noted that he believes that if 
courses are coming in and they are StraighterLine courses this should be pretty straightforward in 
that we only are going to accept the courses on the approved list. Sam added that from his 
understanding, the ad-hoc reviews of these materials that been carried out over the past year would 
support that agreement. Sam stated that the Council will move forward with the StraighterLine 
courses that are referenced and we will come up with a chart about what those will equate to. Sam 
noted that AAC agreed we will take an item to the Board in December so all reviews from the 
Assessment Committees will need to be completed within the next ninety days. 
 

M. Program Productivity Reporting  
 
Sam noted that one thing that the Board office continues to work on is to streamline processes to 
generate reports that roll up the number of graduates in the enrollment by major. As those of you 
who were involved closely with the process last year recall, the problem within our system is that we 
have created a set of program/major codes that are not tied to a program approved by the Board 
through established curricular processes. Sam stated that Katie has gone through each universities 
catalog to track those majors to the appropriate major codes but now the problem is that within the 
information system there are all of these spurious majors (non-approved majors) that we have to 
clean up. Last year this was completed in a manual way and through a series of conversations. The 
goal moving forward is to establish this as a more controlled process so that it will routinely generate 
a report requiring minimal edits. Katie is going to have a conversation with Daniel about his data on 
graduates by major so we know we can track what we did last year into the majors that really exist 
and then that information will be passed on the universities.  
 
Sam noted he believes the Board should receive a report annually of every active and inactive major, 
the number of graduates and number of enrollees by major for the most recent five year-period 
(spring census date enrollment). As we look to manage to those programs that do not meet the 
graduation requirements, this is useful management report for the Board.  

 
N. Items from Board Retreat 

 
Tom noted that he thought the budget discussions were very helpful coming from the different 
perspectives; although, the timing was not the best being such a busy time on campus and other 
members agreed. Council members noted that they would suggest making the Board Retreat more 
interactive if they are going to continue to attend it. Another suggestion expressed by the Council was 
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to continue the discussion of differential costing strategies. Sam noted that we will add differential 
costing strategies to the AAC Retreat agenda. 
 

O. Proposed AAC Meeting Calendar for 2014 
 
Sam stated that historically we have tentatively saved dates for meetings in January, July and 
December but the 2014 proposed calendar eliminates those dates. The Council agreed to approve the 
proposed AAC meeting calendar for 2014. Sam noted that members should take this back to campus 
for review and if there are any conflicts please submit those and they will be considered; otherwise, 
this will be the schedule for the upcoming year.  
 

P. AAC Retreat Agenda 
 
Sam stated that this item lays out a number of proposed topics for the AAC Retreat on October 7-9, 
2013 at the State Game Lodge in Custer State Park. One suggested item is faculty 
evaluations/professional development plans. Sam noted that a few years ago there was a change to 
the agreement with COHE that stipulated that all tenure-track faculty would have three-year 
professional development plans and tenured faculty would have six-year professional development 
plans. The system has been through the cycle now that some of these people should be coming up for 
review so this is an opportunity to review that process, discuss how it’s happening on each campus, 
as well as, discuss ways to strengthen and support the process. Sam noted that if campuses have 
things going on under faculty evaluations/professional development plans that they can have 5-10 
minutes to share those.  
 
Laurie offered that another topic idea to discuss is what happens when faculty grieve faculty tenure 
and promotion decisions and why are we allowing grievances to challenge quality decisions that a 
peer review panel is making. Rod asked the Council whether others have difficulties getting PSE’s in 
by the due date. Laurie noted she hears isolated examples of that every year and her 
recommendation is to document everything so there is a documented trail. Tom noted that he started 
sending out an all faculty email in the first part of December that states in accordance with COHE, 
your PSE is due on this date. Sam encouraged campuses to not make it an administrative 
responsibility to get the PSE’s in as the responsibility lies with the faculty. Sam noted that the retreat 
meeting should be about what operational issues each campus is facing so if there are some cases 
that institutions would like to discuss that would be encouraged.  
 
Rod stated that there is more and more concern and discussion at BHSU regarding distance 
education so that might a discussion topic to add if it already isn’t covered in the 3rd bullet point in 
the item. The task force on campus is maintaining responsibility for HLC requirements and the way 
demographics are shifting there are issues with quality.  Sam noted in same ways it is covered and 
this is a discussion we’ve had. A possible recommendation for those concerns would be to start 
getting faculty together in core areas and essentially have them design the resources for the class and 
while they are doing that they are creating the framework for an online class. Sam noted we can 
expand the 3rd bullet point to include a conversation of topics Rod has raised. 
 
Sam stated with the Smarter Balanced Implementation item that is listed on the retreat agenda, the 
key thing we will be discussing there is starting to frame the recommendations we will be making 
later in the year about cut-score for placements. As part of his ongoing requirements to fulfill his 
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obligations to Smarter Balanced, Robert Stein will be joining the AAC Retreat and attending the 
October Board meeting.   
 

Q. Institutional Program Review Schedule 
 
The system has established a process requiring periodic reviews of all programs offered. A primary 
purpose for these reviews is to continuously improve the quality of all educational programs offered. 
Periodic program review involves stakeholders in an analysis of past performance which is used to 
inform present and future directions and decision-making. The review process is integrated with 
strategic planning and budgeting, with regional and specialized accreditation processes, and with 
student-learning outcome assessment. The system’s processes require each campus to maintain a 
schedule that indicates the time frame for the review of every program offered. Each campus has 
submitted its schedule for program reviews to be reviewed this year as well as the extended schedule 
for reviews in the next few years. The Institutional Program Review Schedules will move forward to 
the Board in December along with the Institutional Program Review Reports. 
 

R. 2013-2014 Discipline Councils  
 
Sam noted the list of proposed membership in the discipline councils for 2013-2014 is attached to 
this item. Board staff plan to conduct a series of reviews of the course catalog to make sure the 
integrity of the system of common and unique courses continues so this will require the creation of a 
series of ad hoc councils.  In addition, as a result of the redesign of programs leading to teacher 
licensure, there is interest in aligning the disciplinary content in some secondary and K-12 programs.  
This work will be assigned to existing councils where possible but some ad hoc groups will also be 
established to address this effort.  A Discipline Council in humanities will be named and, continuing 
with the processes of the past few years, this will be viewed as a self-directed group. The Council 
agreed to approve the proposed membership and move it forward to September COPS and October 
BOR. 

 
S. Review of Curricular Forms and Processes 

 
Sam stated that the suggested revisions will be complied and we will make the critical changes to the 
form as soon as possible. Sam noted that AAC will get to restructure how the new program approval 
process works to hopefully make this more coordinated.  The objective is to control the process and 
whatever process that is developed to support and facilitate Board action needs to be based on the 
clear intent of the campuses. Sam added that hopefully we can get to the point where most of the 
“political concerns” can be addressed early in the process.  The Council agreed that we will need to 
add both “Session Cycle” and “Yearly Cycles” for all the common and unique courses at both the 
undergraduate and graduate level to the form processes. The information collected regarding 
“Session Cycle” and “Yearly Cycles” will be entered into Datatel Colleague in order for Student 
Planner to work most effectively. Sam noted that Council member may want to look history of course 
offerings on their campus because it is a good place to start. 
 

T. Revision to Delivery Codes 
 

Sam stated that in the past few years, campuses have begun to offer remedial/introductory math 
classes using an “Emporium” strategy. This model was developed to give students more control over 
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their learning.  These are typically self-paced, competency-based approaches that allow students 
some freedom to choose what types of learning materials they use depending on their needs and to 
set their own pace in working with the materials. These offerings typically are based on sophisticated 
instructional software and one-on-one on-site help. In this delivery method, formal class meetings 
are replaced with increased access to instructional assistance. The Sloan Consortium has 
recommended that this delivery method be recognized.  The Council agreed to approve the delivery 
code 031 Emporium to be added. 
 

U. Credit for Saylor Foundation Courses 
 
Sam stated that a few months ago, a representative from the Saylor Foundation was referred to the 
Board Office by one of the campuses to explore developing a partnership that would lead to 
transcripted credit for enrolled students who had completed select courses developed by the 
Foundation. As background, the Saylor Foundation is a non-profit organization based in Washington, 
D.C.  The mission of the Foundation is to increase access to quality education and, to this end, they 
employ experienced professors to build college-level and professional courses from the wealth of 
material available on the Web.  The Foundation's free education initiative at Saylor.org provides over 
270 free online courses to anyone with an Internet connection. Among these 270 courses, the 
National College Credit Recommendation Service (NCCRS), formally known as National PONSI, 
recently recommended that three of these courses be recognized for college credit.  BHSU, DSU and 
NSU are listed as cooperating institutions that have accepted NCCRS recommended courses.  Because 
of this, we were approached to see if we would be interested in developing a system-level 
partnership agreement. Sam recommended that these courses be referred to the Assessment 
Committee for review.  The Council agreed with the recommendation. 
   

V. Application of AP Guidelines  
 
Sam stated that recently, a high school counselor contacted the Board office to state that a campus 
was not following Board policy governing recognition of AP courses.  The counselor added that he 
understood the argument for denial of credit for AP coursework that was being made but he was 
frustrated because students had committed time (and parents’ money) to achieve a goal and our 
materials did not address the issue.  To fully frame this issue, the students involved are interested in 
careers in medicine.  While there are issues with how AP coursework may play out should a student 
apply for med school, there are no blanket prohibitions.  It may make more sense to encourage 
students to take advanced coursework rather than to repeat for “easy” A’s, the argument allegedly 
made to the students. As stated in this Policy, college level credit will be transcripted if the student 
achieves a qualifying score in an AP offering that is equivalent to a course offered within the Regental 
system.  These AP courses approved by the Board are spelled out in the AAC Guidelines.  
 
Sam noted that the request here is to reaffirm that the Board policy and recognize it is not open to 
interpretation by faculty or academic advisors. The other thing that Sam recommends that falls in 
line with that request is get together people that handle pre-professional schools specifically so we 
can come up with a common statement that we can authorize and get appended to the AP Guidelines. 
This would make it clear in those cases where AP credit may not be accepted. SDSU and USD agreed 
that they have a couple of people that can work together to develop a statement for review at the 
next AAC meeting.  
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W. Mid-term Deficiency Reporting 
 
Sam stated that the Starfish implementation team has forwarded an issue that has come up regarding 
mid-term grade reporting to AAC for resolution.  Historically, midterm grades have been reported in 
Colleague.  These grades were collected to provide a mid-term checkpoint for students and this info 
is also helpful as preregistration occurred.  Over the years, AAC has had a number of discussions 
about moving this required “mid-term” reporting earlier into the semester.  While it is difficult to 
identify common threads from these discussions, there was general agreement that this would make 
good sense for entry level courses but moving the grade reporting date for upper level courses, such 
as seminars, would not make sense.   
 
Sam noted that with the implementation of Starfish, an early alert academic warning system has been 
implemented during the third week of classes.  However, last spring NSU also used Starfish for the 
required mid-term grade reporting and now DSU has expressed interest.  Because of this, the 
implementation working group is asking if all mid-term grade reporting should be moved from 
Colleague to Starfish. This issue was forwarded to AAC for consideration.  Before a decision is made, 
the ramifications need to be understood.  MOCC has been asked to engage in this but since this also 
involves faculty practice and expectations, there are additional operational issues that AAC needs to 
consider. 
 
Sam stated that it sounds like it you can do and want to do this manually then that will be okay and 
everyone else can stay in Colleague. The bigger issue from Sam’s perspective is the faculty process. 
Currently everyone understands the deficiency reporting in Colleague and for the most part 
participation rates are reasonably good. If we were to say everyone needs to use Starfish for 
reporting, the issue occurs where there is going to several faculty on campuses that have never used 
Starfish at all because they do not teach entry-level courses that using it.  
 
Sam will follow-up with Dave to make sure the assessment committee agrees that each institution 
can do what they choose for this one, as long as the information that is required in Colleague is 
getting there and the institutions using Starfish do not request any system resources to be used to 
make sure the required data is entered in Colleague.   

 
X. Requests for the Externally Supported Tuition Rate 

 
Sam stated the use of the externally-supported tuition rate is controlled by Board Policy 2:13, 
Externally Supported Tuition Rate and Board Policy 5:5:3, Tuition and Fees: Special Course Types.  In 
April 2009, AAC approved operating procedures to guide the campus and approval process.  
Approval by the system vice president for academic affairs is required in advance for use of this rate.  
The request is submitted on an approved system form.   
 
Sam noted that looking at the requests that the Board office has been receiving lately, several have 
been coming in after the start date. It has become obvious that faculty and staff are not paying 
attention to these. Sam would suggest that since these things matter more and more, the timelines 
need to be enforced and staff reviewing these needs to paying attention closer to detail. 
 
Tom asked Sam what his perspective is on using ImageNow to review and approve the requests from 
NSU. Sam noted his main request would be to grant him access to return the request for further 
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review because as of now the only two options he has is to hold the request or to approve the 
request. Other than that it is up to NSU on how they chose to go about the review process being 
electronic or paper review. The other thing Sam would ask is that if Tom reviews and approves the 
request on paper that it stays on paper and continues through the workflow like that.  
 
Laurie noted on the request form there is a signature line for VP for Administration and SDSU does 
not have a VP with that title and so by default it goes to their VP of Finance and it has sat on their 
desk for three weeks before it was passed to Academic Affairs for approval. Sam noted he 
understands this can happen and the main signature he is looking at is when the Dean and the VP of 
Academic Affairs or designated person approves the request. 
 

Y. Smarter Balanced Implementation Update 
 
Sam stated that the implementation of Smarter Balanced has continued to move forward. On a 
national level, test items are currently being developed and reviewed. In Spring 2014, the field test of 
the Smarter Balanced Assessments will take place. South Dakota has determined that they will forego 
the final year of the Dakota STEP test, and will use the Smarter Balanced Assessment as the 
mandatory summative assessment for the 2013-14 school year. Following the field tests, the 
standard setting for the assessment will take place. Although, for the first year it will be somewhat 
difficult to gauge where students in South Dakota are scoring, especially considering they are testing 
based on the Common Core Standards, it will give students and teachers a better understanding of 
the exam as all member states begin to use the assessment in Spring 2015. 
 
Katie noted that the Board office also recently submitted a survey that was created by the national 
Smarter Balanced team. They survey asked respondents about the perceived involvement of various 
groups, including Higher Ed leaders, A&S faculty, and education faculty, with the CCSS and the 
implementation of Smarter Balanced. It also asked respondents for their thoughts on how the CCSS 
and Smarter Balanced were being received by K-12, government, and business leaders. The survey 
was distributed to various groups of faculty and administration on the campuses. A summary of 
South Dakota’s survey responses is attached, along with any comments that were given (see 
Attachment I). 
 
 Sam noted that in the past two months at the state level, progress has been made in creating college-
readiness courses in math and ELA. These courses will be for high school seniors who are identified 
as not being college ready after taking the Smarter Balanced Assessment. Following the planning 
group meeting in May, groups of Higher Ed & K-12 faculty met to create the blueprint for these 
courses. The courses were largely modeled after remedial courses being taught at the universities, as 
the purpose of each is to prepare students to enter into entry-level, credit-bearing courses such as 
College Algebra and Composition. 

Katie stated that going forward BOR and DOE are planning to hold regional meetings three times 
throughout the year. These meetings will be similar to the ALD meetings held in January 2013. Topics 
of these meetings will include promoting the college-readiness courses to the high schools, and 
discussing Smarter Balanced practice items to gauge expectations of faculty. Other topics may be 
proposed. We recently sent an email to Higher Ed and K-12 faculty asking for local volunteers to help 
plan these meetings over the course of the school year. The first of these meetings will be held on the 
campuses in October.  
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Other efforts related to Smarter Balanced include a collaborative effort with DOE, through the College 
and Career Readiness Partnership, to create the definition of “College and Career Ready” in the state 
of South Dakota. By creating a clear definition, the DOE will be better able to take actions that will 
move students forward and prepare them for life. The expected outcomes of this process are: 

1. Establish a common understanding within the systems of K-12 and post-secondary for 
the level of preparation that a student needs in order to be prepared to enter post-
secondary education. 

2. Establish a common understanding within the systems of K-12 and industry for the 
level of preparation that a student needs in order to be prepared to successfully enter 
the workforce.  

3. DOE will use the agreed upon definition to develop statewide rigorous academic and 
career and technical education standards.  

 
Z. Redesign of Teacher Education and Education Leadership Programs 

 
Rick joined the discussion to provide an overview of the two key projects he is working on. The first 
project is the Teacher Education Redesign that involves moving the five teacher ed programs to a 3 
plus 1 model where students have three years on campus followed by a year-long residency in a 
school setting with coursework embedded into that residency year. Rick noted that as a result of that, 
the campuses have begun discussing how the program should look, what issues need to be 
compatible or identical from campus to campus and to how can we allow campuses to have some 
level of uniqueness. The focus will be the 7th and 8th semesters as we work towards a full-year 
residency with universities implementing the residency program over the next three years. By 2016, 
all five universities should be into the new program with the only two areas exempt of the residency 
program being art and music as they will remain with a semester-long student teaching experience. 
 
Rick stated that some of the benefits of the residency program include extended time in PK-12 
classrooms, embedded coursework with focus on application of knowledge, and enhanced 
collaboration between HE and PK-12. Challenges that the system is facing includes completing 
required coursework in three years/six semesters, providing content courses for SEED majors in six 
semesters, and securing adequate placement of residency students near IHE’s. Rick noted moving 
forward the plan is to activate Discipline Councils this fall to discuss content pathways for SEED 
majors, coordinate the curriculum for the 7th and 8th semesters, identify faculty assignments related 
to the residency year, and determine financial feasibility for the residency year. Rick noted that any 
support Council members could provide to their Education Deans would be appreciated because 
he/she is going to be in the middle of the process with trying to move the system to the residency 
program while at the same time visiting with content people on campus.           
 
Rick added that a group recently had a conversation with Deborah Ball, math educator and Dean of 
Education at University of Michigan.  She noted that many content courses in math are not always the 
most relevant courses for our math ed or education students to have. The larger argument is going to 
be how we create courses on our campuses that might match better what the education students 
actually need.  
 
Sam added that as it has been noted, there is a need to allow faculty in the disciplines to continue 
these discussions because there is interest in identifying specifically what those core competencies 
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should look like and how they are going to make sure all candidates develop those. Sam noted that 
there was a request for information sent out to each institution that asked how many graduates each 
has in which areas. From his perspective, there are four disciplinary areas that we need to focus on as 
that is where the majority of student will be.  These include English, Math, Social Science/History, 
and Biology. Therefore, we will establish ad-hoc discipline councils for Biology and Social 
Science/History so members of the Council were asked to respond to the request for nominees that 
will be sent out.  
 
Rick noted that he believes there is a strong need to do something in the physical science area for 
secondary ed as we are not producing any significant numbers there.  As a result, districts are forced 
to look at the private schools or out-of-state to get good quality candidates. It is a matter of what 
universities are producing or not producing in the chemistry and physics and whether it is a match 
for what the market needs. Typically schools do not need an individual to teach only chemistry or 
only physics. Rather they need a science teacher. Tom noted that NSU, the chemist that attended the 
meeting in Chamberlain was excited about the possibility of establishing a physical science 
composite.  Sam noted that if there is interest that we need to get together a group of people to re-
describe this because it’s not about taking a set of introductory courses but about taking the right 
courses. Sam asked that Kurt discuss with Chuck about potentially reaching out to Tina Keller at USD 
to be the point person for this science conversation. Rick noted this is a step in the right direction but 
would also like to explore the possibility of talking to the Governor’s office about the Dakota Corp 
Scholarship to see if that could be targeted to these new degree programs in science if created. 
 
Rick stated the second project he is working on is Ed Leadership Redesign and as everyone is aware, 
NSU, SDSU, and USD all have master degree programs to prepare candidates to be PK-12 Principles. 
Essentially, these programs need to be refreshed at this point in time so there have been discussions 
on what can be done differently. As a result, the group has identified successful PK-12 Education 
Leadership programs some of which include: East Tennessee State University, UNC at Chapel Hill, 
Delta State University in Mississippi, Delaware Leadership Project, University of Denver, Illinois State 
University, University of Washington – Danforth Leadership Program, University of Iowa, and Iowa 
State. Rick noted he is in the process of reaching out to each of these universities and talking with 
people on campus about their programs. There are a few campuses where he will conduct site visits 
this Fall of 2013 as there is BUSH Foundation money to help with costs of those visits. Rick added 
there is hope that there are new ways we can look at to deliver the instruction, refresh courses to 
focus more on competencies rather than actual coursework, and making better use of the internship. 
By Spring 2014, we would like to begin to ensemble a new program and every campus would have 
the chance to decide if they would like to take part of the new joint program or not. Finally, by Fall 
2015 the goal is to launch the joint EDAD program within the system. Rick noted that currently this 
project is in the early planning stages but he is excited about the possibility of the new program and 
believe it is something that is needed in the South Dakota public higher education system. 
 

AA. NSSE/FSSE Survey Administration (Spring 2014) 
 
Sam stated that during the Spring 2014 semester the system will be completing the NSEE/FSSE 
survey. Each campus should let Paul know who your point person will be for this.  
 

BB. Cooperative Agreements  
1. Black Hills State University 
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Black Hills State University (BHSU) has submitted the following cooperative agreements that will be 
considered by the Board at the October 2013 meeting. 
 

 Hanyang University (HYU), Seoul, Korea 
 Soongsil University (SSU), Seoul, Korea 

 
2. Dakota State University 

 
Dakota State University (DSU) submitted a cooperative agreement with Tamagawa University, 
Tokyo, Japan that will be considered by the Board at the October 2013 meeting. 
 

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

 Global Village Program Yonsei University Wonju Campus, South Korea 
 Shanghai University, China 

 
4. South Dakota State University  

 
South Dakota State University (SDSU) submitted a cooperative agreement with the Edward Via 
College of Osteopathic Medicine (VCOM) that will be considered by the Board at the October 2013 
meeting. 
 

5. University of South Dakota 
 

The University of South Dakota has submitted a cooperative agreement with Western Iowa Tech 
Community College, Sioux City, IA that will be considered by the Board in October, 2013. In addition, 
USD submitted a summary of minor changes to a set of their existing articulation agreements with 
South Dakota’s Technical Institutes.  These reflect minor curricular changes to USD’s programs that 
have been approved these past few years. 

  
CC. Complete College America Remediation Grant Meeting 

 

Sam stated that in September 2012, representatives from each campus met in Pierre with Board staff 
and representatives from Complete College America to discuss the issue of remedial education. At the 
conclusion of this meeting, grant money was made available to the campuses to redesign remedial 
offerings on their campuses, as well as improve placement policies. These proposals then needed to 
be brought to scale. The campuses that submitted grants have been working on their proposals over 
the past months and they have been put in place for the Fall 2013 semester. 
 
Sam noted it has been decided that a follow-up meeting will be held on Thursday, September 26, 
2013 at 10:00 a.m. CT in Pierre, in order to provide an update on the work that has been done up to 
this point. Each campus should have a team of 6-8 people attend. The purpose of this meeting is to 
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provide a place for each campus to share the work they have been doing and to learn from what 
faculty on other campuses have accomplished as well. A tentative outline for the day includes: 

 Discussions about placement/remediation guidelines and policies 
 Campus highlights from the project(s) they’re working on. Each campus will have 

approximately 10 minutes to present their work. 
 Discipline-specific breakout sessions for teams working on math and ELA 
 Discussion of strategies to bring successful projects to scale 


