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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
August 4, 2011 

 
minutes 

 
The Academic Affairs Council met via conference call on Thursday, August 4, 2011 with the following 
persons participating:  BHSU, Rod Custer; DSU, Cecelia Wittmayer; NSU, Tom Hawley; SDSMT, Duane 
Hrncir; SDSU, Laurie Nichols and Mary Kay Helling; USD, Chuck Staben and Kurt Hackemer; BOR, Sam 
Gingerich, Paul Turman, Daniel Palmer, Trudy Zalud, and Jodi Gabriel.   
 
 
 
Item 1 Agenda 
The following items were added to the agenda for today’s call: 

• BOR retreat topics 
• Massachusetts initiative – assessing learning outcomes and improving instruction  

 
Cecelia noted that we seem to be asking the faculty to engage with many new initiatives this fall and 
suggested that we limit this to one or two and do them well.  Sam replied that most of these are an 
administrative reframing of what is currently going on.  Sam noted that we are looking at the early alert 
system and Math remediation, both of which have been topics for quite some time.  We haven’t done as 
much with remediation reading and that may come to the front.  Writing has not been worked on much 
either.   
 
Cecelia is concerned with asking the faculty to do too much since they are already working on other 
initiatives.  Sam agreed and added that although LEAP was part of the Massachusetts project, it was 
viewed more as what steps we can take to assure that we are delivering quality programs.  Dr. Warner is 
interested in what institutions are doing to see what quality means in different areas.  We are talking 
about local design, local development, and local discussions.  The question is what we can do about 
quality.  We have been asking faculty to be engaged with assessment all along.  They are supposed to be 
looking at their programs and, through the assessment programs in place, making improvements.  Sam 
appreciates this concern and added that we need to make sure that we frame the initiatives so it is clear 
how they support what we are currently doing rather than as another initiative that we have to 
undertake. 
 
 
 
 
Item 2 Minutes 
Minutes for March, May, and June of 2011 have been submitted.  M/S by Mary Kay and Duane to approve 
as submitted.  Motion carries.  Sam expressed appreciation to Cecelia for taking notes in June.  Any 
corrections should be sent to Jodi and Sam at the BOR office. 
 
 
 
 
Item 3 Consent Agenda Items 

Item 3.A.1 Program Modifications - USD 
The University of South Dakota has submitted a program modification for the Doctor of Audiology 
(AuD) program, removing 1 credit hour in requirements for the program.  This proposal will move 
forward to the COPS and BOR meetings in October. 
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Item 3.B.1 Course Modifications - USD 
The University of South Dakota has submitted the following course modifications for approval.  
These proposals will move forward to the Executive Director for consideration and be reported on 
the Interim Actions report for the October BOR meeting. 
 
New Course Requests 

1) HSC 101 Health Sciences Major Tracking Course 
2) POLS 880 Prospectus Preparation 

 
Revised Course Request 

1) LAKL 245 Lakota Language Table 
 
 
Item 3.C Reports 
No report. 
 
 
The items on the consent agenda were approved. 

 
 
 
 
Item 4.A.1 New Programs 
No report. 
 
 
 
 
Item 4.B.1 New Certificate Request - USD, Mental Health Counseling Certificate (Graduate) 
The University of South Dakota has submitted a request for a Mental Health Counseling Certificate 
(Graduate).  No questions were voiced.  This proposal will move forward for consideration at the COPS 
and BOR meetings in October. 
 
 
 
Item 4.C.1 New Site Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 4.D.1 Intent to Plan Requests 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 5.A Electronic University Consortium 
No report. 
 
 
 
Item 6.A.1 Admissions Requirements 
Paul noted that the BOE approved an updated set of graduation curriculum requirements that eliminated 
a computer science course as a requirement.  He is suggesting that we remove that requirement for 
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admissions as well as for the Regents Scholar program.  The BOR now manages this program.  He felt 
that a significant number of students will have to take an additional computer course or we will need to 
make a number of exceptions.  Dr. Warner was in agreement to make our requirements consistent with 
the high school graduation requirements.   
 
AAC concurred with the proposed revision to BOR 2:3 to remove the computer science course 
requirement from the admissions requirement and the Regents Scholar curriculum.  This will align our 
expectations with the DOE’s high school graduation requirements.  Paul will move the proposal through 
the approval process. 
 
Paul also noted that AAC has previously talked about residual ACT scores and how they are used within 
the system.  BOR policy says that students 21 years or younger need an ACT score on file.  If the student 
comes late to the university, then residual ACT scores are used to fulfill the requirement.  Some 
institutions are also allowing students to retake the exam to take advantage of scholarships that the 
university may have.  This flexibility would not be eliminated. 
 
Paul is recommending that we simply strike that portion of the policy.  Tom noted that last fall when this 
was discussed, we had admissions people concerned about eliminating the residual ACT.  Paul responded 
that we often rely on performance in previous courses to make decisions.  In addition, most students 
would already have an ACT score. 
 
Cecelia clarified that the suggestion is also to remove the requirement that anyone 21 years or older 
needs to submit an ACT score.  Paul concurred and added that ultimately the admissions folks would 
have them take placement testing to find out what course they needed to enroll in anyway and those 
testing procedures are in place.  The section in which Paul would eliminate language is in BOR 2:3.5.C.  
Paul noted that this moves beyond the classification that we have for each area, Records Required.  It 
would be eliminating language in that section and simply stating that all students must submit high 
school or GED verification of previous course work completed either at the high school or collegiate level.  
He is suggesting that references to the ACT/SAT scores would be removed from this section. 
 
Paul clarified that the intention is to get rid of the requirement that students 21 years or older must 
submit ACT scores as an admissions requirement.  If the institution wants to allow them to take the exam 
for a higher score for a scholarship, the institution has the flexibility to do this.  He is suggesting that we 
eliminate the section that states that the student must have it on file.  The requirements that are spelled 
out on Sections 2.A and 2.B would not change.  He wants to eliminate that requirement for the subset of 
students that just do not have the ACT score.   Do we really need it for the 50 students per year that 
don’t have it that we can evaluate them using other methods?  Mary Kay noted that SDSU admissions 
agree with this revision.   
 
Paul will also be taking this to SAC the next time they meet.  He will continue to move this along through 
the system process.  He did not feel this would really change much of the current practice. 
 
Paul will take to SAC for discussion the proposal to eliminate the requirement of an ACT score for those 
students who are 21 years of age or younger if they had not submitted test scores to meet one of the 
bachelor or associate degree requirements.  Any concerns should be passed along to Paul. 
 
Paul noted that the final issue is using the AC3 and ACX classification codes for those students entered in 
the system, but haven’t met the baccalaureate and associate degree requirements.  We also have a 
group of students who fall under a non-degree seeking status.  We talked about these students relating 
to the proficiency exam since they probably do not have a degree completion plan laid out yet.  How do 
we track these students?  
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One thing to consider, as a change to the admissions process, would be to utilize a more robust 
provisional admittance status.  Students with AC3 or ACX admissions codes or students who are non-
degree seeking would receive provisional admittance and then utilize a set of criteria to assure they are 
moving toward a degree within the first or second semester.   
 
SAC has discussed minimum progression and all noted that each campus uses the AC3 or ACX codes.  
Those students and non-degree seeking students possibly have an orientation session or maybe someone 
is asked to work with those students directly.  However these students sometimes fall through the cracks.   
This “provisional” designation code would replace all 3 admissions categories. 
 
What issues or concerns would the institutions have?  Does this approach work for all campuses?  Would 
it assist or aid any problems you are running into?   
 
Paul commented that in conversations with Sam and Dr. Warner, it was suggested to apply a 2-term 
provisional admittance status with the hope that by the end of the second term, the student would be 
prepared to enroll into a degree program.   
 
Chuck clarified that the provisional admittance status would be for AC3, ACX, and non-degree seeking 
students.  Paul concurred.  Chuck asked if this would have the same status as the NCAA degree progress 
requirements.  Paul noted that SAC talked about financial aid but he felt that provisional admittance was 
a classification that is used so he didn’t think this would be a factor.  Paul would need to confirm.  He felt 
that this is similar to an undecided status and would actually help push them towards a degree. 
 
Paul agreed that we need to find some sort of mechanism to track students who are really non-degree 
seeking.  Right now all these students are in the same pool.   
 
Sam reinforced what Paul has said.  Students can declare themselves as a non-degree seeking student 
but can exhibit every characteristic of a full-time, degree seeking student.  Currently we do not force 
distinctions. 
 
Chuck asked if these students would be part of the 3% limit?  Paul commented that we would need to 
explore what the limits may be.  If you put expectations on what the institution does with those students 
in the first 2 terms, he didn’t know if exceptions were an important piece anymore.  We just want to 
gauge the issues so we can look at this relating to the admissions policy.   
 
Sam added that during internal discussions, the institutions are better identifying at risk students.  
However, we appear to miss the mark.  The objective is to use a different strategy.  Many institutions 
notify students at risk at some point during admissions.  The student didn’t really know why they were 
being admitted into a certain category and, when looking at the results of these students, they were 
often not retained.  We want to look at this from a different perspective.   The goal is student success.  
Paul added that when we allow students to choose their own course of study, they tend to take longer to 
complete a degree.  This may be a mechanism to move them along. 
 
 
 
Item 6.B MOCC Issues 
No report. 
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Item 6.C Early Alert System Review 
Paul commented that this item is for information only.  Most of this is background information that he felt 
the legislature will ask for a summary, i.e. what have we done, what has worked what hasn’t, each 
campus’ reports/progress reports.   
 
The committee wanted to develop a group of questions and work with peer institutions who have applied 
some of these questions to their implementation processes.  We need to talk about what is needed 
before we even start to talk to the vendors.   The group talked about putting together a portal so people 
can submit information.  The group is meeting next Tuesday with the goal of having the RFP out in early 
September.  The selection process would start late this fall. 
 
Paul commented that the committee has good representation and seems to be engaged.  Vendors have 
been putting together webinars for the group.  Paul expects implementation in the Fall of 2012 with 
significant training during the summer of 2012.   
 
 
 
 
Item 6.D IDEA Survey Administration 
Paul commented that as campuses have been asked to develop cost saving strategies, AAC discussed last 
February a number of alternatives that could be used in the administration of the student opinion survey.  
This information went back to the assessment committee for feedback and Paul narrowed the discussions 
to a couple issues. 
 

1) Should we utilize the short form rather than the diagnostic long form.  
2) Low response rate especially when using the online process that we have been doing more 

frequently.  For any course with fewer than 10 responses, the information is not necessarily 
reliable. 

 
Paul noted that assuming that the BOR would be supportive of this approach, he has combined the 
implementation guidelines and the administration guidelines documents and suggests that the campuses 
be allowed to choose either the long form or the diagnostic form.  He has found that we can get the 
same level of detail that the deans were looking for with the long form through an analysis procedure 
with data received from the short form once that data comes back.   
 
He continued that they would also look at changing the faculty opinion survey rotation based on what 
AAC put forward in the guidelines.  A mechanism would also be added so that in any course, whether the 
survey was administered in that semester or not, students would have a mechanism to provide feedback 
to administrators and faculty of record for that course. These issues are clarified in the revised document.   
 
Paul noted that the section on the frequency of administration is in line to what AAC agreed to previously.  
He commented that he and Sam added that administrators can require the survey of any course at any 
time.  It will provide leverage on the campus if needed. 
 
Cecelia commented that since the framework for evaluating the faculty is in the COHE agreement, will we 
have to renegotiate that portion of the agreement if the BOR approves this?  Sam replied that the 
agreement says that evaluations will be done annually, and that is evaluation, not student opinion survey.  
Paul added that for the campuses that do peer review or administrator observation, this would meet the 
requirement for what is referred to in the contract. 
 
Chuck commented that the intent of USD is not to change the frequency of administration in a drastic 
manner.  He thought they may go to the short form but the intent is to evaluate every section and every 
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instructor, every time.  As long as there is flexibility embedded, USD would be okay with a guidelines 
change.  However, he felt it would somewhat create faculty friction.   
 
Cecelia noted that in the COHE agreement, it refers to the fact that written comments cannot be used in 
the evaluation process.  So those times when all they have are written comments, those cannot be used.  
She did not feel this change would help the institutions with faculty evaluations unless the COHE 
agreement section would be revised also.  Sam replied that the agreement specifies that the SOS cannot 
be the controlling factor.  The faculty member is expected to provide other evidence of teaching 
effectiveness upon which their evaluation is based.  He would hope that the surveys are not the sole or 
the deciding factor in any process here.  Cecelia responded that the COHE agreement states that 
institutions cannot use written comments for faculty evaluation.  Sam replied that the intent is to give 
students a voice.  Comments can be used to inform decisions made by the institution.  This has been a 
well researched topic.  The general findings are that once faculty members have established a pattern in 
their careers, the evaluations tend not to change over short periods of time.  The opportunity to 
comment is somewhat of a check that the institutions can use so administrators can become aware of 
what may be happening. 
 
AAC offered a few suggestions to the guidelines.  Duane and Laurie both voiced their support for the 
changes.  Paul will make the suggestions he received to clarify any questions. 
 
Paul noted that he is pulling together a set of priorities for the Board retreat.  This issue is one of them 
so he will be able to get a sense of where the Regents stand on this.  He felt that if this was approved 
yet this fall, the earliest for implementation would be next spring.  Carrie felt that it would also depend on 
the form the institution chooses.  Paul did not think we would have time to implement yet this fall and we 
cannot go to the short form until the BOR approves the process. 
 
Sam added that the BOR approved the current structure 5 - 6 years ago, contrary to a recommendation 
by the working group and Committee A, and went to the process we are currently using.  While we are 
doing a good job of shaping a different policy, he is still not sure how this will play out with the BOR 
members.   
 
Paul noted that we are in the last year of the agreement with IDEA, and since the relationship with them 
is good, he thought the agreement could be modified.  Carrie noted that confidentiality will be a key 
factor.  Paul agreed and added that he will be having conversations with RIS to assure that 
confidentiality. 
 
Paul will make the revisions as suggested by AAC.  This is an issue that he will talk about at the Retreat 
in August to see what the Board’s interest is in revising the requirements. 
 
 
 
Item 6.E Section Size Guidelines 
Paul revised the section size guidelines to incorporate the policy changes approved by the BOR in 
December 2010.  There are also a few editorial revisions and corrections.  No concerns were voiced. 
 
The revised guidelines will be posted to the AAC guidelines webpage. 
 
 
 
Item 6.F McGraw-Hill Campus 
Paul reported that McGraw Hill announced the launch of McGraw Hill campus, designed to provide faculty 
with access to all their course content through the institution’s learning management system.  What they 
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are doing is a little different than Pearson.  Pearson is targeting students more specifically, guiding them 
into the e-text market and keeping the bookstores out of the picture.   
 
McGraw Hill is trying to make it easier for faculty to access the textbooks that they already use.  Within 
the LMS environment, they create a link in D2L to link into the McGraw Hill campus, find your materials 
and if you want to pull them into the D2L environment, it allows you.  Faculty could use the text and quiz 
features even if not using that text book.  They are approaching this more as an institutional agreement 
between the institution and their LMS system.  Paul felt that since our system uses one LMS system, it 
would allow all institutions to get to the materials. 
 
The cost incurred would probably be on the D2L side.  McGraw Hill has integration products.  One thing 
we always find is that D2L has an additional cost with vendors.  We would have to look into that but Paul 
did not feel it would be a huge cost for implementation. 
 
Why is McGraw Hill doing this?  Paul noted that if McGraw Hill can get the faculty to use this, then the 
faculty would be more apt to adopt the McGraw Hill products.  Paul felt that goal is if they can get the 
faculty member to use their products, the faculty would be more apt to encourage the student to use the 
e-books also.  When faculty adopt the program, they would then market to the students for them. 
 
Tom noted that he continuously gets the request that the TAC folks be included on these types of 
discussions.  Are we including them?  It was stated the Monte has a TAC retreat coming up and he has 
this agenda item.  Dave Hansen has also articulated issues to Paul and TAC will have some comments as 
well.   
 
Sam went on to add that that similar comments came about discussions within the D2L group about 6 
months ago.  One of the operating assumptions is that the people working in these groups are 
communicating to you and the assumption is that you are communicating these issues forward to TAC 
and BAC reps on your campus. 
 
Paul felt that although this relates to the technology groups, the decision rests with AAC.  Is there 
enough interest in the council to explore the costs and what faculty has access to and what the cost may 
be for students?  AAC felt it would benefit to have Paul check into McGraw Hill further.   
 
Paul will research costs and what products are included for faculty and students with the McGraw Hill 
program and bring this back to AAC for further discussion.  
 
 
 
Item 6.G State Authorization Regulations – Update 
Sam noted that there was a district court decision to strike down a portion of the state authorization 
ruling that speaks specifically to the section that notes where an institution must be authorized in the 
state where students receive federal financial aid.  However, Parts a and b of this rule still stand.  Part a 
states that to be eligible to participate in financial aid programs, institutions must show that they have 
authorization in all states where they have a physical presence.  Physical presence is defined at the state 
level so we’re kind of in the same situation as we were before.  Institutions still need to be making a 
good faith effort to get authorization in the states in which they are operating. 
 
Sam commented that another issue is playing out, which is that institutions must notify all students of 
third party complaint processes.  A narrow definition of what is required is listed in the item on page two.  
Processes or links would need to be published.   Each state has to have complaint procedures 
established.  South Dakota does not currently have them so there are discussions happening now about 
legislative actions next year.  Most of these complaint procedures in other states are in statute.   
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Sam commented that there is a question as to what information needs to be published on the 
institutional website.  There is a draft list from WICHE but this is probably not the list that needs to be 
published.  There may be licensing issues that also come into play, so we need to make sure that we 
include all controlling entities and boards.  The NCHEMS/SHEEO group working on this issue does include 
a list of items required.   
 
As we offer programs online that lead to licensure and certification, it needs to be clearly defined that it 
leads to licensure in South Dakota, unless the licensure leads to certification in another state or 
nationally.   We need to clearly state where the licensure leads to.  
 
Sam noted that graduates of the teacher education programs in SD have commonly crossed state borders 
and have been employed in other states.  They can do that.  To be licensed in SD, a teacher has to have 
a SD Indians course, a course unique to our state.  Other states that don’t have programs approved by 
SD do not have that requirement.  There is a gray area here.  In some ways this is driving the initiative at 
the federal level.  Some for-profit entities were leading students to believe they were earning licensure in 
a state when in fact they were not. 
 
Sam noted that we are diligently working to come into compliance with states in which we do business.  
There continues to be efforts lead by WICHE to establish strategies to use some regional compacts or 
agreements.  He felt in the next 6 months, this will all be clarified.  This is guiding our recommendation 
that this process be done in a deliberate fashion.  
 
Sam noted that we have made initial contacts in Minnesota.   Chuck commented that USD has also made 
some headway with Minnesota.  They expect a list of all physical locations where USD is doing business.  
USD has almost completed this task and intends to send it to Minnesota for their authorization.  Sam 
commented that institutions individually can pursue authorizations in any state but with Minnesota, as 
they are developing strategies to work with a few systems, they are willing to consider alternate forms of 
billing for systems rather than per institution per degree.   
 
Sam noted that he and Jim are tracking issues with licensure.  He urged the VPAAs to have discussions 
with those programs that lead to licensure with boards in South Dakota to make sure it’s clear what kind 
of reciprocity agreements there may be with neighboring states.  If there is reciprocity with other states, 
then there is probably not much exposure at the program level.  If there is not reciprocity, it may be an 
area that should be monitored. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.H Dual Credit Update 
Sam noted that AAC has not talked about dual credit since last fall and he wanted to get a sense of what 
is happening on campus.  Authorization for others to enter into partnerships with the high schools was 
given last year.  Previously, NSU’s Rising Scholars program was the only partnership that was approved.   
 
Sam continued that every institution should have a point person for dual credit programming.  Cecelia 
asked if they had offered a dual credit course in the past and will offer it again, do they need additional 
approval?  Sam responded that the governing third-party pay policy is written, approval is required every 
time a course is offered.  It is not a continuing approval.   
 
Cecelia reported that DSU is working with the Madison district right now.  Laurie added that SDSU is 
working with Pierre.  NSU continues to work with schools through their Rising Scholars program.   
 
Sam commented that dual credit continues to be a topic of interest.  The BOE has suggested that we 
need to do more to promote it.  Is anyone hearing this comment?  Tom noted that NSU continues to get 
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a few more schools asking about the program but nothing that is materializing.  He has heard a few 
complaints about the rigidity about the policy on master’s degrees but NSU is holding firm to the policy. 
 
Sam has received only one or two questions regarding the acceptance of transcripted dual credit.  He 
assumed that everyone is handling those locally.  MNSCU and Iowa are being accepted now since their 
system policies align with our system policies. 
 
Campus contacts for dual credit are as follows: 

BHSU - Rod will email the name to Sam and Jodi.  
DSU - Peg O’Brien 
NSU - Terry Piatz 
SDSMT - Mike Dunn 
SDSU - Gail Tidemann 
USD - Laurie Becvar 

 
 
 
Item 6.I Study Abroad Issues 
Sam noted that AAC talked about this during the June meeting.  This is a continuation of the 
development of guidelines that will be useful to help offices working with students involved with study 
abroad.  AAC already approved the guidelines for one-to-one exchanges that involved tuition issues and 
now will be working on guidelines for broader issues.  Draft guidelines are provided with the goal of 
working through these to see if we can help support the study abroad opportunities for our students. 
 
Sam commented that Appendix B is the statement of the guidelines to handle everything except the 1-to-
1 exchanges.  Is there anything missing? 
 
Kurt felt that we needed to look more specifically at financial aid and how it’s awarded, and course 
equivalency and whether it’s awarded.   Financial aid offices want assurances.  Is this a local issue or 
system issue?  Is this a policy issue? 
 
Sam responded that this can be handled locally; however, it has become a system issue since the 
financial aid directors commonly discuss these and related topics.  He felt that for students who 
participate in study abroad experiences, it should be more of an internship.  Credit can and should be 
awarded for sitting in a classroom someplace else.  He felt that there was also academic value in the 
experience rather than solely looking at courses attended.  Sam is suggesting that the guidelines assign 
the decision-making on the academic validity of the experience to an academic person on campus.  Some 
campuses appear to be merely looking at the “course” but some credit can and should be awarded based 
on the experience of the studies. 
 
Chuck felt that the EXPL course could help this, essentially providing the default to the internship and 
awarding credit for the study abroad experience.  
 
Sam agreed, stating that the objective is to put this into guidelines to assure people that the attempt at 
the experience is successful.  These guidelines will give the institutions a policy to help in awarding the 
academic credits.  Sam noted that the student will need to validate the learning to someone, usually 
spelled out in the course requirements. 
 
AAC then discussed the set of issues raised and offered suggestions.  Sam will revise the draft guidelines 
based on this discussion for additional review.  
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Section 1 Admissions 
One issue with admissions is that if a student at one institution wants to participate in a program at 
another institution, the student must change home institutions.  Kurt noted that USD instigated this 
agreement with SDSU to help with that problem.  Sam felt that this issue might get a little confusing 
if the course is a study abroad experience but we need to clarify this for the advisors on how this will 
work.   
 
Tom remarked that NSU talked about this issue.  They thought that although the student would have 
to register at USD for example, the student would not have to change their home institution.  Tom 
will try to get some information about the specific situation that came up at Northern. 
 
On the SDSU/USD agreement, the student is registering in the course but retaining their home 
institution designation.  Kurt noted that in the agreement, the student must register with the sending 
institution.   
 
Sam will clarify language on the issue of students designating their home institution when enrolling in 
study abroad courses or experiences from another system university.  Kurt suggested that Sam 
review the agreement between USD and SDSU for some generic language that may possibly be used. 
 
 
Section 2 Issues with Registrations 
Can the courses be repeated?  Sam was not sure where this issue came from.  Chuck felt that this 
would depend on the student’s program and courses.  Mary Kay noted that SDSU has handled this 
issue case by case, with an academic officer working with the registrar’s office and the student.  Sam 
agreed that this should be handled at the local level and working with specific student situations.  
These guidelines are intended to clearly establish the responsibility of the decision makers when 
these situations come up. 
 
 
Section 3 Transfer of Credit and Grades 
Cecelia reported that Sandy said the registrars have talked about this and the general consensus is 
that the credits should be viewed as transfer credits and should be labeled with information on where 
the course was taken.  This is the information that was relayed to her. 
 
Mary Kay said that at SDSU, a student, prior to departure, can work with their program advisor and 
international affairs officer and designate if they want a letter grade or a P/F grade.  It has to be 
decided before they leave and it has to be approved by their program of study to be a valid 
equivalent course.   
 
Sam thought that this may involve a slight change of system policy.  We may need to talk about BOR 
policy 2:5 to allow for the option of grades being recorded.  Any concerns about doing this?  None 
voiced. 
 
Sam will draft revisions to policy 2:5 to allow for the option of assigning grades or a P/F designation 
for study abroad experiences. 
 
 
Section 4 Academic Calendar Issues  
Sam noted that often times the terms for students studying abroad are different from our system 
terms.  A student that goes someplace for a fall semester that does not end until January 10 will not 
have grades, which may cause some issues for registration and for financial aid distribution.   
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Chuck felt that they can already make exceptions to the academic calendar.  Sam responded that 
some following the policies say that there is nothing they can do when exception can’t be made in 
certain situations.  Kurt responded that USD has some guidelines in place to authorize the university 
to request transcripts when the student isn’t actually available.  AAC agreed that they need the 
flexibility because the terms are generally not the same. 
 
 
Section 5 General Education Issues 
Sam commented that AAC agrees that study abroad experiences should be used to apply towards 
general education requirements.  How do we do this?   
 
The student can go someplace, take a course that is equivalent to a general education course we 
offer, but he didn’t think that this addresses the case here.  There is more value in study abroad 
courses than just the same course equivalents.  We need to come up with strategies to allow 
students to apply study abroad to general education courses. 
 
Chuck suggested that this be handled on a case by case situation.  Cecelia agreed and thought that 
this is already being done at DSU.  The VPAAs felt that people on campus know that it can be done 
this way.   
 
 
Section 6 Teacher Education Programs - Issues 
Are there any issues with teacher education programs?  Sam felt there was some interest here.  How 
many student teachers do we have teaching abroad?  Chuck felt that USD had some student teachers 
in England.  Sam noted that although credit can be awarded, are there any impacts with the DOE?  
There are certain expectations for student teaching and if the international study abroad student 
teaching programs meet those expectations, credit can be awarded. 
 
Sam felt that this could be a valued experience.  There is more of a push for teacher education to be 
more clinical, similar to the internships in health sciences.  In that environment, what controls are in 
place for the student for a good student teaching program?  Is this a DOE issue?  Sam felt that as 
long as the institutions are having these types of discussions with the DOE, the process should be 
working.   
 
 
Section 7 Definition of Credits and Related Institutional Requirements 
Is this policy a problem at your campus?  How are you addressing these issues on campus?  Mary 
Kay responded that the SDSU student is required to submit a request that is evaluated.  Kurt echoed 
that process at USD.  In the end, the student is registering for our course.  If this is viewed as 
internship, it is an integral part of a program and has been approved by someone on campus.  There 
is a level of supervision that may not be apparent in other experiences.   
 
Kurt suggested that policy 2:29 be amended, as suggested by the working group, to note that the 
policy of requiring the last 16 of 32 credits be taken at the home institution does not apply to 
students in a study abroad program.  Sam will add this into the guidelines. 
 
 
Section 8 Student Affairs  
Sam reported that SAC feels that the system is doing a good job of establishing policies and 
guidelines to cover students studying abroad.  What about faculty abroad?  Mary Kay felt that the 
COHE contract would cover any issues on conduct, etc.  Sam agreed that if an individual has signed a 
contract, all expectations are there. 
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Cecelia stated that when DSU students go abroad, they sign a waiver for liability and a code of 
conduct statement.  Since they are still a DSU student, they also must follow that student conduct 
code.  SDSU, USD and NSU echoed this policy and all have similar statements of conduct that all 
students must follow.   
 
Sam will follow-up with Suzi to see if there is something more specific that AAC should look at 
regarding student/faculty conduct for study abroad programs. 
 
 
Section 9 Tuition and Fees 
Laurie noted that the only issue with tuition and fees is the self support rates that Sam and she had 
previously talked about.  Institutions struggle sometimes with supporting these programs. 
 
Sam commented that SDSU raised the issue that the EUC fee is being assessed on the vast majority 
of self support courses.  They have requested that we not charge this fee on the study abroad 
experiences that clearly do not fall under the distance education rubric.  Sam will pursue this. 
 
 
Section 10 Tuition and Fees - Fees 
Sam noted that it is assumed that any charges to the students are being communicated to the 
student prior to the study abroad experience, i.e. transportation costs, room and board, etc. 
 
 
Section 11 Travel 
Sam requested that since institutions are coordinating group travel abroad, any issues on regulations 
that may impede travel processes should be communicated to him.  
 
 
Section 12 Instructional Funding 
Sam noted that study abroad experiences are offered at the self support rate.  No issues were voiced 
by AAC.  Do most agree that they should stay self support?  Cecelia felt that there was probably a 
benefit to leaving them at self support since then the 7/10 rule does not come into play.  SDSU and 
USD agreed.   
 
 
Section 13 General Procedures 
Sam noted that AAC has talked about general issues, enrollment, financial aid issues, assigning 
credits, etc.  The study abroad group will look at this and hopefully it will be something that you can 
sit down with your departments and talk through the guidelines and processes. 
 
Sam felt that the issues identified aren’t necessarily so much about policies but rather operating 
procedures.  If we can develop strategies to make sure these work, we can do things to increase the 
number of students in study abroad. 
 
Would it be beneficial to have a broader discussion on recruiting students to the study abroad 
programs?  Sam suggested that this is a topic that we could refer to the international affairs group 
for discussion.  AAC agreed.   
 
Sam will refer this document and AAC comments back to the International Affairs Council for 
discussion.  Their responses will be incorporated into the guidelines and will come back to the AAC 
for the September meeting for further discussion and action. 
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Item 6.J Requests for the Externally Supported Tuition Rate 
Sam noted that this item is provided as a general reminder.  We have a set of approved guidelines that 
follow policy.  These identify the materials that need to be included in the request.  A specific form is 
provided and timelines are established for submissions. 
 
Sam commented that those responsible for these requests are doing a good job overall.  There are 
requests that will come up at the last minute but campus reps usually send an email to let him know that 
something is coming out of schedule.  
 
Sam noted the following issues: 
 

1. Credit hours assigned.  Requests should be reviewed.  This is the one area that is blurred the 
most.  The requirements set in policy are not always met.  Most commonly this involves credit 
being awarded to teachers for a workshop with an outside entity.  Sometimes these do not hit 
the limit but there seems to be some outside activities that are required to meet the required 
meeting hours.  These may or may not be adequate.   

 
2. Courses offered on campus.  BOR policy explicitly prohibits offering courses on campus unless there 

is a facility agreement in place or the facility is part of a grant awarded.   
 

3. Coordination of activity.  In a couple cases, it has not been clear who is coordinating the activity 
on campus.  Sam ends up talking with faculty members because there doesn’t seem to be a 
contact point or contact person.  This is something that the VPAA may want to manage.   
 

Sam felt that the real issue is the credit hours awarded.  These still cause some concern and although he 
understands that folks are just trying to be competitive with outside entities, the question remains on 
what we will describe as credit worthy and how much work should be expected in these cases in order to 
award credit. 
 
Sam continued that the policy was established to allow the award or credit to individuals participating in a 
third party workshop.  There are cases that do not necessarily follow this policy.  In those cases, do you 
believe that the institution has processes in place to make sure that there are appropriate safeguards that 
some individuals are being given special privileges that are not awarded to others? 
 
Tom noted that NSU has discussed this issue recently in light of the discussions regarding the credit 
hours required.  One question is whether we go with the X93 course, which is workshop.  BOR 2:12 says 
45 hours of effort awards 1 credit.  How do you see the workshop credit being transferred over into a 
graduate program?     
 
Sam commented that he looks at each of these requests and reads the syllabi provided.  Almost all 
courses require a reflective paper afterward, which is the 30 hours outside of the classroom, with the 15 
hours of classroom workshop study.  There are institutions that give credit for those workshops without 
any evidence of showing up and no outside activity.   
 
Sam encouraged the VPAAs to continue their discussions and applauds what NSU is trying to do.  
Everyone should make sure that processes are in place to assure that you are following policies.  If you 
believe the policy needs to be revisited, let Sam know. 
 
Any suggestions for revisions to the guidelines or the form should be sent to Sam and Jodi at the BOR 
office. 
 
Campuses were asked to review local processes to ensure they align with the policy and guidelines. 
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Item 6.K Managing Summer Course Offerings 
Sam commented that this item ties into the 7/10 issue that Chuck raised earlier and the email that Laurie 
sent.   
 
Sam noted that within the contract with COHE, the institutions already have the ability to attempt to 
negotiate a new salary rate for overload for the summer courses that do not meet enrollment 
requirements.   
 
However, the 7/10 rule applies for summer courses.  Sam asked if there was interest in changing the 
7/10 rule for the summer.  He added that this seems logical but historically, the institutions have held 
tight to the 7/10 rule during the summer term and this has helped them lower the percentage. 
 
Chuck supported the suggestion that the institutions could negotiate salary at a lower rate for those 
courses during the summer that are not high enrolled courses.  Laurie noted that SDSU is cancelling 
courses because they are not meeting the 7/10 rule and felt more leeway would be appropriate if they 
could negotiate the salary based on enrollment. 
 
SDSMT and DSU did not think this policy change would affect them much. 
 
How are the campuses negotiating the salary for those courses that are less than fully enrolled?  Are you 
using the end enrollment?  Drop date? 
 
Chuck stated that while USD hasn’t faced this issue yet, at the University of Kentucky, they would pay 
based on census date, although that really doesn’t help here.  Laurie commented that SDSU is using the 
start date for the class.  They are negotiating the lower rate at the point the class starts.   
 
Sam will proceed with a revision to policy.  Chuck noted that Lynn read the policy section 2.A.2 under the 
dual listed undergraduate/graduate courses and questioned the 10 students, 7 graduate students in order 
to avoid the 7/10 small section limitation.  Sam understood it was 10 total students, or at least 7 
graduate students.  Sam will follow up with Lynn. 
 
Kurt asked about the reporting of summer session enrollments.  Typically they get one report for the 
summer.  Is it possible to get reports by session?  Sam responded that everyone’s summer sessions are 
different but asked Paul to follow up with RIS. 
 
Sam noted that we need to make sure that we are not doing things that limit the flexibility for the 
campuses during the summer session.   
 
Sam will follow up with Lynn regarding the minimum number of students for a dual listed course enrolling 
both undergraduate and graduate students.   
 
Paul will check with RIS on summer session reporting and the timeliness of receiving the reports. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.L Cross Listed Courses 
Sam commented that in May, AAC was presented with a long list of cross listed courses.  Sam asked that 
everyone review the list so we can begin clean up.  In addition, a definition was proposed at that time.  
Should that definition be approved? 
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Cecelia commented that DSU has courses that are cross listed that have the same prefix but not the 
same number.  For example, DSU has a Spanish course that is an upper and lower level course but the 
upper level students have additional work to do.  Sam noted that dual level courses can be done at the 
undergraduate level.  In the end, if you want to leave it as is, the definition provided in the item would 
still handle a dual level situation.   
 
Sam added that the reason for the definition is to provide guidelines so we can bring a little more 
consistency to the catalog.  There will be a few cases where this definition will not apply but this would 
help to clarify.  AAC approved the definition that is in the item. 
 
Sam has circulated a report of the cross listed courses that are offered.  Campuses should turn this over 
to their curriculum staff to make the changes as needed.  Many cases are probably minor modifications.   
 
AAC approved the proposed definition for cross listed courses.  This definition will be added to the AAC 
guidelines on the website. 
 
Institutions should work with their curriculum managers to make revisions to the cross listed course 
spreadsheet Sam sent out in May.  Many of the instances may be minor modifications that can be 
cleaned up immediately. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.M SDSU New Prefix Request 
South Dakota State University has submitted a request for two new prefixes, IDL and HNS.  HNS is a new 
department on campus and would like a prefix to go with the department.  No objections from AAC.  
These will be added to the list on the website.  
 
 
 
 
Item 6.N Conflict of Commitment/Conflict of Interest 
Jim Shekleton, Janice Minder, and Gary Johnson joined the meeting for discussion of this item. 
 
Sam commented that the BOR staff has received questions about the current policy on conflict of 
commitment.  Emails are attached.  Do we want to revisit this policy again? 
 
Jim remarked that a concern was raised about the clarity of the conflict of commitment policy.  Conflict of 
interest led to the supposition that it did not address conflict of commitment.  We rolled them together 
when developing the conflict of interest policy.   
 
Jim did note the need to have a process in place to manage the conflict of interest policies. Likewise as 
part of the revisions, we need to think through how we address institutional conflict of interest.  The 
Department of Health is urging revisions to their policies so that the requirements received with some 
grants have conflict of interest guidelines.  The federal granting agencies can be assured then that 
institutions have those in place for those that they acquire the data from for their drug testing.   
 
Chuck commented that the biggest issue that repeats itself is lack of understanding on faculty members 
with respect to teaching obligations to other institutions.  Faculty members are filling these out 
retrospectively.  He felt we needed better communications so faculty understood where disclosure is 
needed.  How do we deal with these situations?  Do we need improvements in the form or in the 
communication process?   
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Jim responded that the policy is explicit that if faculty will be doing activities for another employer, they 
must get prior permission.  This is the case for faculty who want to teach.  Chuck understood that this is 
in policy, but he still sees the form after the fact. 
 
Jim commented that the conflict of commitment policy limits the amount of time faculty can devote to 
research that does not benefit the home institution.  He noted that faculty using university materials for 
the course of instruction may entitle the university to a claim.  He urged USD to stand firm on disclosing 
this information upfront, not retrospectively.  If faculty do not disclose, then it should show up on the 
evaluation or maybe a reprimand letter, but it should show up somewhere.   
 
Janice noted that when the form was created, she thought there was a second page of definitions.  Could 
we add something to that?  Chuck was concerned that the faculty really don’t know what they need to 
disclose.  He did not feel the form gave faculty the knowledge to make a good decision. 
 
Janice noted that while the form is sent out annually, it can be improved.  Cecelia felt that the form or 
the communications need to note that this includes workshops, or include the definitions of terms, or 
provide examples.  Janice felt that whatever is done to the form will not improve a communications 
breakdown.   
 
Laurie remarked that SDSU has a form that they use and have recently revised it.  They’ve used it for 
20+ years.  Chuck felt that all institutional forms should be approved before sending them out with the 
contracts.  Laurie will share the form with Janice and BOR staff. 
 
Janice noted that while we have a faculty form, it can be coded so it goes only to certain people.  The HR 
directors would need approval from AAC.  Chuck commented that this is what he wanted to do and felt it 
was more of a communications issue rather than a policy change.  Sam agreed that the policy doesn’t 
need to be revised but improvement on the forms and communications may be in order.   
 
SDSU has recently revised a campus form that is used for conflict of interest.  Laurie will send the draft 
version to AAC and BOR staff.  This will come back to AAC in September for additional discussion. 
 
 
 
Item 6.O Institutional Program Review Guidelines 
Sam noted that a revised set of guidelines were drafted last year and some institutions piloted them.  At 
the end of the pilot period, AAC decided that we would circle back and revisit the guidelines for 
improvements.  Staff at SDSU suggested changes and those are included in the document.  No other 
comments were received.   
 
Cecelia noted that DSU’s program review process has an entire section on technology and she didn’t feel 
the references to technology in the guidelines were enough to reflect their mission.   
 
Duane clarified that the program review follows the nationally accredited programs.  Sam replied that 
these guidelines do recognize national accrediting bodies and programs holding accreditation do not need 
to go through a second review.   
 
AAC adopted the guidelines, recently amended with changes from SDSU.  DSU was also concerned about 
the lack of technology review in relation to their mission.  They will add their own section on technology.  
The assumption is that this will be the format the system will use going forward. 
 
Jodi will post these guidelines to the website. 
 

16 



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 

 
 
Item 6.P Institutional Program Review Schedule 
For the past couple years, we have provided the Board with a program review schedule in October.  
Please submit your updated program review schedule by September 10 for inclusion in the BOR mailout 
for October. 
 
Any comments on program review relating to accreditation should be sent to Sam. 
 
Sam remarked that this year, one theme that was picked up on was the value of the program review 
process.  The operating assumption was that these were embedded in campus processes for 
accreditation with the program review as one of their expectations.  Looking back at this globally, we did 
an item on academic quality and measures and the Board has asked us to review quality again this year.  
Obviously this is an item that is all part of the program quality process.  We want to highlight to the BOR 
what they receive in the reports as well as accreditations for programs.  If you have any additional 
comments on why we do these that you want conveyed to the BOR, let Sam know. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.Q 2011-2012 Discipline Council Memberships, Leadership, and Direction 
Sam provided a short background on the origin of the discipline councils.  Any changes in the rosters 
should be sent to the BOR office.  Any overall suggestions should also be sent.   
 
The suggestions from the councils were provided at the board in June.  AAC should review those and 
think about the charge for each of the councils.  This will be discussed again in September.   
 
Sam noted that the Information Technology council has not met for the last couple years and there 
seems to be no interest in continuing.  Business doesn’t seem to have much interest either.  Is it time to 
dissolve these formal councils and leave them as ad hoc councils should the need arise to forward any 
issues?   Chuck agreed that he would support dissolving those inactive councils. 
 
Is there any benefit from doing a system wide review of business programs, i.e. common courses, similar 
programs?  Sam noted that they are accredited by different entities.   Are we doing enough for the 
common course catalog?  Are they meeting the needs?  The review would be somewhat mirrored to the 
process that was used for the education programs a few years ago.  All programs have common 
elements but each program has strengths so it makes sense to retain the programs.  Although we 
haven’t heard anything about duplication in business, it might make sense to provide the public 
assurance.   
 
Chuck was not sure of any benefit to a system wide review of business programs.  He agreed that they 
seem more individualized and with different accrediting bodies.  Cecelia agreed and added that the 
business discipline did go through the common course numbering process a few years back.   
 
Institutions should send any changes to the discipline council rosters to Sam and Jodi at the BOR office.  
Any changes in the format or any issues for the councils for 2012 should be sent also. 
 
The revised roster will be brought back to AAC in September as well as discussing the agenda for the 
councils for the upcoming year. 
 
 
 
 

17 



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 

Item 6.R Withdrawals 
Sam noted that after a series of discussions on withdrawals, a working group was put together to review 
policies and practices.  Paul Turman chairs the group.    
 
Paul noted that the working group was brought together and reviewed data elements that they felt 
should be tracked.  Paul analyzed their suggestions but felt that they should reengage and come back to 
this group with information on how the withdrawals are affecting the campuses and students. 
 
Paul felt two issues should be considered at the system level. 
 

1. Withdrawal date – 1 week/2 weeks after mid-term, currently late in the semester 
2. Limiting the number of withdrawals a student can have in their academic career 

 
Changes in these two areas could result in a decrease in the number of withdrawals.  Cecelia added that 
regarding the limiting of the number of withdrawals a student can make, there are occasions where 
students withdraw because they do not want to lose a scholarship.  Sam felt that there should be some 
flexibility or provision that a student can go through an approval process for extenuating circumstances. 
 
 
 
Item 6.S Review of Curricular Forms and Processes 
Sam noted that last year the institutions submitted some changes that did not go any further than MOCC.  
With AAC concurrence, and with any changes by others, BOR staff has a list of changes and if nothing 
further is suggested, will make the changes and get them posted by September 1. 
 
Processes are posted for what can be handled at a campus level, the system VPAA level, or what must go 
forward to the BOR for approval.  Are there any changes or suggestions to what is currently being done?   
 
Cecelia suggested that when the institution has a major that has been approved and wants to offer a 
minor or certificate program, the institution does not have to go through the BOR office review prior to 
review by AAC, especially when there are no new courses, no new faculty, and no new fees.   
 
Laurie also noted that when the call comes out for new program fees, it goes solely through the BAC.  
She felt it all should go through the academic side rather than the finance side.  They do not know what 
goes into the program. 
 
USD felt that they were in the loop with the budget office.  SDSMT feel they didn’t have the same 
problem but understood how that would be a problem.  Chuck noted that USD has the dialogue but it 
does seem that this lies at the budget level.   
 
Sam asked that AAC review the guidelines and if there are issues that come up, forward them to Sam 
and Jodi at the BOR office.   
 
Cecelia noted that under the program section in the AAC guidelines, the new program, intent to plan, and 
new site processes are not linked.  Sam clarified that those processes are not controlled by the CAO so 
because of the inter-office processes, those links were not there.  BOR staff will work with Paul and Barb 
to get something posted.   
 
Cecelia also suggested that the questions on the new minor form should be the only questions the 
institutions should be required to answer.  If there is more information needed, the questions should be 
added to the form. 
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Institutions should send any changes or suggestions to the curricular forms and processes to Sam and 
Jodi.  Updated forms will be posted on the website by September 1. 
 
Jodi and Sam will work with Paul G and Barbara to update the links on the processes for the new 
program requests, intents to plan, and new site requests that reside with the policy and planning 
department at the BOR office. 
 
This item will come back to AAC in September with a list of changes that were made. 
 
 
 
 
Item 6.T AAC Meeting Calendar, 2012 
Sam commented that historically AAC met monthly but a couple years ago, we decided to sync the 
meetings with COPS.  If AAC prefers this schedule we will stay with it.  Any issues? 
 
AAC preferred to stay with meetings currently as we have them set, prior to the COPS meetings and then 
schedule conference calls during the big gaps.  Chuck added that it makes sense to line these with the 
BOR meetings since most of the reps have to be there.  He liked meeting the Thursday morning prior to 
the BOR meeting.  The other meetings have been a couple weeks before the scheduled COPS meetings. 
 
Laurie agreed.  Sam added that with the new format of the BOR meetings, there is time to meet prior to 
the start of the public sessions.  There is more pressure on the committee meetings now that they have 
gone from a 2-hour period to 1 to 1-1/2 hours.  The BOR will be discussing their schedule in August and 
may make changes.  BOR staff will take those dates and propose a calendar to AAC.   
 
BOR staff will draft a 2012 meeting schedule for AAC based on the COPS/BOR meeting dates decided on 
during the BOR meeting next week. The schedule will be sent out with expectation that it will be 
approved during the September AAC meeting. 
 
 
 
Item 6.U AAC Retreat Agenda 
Sam noted that AAC agreed that we would have a retreat on October 13 -14 following the BOR meeting 
in Vermillion.  Chuck commented that space has been reserved near Irene.  Other options may be 
explored also. 
 
Suggestions for the agenda are provided based on issues discussed during the past year.  Any 
suggestions should be sent to Jodi and Sam.  AAC will discuss this further and finalize the agenda during 
the September meeting. 
 
 
 
 
Item 7.A Bargaining Update 
Jim gave AAC an update on the status of the negotiations progress. 
 
Sam noted that AAC members have the option of joining the bargaining team and should let Jim and Sam 
know if they are interested. 
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Item 7.B Issues from HR 
Janice Minder joined the meeting and noted that the items presented are provided for information. 
 
BOR Policies 4:25/4:36/4:47 
Janice reported a question on payroll practices came to her and resulted in a policy revision to clarify the 
payroll practices.  A faculty member on deferred payroll requested to be paid out in May rather than in 
August.  The policy now clarifies that if a person requests payout in May, they are able to be paid out but 
they will come off the payroll resulting in the termination of benefits in June.  
 
The policy on background checks has been in place since December.  Human resources search entities 
are using social media also for background checks so they felt that they needed to put in policy that 
anything that is available to the public can be used by the BOR as part of a background check. 
 
Who should the institutions conduct background checks on?  Janice replied that policy outlines that this is 
left up to each campus to designate.  Three of the institutions have gone to all positions.  Others choose 
who they want to have background checks on, i.e. the RA since they live in the dorms, accounting since 
they deal with money, some may even be required to do so by a grant. 
 
Definition of Adjuncts and Part Time Faculty 
Staff noted that when we migrated from Paypers to banner the same definition was used for adjuncts 
and part time faculty.  It was used inconsistently and did not have very good distinction between the 
two. 
 
After HR discussion, it was decided that a part time identifier was needed but not sure that we needed an 
adjunct identifier.  How does AAC feel about this and if that identifier was needed, what are the 
guidelines for defining an adjunct?  Do we need to track adjunct faculty different from part time faculty?   
 
Chuck noted that USD has some adjunct faculty that are unpaid so he would want to maintain that status 
of unpaid faculty.  He agreed that it is confusing and the title is not really liked by some academics.     
 
Sam clarified that we are only talking about the classification for coding purposes.  Laurie noted that 
President Chicoine felt that these were totally different classes.  He felt that adjunct was a more 
prestigious title and are selected by faculty, peer selection.  Duane concurred and added that this is how 
they are selected at Mines.  He did not think any are paid unless they teach a class.  Chuck agreed but 
added that many deans felt that it demeans the part time faculty. 
 
Chuck noted that if we are talking strictly coding, it would be appropriate to code them all part time 
faculty but title them differently.  Janice concurred that it would be used for coding purposes and 
academics can title them as they wish.   
 
Do we need to establish guidelines or do we leave it at the local level?  Laurie felt that we could pull the 
definitions from a personnel manual.  Sam commented that there is information in the personnel system 
and no doubt this has trickled through to shape what we are talking about now.  We can move adjunct 
and mark those part-time for coding purposes.  If we need to establish the level of adjuncts, then we can 
get those from the campuses on how they develop and apply how they define these groups. 
 
Janice noted that once we get through the negotiations process we will need to set up and talk about 
reclassification.  Sam added that the start date would take effect after the negotiations process is 
completed.  Janice added that this is a reminder for everyone.   
 
Rod asked Janice a question about the immigration issues relating to the background checks.  Gary 
responded that deemed export controls will be reviewed at the RAC retreat in September.   
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MISCELLANEOUS 
Academic Calendars 
Sam has circulated the drafts of the academic calendars and received a couple comments.  He asked that 
the institutions look at these and send any comments to him.  The fall semester and spring semester are 
the same number of class days.  Historically, Good Friday and Easter Monday were marked as non-class 
days and it was suggested that we should not be doing that.  Chuck noted that historically the Governor 
has granted administrative leave on Good Friday afternoon and he will be suggesting that this remain a 
non-class day.   
 
It was noted that the term start dates are earlier each year.  Sam said the process was backing up from 
the desire to end classes one week before Christmas.  In addition, the institutions wanted a full week of 
classes before the Labor Day weekend and the January MLK holiday.  Also, the determination of 15 
working days for processing between fall and spring semester was taken into consideration.   
 
Sam commented that the major two issues that decided the calendar were the full week before Labor 
Day and the full week before Christmas.  This sets the calendar, assuming that institutions did not want 
to stretch the time between fall and spring semesters. 
 
Tom asked how this related to faculty contract dates and faculty orientation coordination.  Sam replied 
that there is no link between contract dates and duty dates currently in the agreement.  Duty dates start 
5 days before classes begin and end 5 days after classes stop, and contract dates are set for payroll.  
This topic has come up.  Tom felt that they would get additional questions.  
 
Are we continuing to start classes on the first day of the semester at 4pm?  Sam replied that the 
proposed calendars called for these to be full class days since the majority of people wanted a full day of 
classes, both semesters. 
 
Paul reported that SAC discussed the draft calendars as well and talked about the first day of class too, 
full day versus a 4pm start time.  They like the fact that eventually we go to almost 2 weeks before the 
start of the fall semester and they wanted to do this even earlier.  Campuses noted that they would need 
to change a little how they operate the weekend prior to class start date.  The one recommendation that 
SAC would have would be moving the start of the fall semester back earlier yet.   
 
Sam will prepare a summary for the working group.  The goal is to conduct a campus review and bring 
these calendars to the BOR meeting in December.   
 
Any comments should be sent to Sam for discussion during the next working group meeting.  Sam is 
preparing a summary of comments for their discussion. 
 
 
 
BOR Retreat Agenda 
Sam noted that the BOR will talk about credit hours required for graduation, the 128 vs 120 hours 
debate.  The other item for discussion is the role of the BOR in supporting academic quality. 
 
 
 
Option to Work with the State of Massachusetts 
Sam stated that the materials show that one thing that Massachusetts is focusing on that we don’t is the 
encouragement of faculty to come up with clear statements of what the expected outcomes are for 
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students who major in every program and assessment processes that can measure that success.  They 
talk about looking at what we do, the effectiveness of CAAP and the general education processes.  They 
are looking at LEAP and the outcomes there.  There will be things to learn if we participated.  We have 
established strategies to say that students have developed a baseline mastery in core areas. 
 
They are also talking about sharing of pass rates on licensure programs and also about indirect 
assessments.  They are looking at the NSSE freshman surveys.  Campuses are doing some things for 
freshman that we do not do and using those to provide evidence to the public.  They are also talking 
about what is happening at the major level.  The for-profits are growing because of marketing strategies, 
but some are willing to share the data and show the outcomes on how their programs are successful. 
 
Tom did not feel it would hurt to mirror the Massachusetts process but agreed with Cecelia that we will 
need to address this with consideration to the faculty so they do not see this as just another initiative.  
Sam concurred and added that he felt that this area is critical for colleges/universities in this next decade.  
Program integrity rules were established to target some of the programs that are out there and there will 
be some repercussions for all.  There was a time when gainful employment targeted all teacher education 
programs, even though this requirement was ultimately removed.   
 
Sam noted that there is a fairly well defined set of expectations that operated for decades for 
authorization to deliver programs in other states.  Because of the rapid growth of for-profit institutions, 
this environment has changed.  Rules that are designed to apply to those institutions are being applied to 
everyone.  He felt that there would be some changes for the public institutions in the next few years. 
 
Sam noted that another issue stemmed from a Chronicle article on student debt to degree awarded.  He 
felt this will also attract attention soon.  It’s a measure that would tie to program integrity and drills it 
down to degrees awarded.  Publics do have some exposure here.  We are working in an environment 
where we are articulating more the activities and efforts underway.   
 
Sam commented that there is suddenly more interest in what faculty are doing.  He’s not sure how this 
will play out in South Dakota but we may want to get in front of issues like this and articulate what we 
are doing.  The other side of it is to take into consideration Cecelia’s comments and letting the questions 
come from others rather than the system.   
 


