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Bylaws
Board Members: Six institutions (5 from Wisconsin) commented on the Board makeup.
· 5 current CEO’s from institutions included with a focus on diversity to include public, private, community colleges, size, etc.
· Bboard members should have first-hand experience with licensure requirements and out-of-state field placements.

Section 2.5 Functional responsibilities of SARA states
· Two institutions would like NC-SARA to allow institutions with a Federal Financial Composite Score of below 1.0 to participate in SARA and/or stop using it completely. One of these noted that SPEs will address Federal Financial Composite Score related to COVID19 differently – allowing more institutions with Federal Financial Composite Score between 1.5 and 1 in the future.

Section 5.3 Field Trips and seasonal residential activity
· Field trips – one institution would like to see the definition of field trips adjusted to allow more flexibility with faculty and time (number of days involved). 

Section 5.11 Supervised Field Experiences
· Experiential Learning – two institutions would like to adjust the number of students allowed in a state for experiential learning from 10 to 20 or 25 or a percentage of a program. 

Section 5.12 Student Mobility
· Student location: One institution requested SARA use the home address of the student rather than the location.
· One institution requests clearer language about military students’ official state of residence or base or home state.

Section 6.1 Data Submission by participating institutions
· One institution asked how NC-SARA uses the data reported and encouraged more webinars on how institutions could use the data
· Data/Branch campus – One institution focused on the definition of branch campuses as it relates to data reporting and student complaints.

Section 8
· The 5 Wisconsin institutions also requested a definition of Significant Modifications and Minor Modifications. 




Additional Comments
Professional Licensure – Two institutions used the opportunity to ask a question about complying with professional licensure disclosures

Comments were received from several institution that they were pleased to be asked for their input.

Responses received.

Arizona – 1
Illinois - 1
Kansas - 1
Louisiana – 1
Michigan State 1 
Oklahoma -1 
Tennessee – 1 
Texas – 1
West Virginia – 1
Wisconsin – 5



