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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL RETREAT 

October 7-9, 2013 

Holiday Inn Convention Center, Canyon Room 

Spearfish, South Dakota 

 
MINUTES  

 
The Academic Affairs Council met in the Canyon Room at the Holiday Inn Convention 
Center on Tuesday, October 8, 2013 and Wednesday, October 9, 2013 with the following 
persons participating:  BHSU, Rod Custer and Curtis Card; DSU, Judy Dittman; NSU, Tom 
Hawley; SDSMT, Duane Hrncir; SDSU, Laurie Nichols and Mary Kay Helling; USD, Chuck 
Staben; BOR, Sam Gingerich, Katie Boehnke, and Sydney Bartunek with Jim Shekleton, and 
Molly Weisgram joining for part of the meeting. 
 
Sam stated that with each item on the retreat agenda the objective will be to discuss the 
goals and/or agenda for the Academic Affairs Council for the next 6-12 months.  
 

1. Curricular Design and Delivery 
a. Planning course offerings when students have and are utilizing multiple 

options to fulfill requirements 
 
Rod Custer had asked that the Council discuss issues/concerns arising because students 
may be taking courses online/from other providers and that this may be impacting offering 
of and enrollment in on campus courses.  To frame this topic, Daniel Palmer was asked to 
prepare an analysis of course taking patterns of students enrolled in off-campus courses (at 
least one course offered at another site/institution or online). A brief summary of the 
pattern for BHSU is provided to help frame the analysis titled, Enrollment Outside the Home 
Campus. Sam talked through the analysis with the Council.  
 

 Table 1a includes the unduplicated headcount by home institution of Fall 2012.  For 
BHSU, the enrollment was 3,872 (unduplicated headcount).  Of these, 2,616 students 
were enrolled in one or more courses off-campus or 67.6%. Table 1b noted that at 
BHSU, 2,050 of the 2,616 students were undergraduates with the enrollment of the 
group averaging 10.2 credit hours. Of these, 91% of the credits were offered by 
BHSU with the remainder split almost equally among the other campuses.   

 Table 2 and Table 6 work together to show the average credit hour at location by 
student home institution (undergraduate students for Fall 2012).  
 

Table 10 shows the most common site combinations for undergraduate students in Fall of 
2012. The largest populations in this pool were taking courses in combination from these 
three sites: on-campus, UCRC, and online.  Disaggregating the 10.2 credits, an “average” 
student in this cohort of 2,050 undergraduate students completed 3.5 credits on campus, 
3.9 credits at UCRC,  3.1 credits online/distance (which would include a small percentage 
completed through courses offered by other universities)  with the remainder earned from 
attendance at Mines, CUC and UC-SF. 

 The Council answered the following: What do we conclude from the analysis? 
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o Students are loyal to their home institution (most likely after declaring a 
major).  

o Chuck noted he has concerns about the University Center and asked about 
the course-taking pattern of student geographically (4-5year time period)? 
He suggested looking at the trend data by zip code of student registering.   

o Sam noted that since we have this data set now that every fall/every other 
fall the system should run the data to look at the trends.  

o Sam stated he will talk to Daniel and see if it would be possible to pull the 
number for Fall 2013 per AAC request. Although, Sam noted it would be his 
suggestion to go back look at Fall 2010 for comparison.  

o Council members agreed students should be split between Full-time (12 
credits)/part-time in future analysis. 

o Laurie noted she would like to find out what the group of students listed as 
“main” represent in Table 10.     

 
The following topics were identified for further discussion in upcoming AAC meetings:  

 Enforcement of perquisites  
 Full-year registration/Pre-registration issues [SDSM&T and DSU already do full-

year registration while BHSU is considering it.] 
 

b. Differential costing strategies/discipline cost structure 
 
To frame the discussion about differential tuition and fee, Laurie provided an update on 
several topics that the Tuition Review Committee is discussing.   

1) On-campus students taking off-campus courses.  
2) Eliminating the Graduate Assistantship tuition – going from students paying 1/3 

tuition to students paying zero tuition.   
3) Moving internships to self-support –The problem is that the internships are state-

support and there are a ton of fees on top of that.  
4) Discussion of banned-tuition or not banding tuition. About 2/3rd of universities in 

the nation do have banned tuition so South Dakota is in the minority. After the 
group had hours of discussion about banned tuition, it was decided to combine 
tuition and USF and completely get rid of USF. Sam stated that he believes banning 
makes sense for the reasons that Laurie mentioned at the beginning – it’s about 
student success and that is increased through banning. Sam will draft an item for 
AAC review and further discussion.  

5) 15 credit to complete agenda set to go to Committee A for discussion.  
6) Pricing, Distance Ed Pricing, Remedial Pricing.  
7) Resident and Non-resident tuition. All campuses can exam their out-of-state tuition 

and if you want to go above base you can propose that now.  
8) Items moved forward: BHSU giving Wyoming student in-state tuition and how an in-

state resident is defined.  
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After discussion, it was agreed that members of the Council would continue to work with 
their institutional reps on this group.  Topics will only be considered by AAC if it is thought 
that there’s merit in a common academic position. 
 

c. Expanding the use of technology including the use/development of e-
resources and importance of faculty development  

 
Sam asked members what steps the system should be taking as we move into the world of 
online delivery/e-resources. Sam noted that he still believes that the Pearson MyLab 
products may be the best because of their longer history and because of what they are 
doing with Newton to build an adaptive product.  
 
It is known that there are experiments with e-learning resources occurring on all 
campuses. For example, General Psychology courses at 3 campuses are using Pearson 
MyLab as a requirement in some if not all sections of the course. Sam offered for discussion 
the strategy of creating a library of materials for a course at the system level that faculty 
teaching the course can use.  
 
Chuck noted that he doesn’t believe we can do this much further than Math since it is very 
much department driven.  
 
Sam stated there may be system money available but only if at least two universities 
participate. Sam noted the proposal is that we will bring together a team of faculty and ask 
them to create an electronic course pack that they agree to use for a few years in a given 
course.  He suggested lower level courses in biology or psychology might make sense since 
there is already some use.  As part of this model, the course fee for the resources would be 
set to meet publisher costs, institutional overhead and costs for having faculty maintain 
and revise the materials.    
 
Sam would ask that members give this idea some thought and we will come back for 
further discussion. At this time he is not asking for members to recruit. He would like to 
promote doing some of this work cross campus and this would be tentative to kick off next 
summer. Sam will have discussion with Dr. Warner regarding this item.  
 

2. College Readiness, Placement, Remediation 
a. Implementation of Common Core State Standards/Smarter Balanced 

Assessments 
 
Robert asked the members for their thoughts in terms of CCSS and the SB assessments, 
asking them what they were hearing. Mary Kay noted that she sat next to a state legislator 
recently and the person expressed being ‘beat up’, most likely because of a lack of 
understanding and fear. Chuck noted the newspapers have publicized the concerns being 
voiced by opponents to this initiative. Chuck noted that he is hearing multiple people voice 
opinions such as; higher ed is about jobs, skills, and concrete issues of this sort. There is a 
disconnect in the current discussion of Higher Ed and current discussion of K-12.  
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Robert noted on the Higher ed side there is a push that says we should not be so focused on 
jobs and on specific majors.   Rather, we should be working with faculty to make sure they 
have connections to the world and they do know where employer expectations lie.  
 
Chuck stated that what he is hearing is that we are going to see a large number of students 
that are below the standards. As a result, there is going to be an incredible political 
problem when a large number of students are told they are not on track to be college ready. 
Chucks notes there hasn’t been a lot of discussion regarding solutions for this problem. 
Tom noted that he has heard the idea that more students are going to say college is not for 
me.  
 
Sam stated that he believes that the number of students that will be defined as college 
ready will be the same as the number of students who currently are so identified based on 
their ACT score.  
 
Chuck noted that one of things he has personally experienced on campus is the college 
recruitment/admissions people have no knowledge of the Smarter Balanced assessments 
and these are the people will soon be having the conversations about the results with both 
the students and their parents.  
 
Robert noted that it is his responsibility to open up the conversation regarding the 
initiative, engage the group more in the process, push K-12/Higher ed interaction and push 
Higher ed interaction with the consortium. He wants to make sure SD uses their voice and 
their vote based on informed decisions.   
 
Robert stated that Sam has been requested by  the consortium to provide 2-3 priority 
actions items from South Dakota higher education that will address goals for the 
implementation of the Smarter Balanced Assessments in the next year.   
 
The Council discussed the set of issues offered by Smarter Balanced. After some 
consideration, Sam stated that the following will be the recommendation for action items 
from South Dakota: 
 

1.  Communication/messaging -- This includes the full range of audiences such as 
messages targeting state-level policy efforts, intra-system materials for faculty and 
staff, reports for parents and students, and other similar efforts. 
 
2.  12th grade programming -- The Regental system will continue to partner with K-
12 to make sure appropriate options are available for all high school seniors.  This 
will include: a.) developing/piloting transitional courses and other options for those 
students not on track to be college- or career-ready; b.) implementing strategies to 
insure those on track to be college- and career-ready continue to develop required 
skills; and c.) providing college-level course work including AP, dual credit, 
enrollment in college and other similar options for all students who are college-
ready.   
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3.  Placement/remediation -- The system will revise policies/guidelines governing 
placement to include the results of the Smarter Balanced Assessment.   At the same 
time, the system will continue to review remedial offerings to make sure 
programming aligns with the needs of entering students and the goal of the system 
to have students complete college-level coursework as soon as possible. 
 
4.  Digital Library -- Steps will be taken to involve representatives from all campuses 
in this effort to ensure faculty in teacher education and in arts and sciences as well 
as students in teacher preparation programs are aware of these evolving resources. 

 
 

b. Working with high schools/providing options for students 
 
Sam noted that higher ed needs to work with high schools as the Smarter Balanced 
Assessments are implemented paying particular attention to the 11th grade assessment 
that will identify students as college-ready, on-track to be college ready, or not on track to 
be college ready. 
 
The system is working with DOE to work with the population that is not on track to be 
college ready and has developed a set of strategies and options for these students. There 
will be several meetings on campuses with participants from both highschools and 
universities similar to those held in January to discuss these options.  
 
In addition, Sam noted that we will need to have things for those on track to be college 
ready and this will probably focus on requiring enrollment in rigorous math, science, ELA 
and other such courses during their senior year.  This may be a way to increase enrollment 
in four years of math and science without forcing the topics.  
 
Perhaps the biggest gap we may have is for those students who will be college ready.  Sam 
stated that if we are going to move forward with dual-credit, we need to make sure we are 
not going to give credit for high school English or history and to ensure that these are our 
(college) courses taught at our level. This is one item that needs to be worked on.  
 

c. On-campus placement/remediation processes 
 
This item followed from the meeting held in Pierre September 26 that focused on the work 
the campuses are doing in this arena.  Katie noted that we are going to create some 
working groups to discuss which methods really work well and which one we are looking 
towards implementing system wide. The set of recommendations identified was circulated 
and Katie went through the key points. Technology was a big one that was discussed since 
more and more support is available that is competency-based.  In this environment, it is 
critical that resources are working correctly. Support for tutors was identified as important 
point and how that could be expanded.  Also, how to access writing skills is another item 
that was mentioned through discussion.  
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Sam stated that with this one the working group would consist of faculty from across all 
departments. The charge to the group will be to use the results from the pilots and from 
other research to frame recommendations for revisions to system policies and guidelines 
governing placement/remediation. Sam noted this topic ties back to the discussion of 
Smarter Balanced and placement. Sam asked AAC to think about what our 
recommendations are going to be as far as placement moving forward.   
 

d. Tuition rate for remedial offerings 
 
Laurie asked whether it would be possible to charge different costs for different courses. 
Sam noted that we can propose anything that we want to and that this would be a 
recommendation that would go forward to the Tuition Review Committee. One suggestion 
was to charge one time for remedial offerings but the Council agreed that that solution 
would be a poor choice.  
 
As the Council’s discussions unfolded, it was decided that this should be left as is for the 
time being.   
 

3. Faculty Issues 
 
This item included discussions that focused on processes the campuses are using to 
manage faculty evaluations/retention/promotion/professional development plans.  
 
Each of the campuses shared strengths and weaknesses of the processes they sue to 
manage these efforts. As the discussions unfolded, Laurie made the recommendation that 
Provost review/approval be part of the PDP process. Sam noted that he will find the 
guidelines/forms and bring those back to November AAC meeting for approval of revisions. 
Those revisions are to include a Provosts signature line and other front page revisions.   
 

4. Unfinished topics 
 

5. Maintaining the integrity of the system’s common catalog and common 
practices 

 
a. Common Catalog/Transferability/General Education   
b. How new programs, etc. are approved 
c. Guidelines for when an outside review is needed  

 
Sam noted that South Dakota has a unique way of doing business when it comes to our 
common catalog of courses, common academic policies and common transcript. This was 
done to support students completing programs at the Centers as well as by distance. 
However, as new people are stepping into key academic positions, there is not always an 
understanding of the way the environment within with the system works.  This is 
beginning to dismantle some parts of the system’s academic framework.  
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Sam noted he wants some sense from AAC on how they want to play this one going 
forward. Tom asked what indications Sam has noticed to press this item forward. Sam 
stated that for example, there were certain review and discussions as course modifications 
were handled that used to get done without any direction because the people in the 
positions knew that was part of the process. Now there are certain steps that are being 
missed as the process of review moves through the system.    
 
Sam noted that we are talking about the 100-400 catalog courses and undergraduate 
policies. The 100-200 courses are more critical at this point.  
 
Laurie noted that through the year the system has been concentrating so closely on being 
transferable/user friendly and there is not much uniqueness to offer as a state and that is a 
problem. Laurie asked what do we need to do so that we can protect students to the extent 
possible? 
 
Chuck stated that we should concentrate on 100-200 complete transferability that includes 
the generals while still leaving space to offer unique courses to each campus. Mary Kay 
noted that maybe we can visit the courses that are always problematic for transferability 
and those include for example organic chemistry.  
 
Sam noted we are back to the discussion of where does MOCC come into this and all other 
sub groups.  Sam noted that in many ways MOCC has become a black hole as far as 
academic issues are concerned.  This group apparently is doing its work with limited 
connection to AAC.  Yet often requests for review/comment on AAC topics go unanswered 
for extended periods of time.     
 
To bring this discussion to conclusion, Sam stated that there appears to be general 
agreement within AAC that we need to look at processes and procedures that manage the 
common catalog 100-200 level courses. We may need to look at a few select 
courses/programs that have issues and we will need mechanisms in place that govern 
these.   
 
Sam noted the other part of this item is the Board policy in general education – the 
expected courses are identified in policy. The Board sees these as a policy change rather 
than a curricular change. What do we want to do about this?  For example, he asked if the 
courses should be removed from policy and placed in guidelines.  There was general 
agreement that this would make sense. 
 
Sam stated that we are talking about reestablishing a relationship between the Academics 
and the Board. This comes with a different way of communication and strategy moving 
forward. It is important that the Board understands that we manage the curricular as an 
organic entity.  
 
There was agreement within AAC that an external review of graduate programs makes 
sense as part of the process for approval but at times it might make sense to waive this. 
Sam stated that the external review should be used by Academics to inform the process. 
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The focus should lie in the critical questions that the Board needs answered and those 
questions include demand, importance and resources.  
 
Chuck bought up the topic of resources and the only safe answer at this point is no new 
resources needed. That is not the correct answer to move forward with but, given the 
environment, if there is another response to the resources provided question then the 
proposal may be stalled. In essence, the resources question is off the table unless there is 
appropriated funds’ being asked for. Sam stated this is an idea he will discuss with Dr. 
Warner and bring back the feedback to AAC.  
 
Laurie mentioned the layout of the forms for the Intent to Plan and New Programs. Sam 
noted we could look at those. For the Intent to Plan request forms, mission and need are the 
two key items that should be highlighted. Laurie noted that the Curriculum Example may 
not need to be included in the Intent to Plan form.  
 
Mary Kay noted that when there has been a typo/other where for example a course is listed 
as an Internship needs to be listed as a Lab, the requirement as of now is to submit the 
revisions as a major course modification even though it was just an editorial revision. For 
editorial changes, Sam stated he prefers to handle those through memo request form. 
 
Sam stated that every 4-5 years universities should be going through their catalogs and if 
there are courses that haven’t been offered for 5 years those should be eliminated.  
 
 


