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4. Search process for the Academic Vice President and 
Provost. 

5. sec newsletter planning. 
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MINUTES 
FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

January 16, 1986 
300 Morrill Hall 

10:30 - 12:10 

Members present: Ellen Berscheid, Richard Goldstein, Joseph Latterell, 
Clean Melsa, Paul Murphy, Irwin Rubenstein, Frank Sorauf, and Deon Stuthman, Chr. 

Guests: Sue Klemond (Daily), Maureen Smith. 

1. The minutes of December 5 were approved. 

2. Report of the Chair. Professor Stuthman. 

A. FCC's January 30 meeting will start at 11:00 a.m. First on the 
agenda Professor Andrew Collins will talk with FCC about the draft report 
of his CtF committee on raised and unified entrance standards. 

B. The chair has sent to Committee on Committee's FCC's request for 
a bylaws change to add officially a faculty member from the Senate Planning 
Committee to the Senate Finance Committee. 

C. Search Committee for Academic Vice President and Provost now includes 
three additional faculty members: Sue Donaldson, Kay Reyerson, and John Turner. 

D. FCC's communications with collegiate consultative committees have 
brought one response to the request for agenda suggestions: how the University 
should finance the establishment of interdisciplinary programs that have no 
single departmental home. The chair has forwarded the question to the Senate 
Finance Corr~ittee for initial attention. FCC members pointed out that such 
arrangements are easy when the program's span is within a single college; 
they become more difficult when more than one college is involved. 

E. President Keller will not be able to meet with FCC today as originally 
scheduled. In considering whether FCC needs to try to schedule a special 
meeting with him prior to February 20, the most pressing issue appears to be 
the University's manner of retrenchment to make up for budget cuts the governor 
is expected to recommend later in January. The Finance Committee is looking 
at the question, but FCC may want to address it as well. 

F. FCC's nominations committee will meet January 28 to identify the 
special nominating committee for Committee on Committees. 
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G. Professor Scrauf's resignation from FCC as of June 30, 1986 is 
referred to in the recent letter soliciting nominations for new FCC members; 
he had written earlier to thE: chair of his intention. Professor Sorauf told 
his colleagues that he had found he needed to relinquish much of his service 
commitment in order to complete on schedule the book he is writing. 

3. Improving the structure of Senate meetings and managing complex agenda items. 

Members had copies 
February 20 Senate forum 
and the Campus Assembly. 
CtF Special Committee on 

of the presently-anticipated agenda items for the 
and the meetings of the University and Faculty Senates 
Subject for the forum will be the draft report of the 

Unified and Increased Preparation Standards. 

Professor Berscheid reported that the Coordinating Committee fears the 
word "unified" will mislead the public because in fact colleges are free to 
set additional standards. Professor Goldstein remarked on the implications 
of the report since a survey of this year's freshmen found that only about 
one-half would have fully qualified under the proposals. 

Professor Berscheid further reported that the Coordinating Committee 
does not expect that the Senate would endorse or decline to endorse the entire 
report. She said Chair Richard Heydinger favors asking the Senate to endorse 
the principles involved rather than the particular recommendations. Professor 
Stuthman indicated his concurrence that the principle of having unified entrance 
requirements would seem the appropriate question on which to seek Senate endorse
ment. 

FCC members then considered whether there are ways to avoid bogging the 
Senate down in details. Professor Sorauf said that Senate members would 
probably want to concentrate on the content of the proposals. One can't ask 
the Senate or even a Senate committee to vote on every one of the 28 recommen
dations, he remarked, but neither can one reduce the entire set to principles. 

Professor Berscheid reported that the Coordinating Committee had not yet 
concluded who should report the recommendations to the Senate. 

Professor Sorauf suggested the Senate might need sorr:e kind of parallel 
to the Congressional House Rules Committee to make Senate consideration of 
the recommendations manageable by, for instance, limiting the amount and 
method of amendment. He suggested that a meeting of the chairs of key committees 
(e.g., SCC, Business and Rules, SCEP, SCFA, Finance, Planning), the Senate 
parliamentarian, and the heads of the CtF special committees might be convened 
to work out some rules of procedures. 

Professor Latterell observed that because the report is going first to 
be aired in a forum where restrictions will not apply, the item is a good one 
on which to try for some control at the business meeting stage, Professor 
Sorauf contended that as the steering committee, FCC or SCC ought to present 
to the Senate a concrete proposal for Senate procedures to handle this issue. 

Professor Berscheid commented that since many community people will 
read the interim report on entrance requirements it is important that any 
Senate or faculty vote be a clear one. 
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It was agreed that, although Professors Sorauf and Berscheid will be 
unable to attend the January 30 FCC meeting, FCC will need to make progress 
on a strategy plan at that meeting so it can be submitted by the February 6 
deadline for the February 20 docket. Professor Sorauf volunteered to compose 
a memo proposing some alternative procedures, an offer his colleagues accepted 
with alacrity. 

FCC will invite the chair of the Business and Rules Committee and the 
Senate Parliamentarian to join the January 30 discussion. 

4. Search process for the Academic Vice President and Provost. 

Search Committee Chair Keith McFarland, meeting with the SCC in November, asked 
the Consultative Committee to make suggestions as to who should be included in 

the interviews with finalists. (Such interviews would occur after the search 
committee had completed its work by submitting a list of finalists to the 
president.) 

FCC members first proposed that the SCC, augmented by the chairs of 
certain other committees, interview finalists. Professor Stuthman suggested 
the chairs to include would be those of the Senate Committees and the Standing 
Committees; he recommended constituting them as a separate group to meet with 
the candidates in addition to the SCC's interviews. 

Professor Berscheid said having such a second group would serve a useful 
purpose. Most people elsewhere are not aware of the degree of faculty 
participation in governance at the University; a second interview of this 
sort would make them aware of that. 

The Faculty Consultative Committee or the full Senate Consultative 
Committee will recommend this procedure to President Keller as well as to 
the search committee. 

5. Allowable uses of a faculty member's curriculum vitae. 

Professor Berscheid called attention to the fact that the Senate Judicial 
Committee minutes being curculated in the meeting indicated the administration 
is now willing to provide the vitae of a faculty member to another faculty 
member bringing a case; since the CV includes personal information, she believed 
the Faculty Affairs Committee should be aware of this change in policy. 

Professor Sorauf commented that the question was one of long standing, 
particularly in salary disputes. For comparison of people's accomplishments, 
one needs to compare the vitae. The question is whether vitae are public docu
ments. He agreed that if they are the faculty ought to know about it. It was 
noted that people differ in the sort of personal information they include on the 
vitae. It was further noted that for certain purposes, including the consider
ation of faculty members for special awards, some departments and colleges 
normally circulate CV's without informing the faculty members involved. 

Professor Berscheid recalled that it was the Judicial Committee's practice 
some years ago, when a vitae was sought for comparative information, to ask 
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the faculty member to cooperate voluntarily and give the vitae to the person 
who would make the comparison. 

There was a consensus to ask the Faculty Affairs Committee to consider 
the new practice. The communication to SCFA should suggest that the committee 
talk with ORA Director Tony Potami to learn about the disposition of a related 
issue concerning whether research proposals were to be treated as public 
information. 

6. An sec newsletter. Whether to issue one and if so, when? 

For the past several years SCC has published one to two newsletters per 
year, consisting either of agenda lists from a number of Senate and Assembly 
committees, or a concentration on a theme. Distribution has been to all faculty 
plus student senators and the heads of student organizations. A short 
discussion included these points: 

- Communication regarding CtF proposals is by far the most important 
this year and the newsletter format may not be useful in that regard; 

- There should be at least a brief newsletter because it is important 
for the committee to demonstrate openness about its activities; 

- A newsletter can serve to alert faculty to particular issues; 

- A newsletter might constitute a historical document regarding what 
the Consultative Committee has done this year with respect to CtF; 

- Each committee reports annually to the Senate and there is no need 
for a newsletter to duplicate that content; 

- Is there anything a newsletter can do that will be useful and be 
different from Senate discussions and unit discussions of the CtF 
special committee reports? 

- It would be useful for FCC to report to the faculty on changes FCC 
has tried to make regarding the strength of the faculty voice in 
governance. 

FCC members reached a consensus to postpone any plans for a newsletter. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:10. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith Poppele, Executive Assistant 



l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 

411 Borlaug Hall 
1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Tel. (612) 376-24 79 

January 8, 1986 

To: Senate Consultative Committee 

From: Dean Stuthman 

Subject: Our January 16 meetings, including schedule changes 

1. President Keller is unable to meet with either FCC or sec on 
January 16. If there is a pressing need to talk with him before 
February 20, we can try to arrange a special meeting. 

2. We will try to adjourn the SCC meeting at 2:15 so members can, if 
they wish, attend the Carlson Lecture at which Senator Robert Dole will 
speak. 

3. In SCC we'll devote about an hour to our first discussion of the 
report from the Committee on the Quality of Undergraduate Teaching and 
Learning, which was commissioned by the Council of Undergraduate Deans. 
Read the whole packet through if possible. If time is too short, please 
start b lookin at recommendations 1-32 in the re art and Gretchen Kreuter's 
January 6 memo regar ing implementation. 

As of this writing we're hoping to have several appropriate people join 
us for that discussion. 

4. If we shouldn't order a lunch for you, please call Meredith by 
Monday afternoon, the 13th. 

P.S. to FCC: With John Turner's permission, I'm enclosing a copy of his 
recent CtF-related letter to Regent HcGuiggan. 
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l5TI UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Un1versity Senate Consultative comi~li'tee 

411 Borlaug Hall 

President Kenneth H. Keller 
202 !1orrill Hall 

Dear Ken: 

1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Tel. (612) 376-24 79 

January 21, 1986 

Keith McFarland, who's chairinq the Search Committee 
for the Academic Vice President and Provost, asked the 
Senate Consultative Committee to recommend which groups 
should interview the final candidates recommended to you 
by the Search Committee. The Faculty Consultative Committee 
discussed the question on January 16 and arrived at its 
recommendation; .the full sec concurred when I reported it 
to them later in the day. 

In addition to the meetings with administrators which 
you will no doubt arrange for these candidates, we hope the 
Senate Consultative Committee will have the opportunity to 
meetin a private interview with each finalist. The Committee 
has done so in vice presidential searches in the past. 
Confidentiality has been preserved. Immediately following 
completion of the interviews we would be pleased to report 
to you in writing our observations about each candidate's 
aptness for this position. 

There is a second group representing governance which we 
would suggest meet with the finalists: the chairs of the 
Senate Committees and of the Standing Committees of the 
Senate. Most candidates from other institutions are unlikely 
to be aware of the degree of faculty participation in gover
nance at Minnesota and may be surprised by it. We think 
this set of interview$, then, would be helpful in two ways: 
an additional dozen or so active faculty (including those 
currently heading such central committees as Educational 
Policy, Faculty Affairs, and Research) would have the 
opportunity to assess the candidates' strengths with respect 
to the University's top academic office, and the candidates 
would gain insight into the nature of faculty participation 
in governance at the University of Minnesota. 
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Perhaps you could respond to sec's suggestions when 
Irwin and I next meet with you, which is presently scheduled 
to be February 10. 

Cor,.dially yours, 
'~I 

,/ / 7 
ll~1}~\J 

Dean D. Stuthman 

DDS:mbp 

c: Dean Keith McFarland 
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SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON UNIFIED AND INCREASED PREPARATION STANDARDS 
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For Review and Comment 



1 ~embers of th~ Special Committee on Unified and Increased Preparation Standards 

~. Andrew Collins, Professor and Director, Institute of Child Development, Chair 
Elizabeth Blake, Academic Dean, University of Minnesota-Morris 
Thomas Brothen, Associate Professor, General College 
Marjorie Cowmeadow, Director, Inter-College Program 
~atthew Francis, Student, General College 
Robert E. Franz, Jr., Acting Dean, College of Liberal Arts, University of 

Minnesota-Duluth. 
John Grahek, Student, University of Minnesota-Duluth 
Richard Goldstein, Professor and Head, Department of Mechnical Engineering 
James Hearn, Associate Professor, Department of Educational Policy and 

Administration 
Richard Jones, Professor and Head, Department of Entomology 
Harvey Keynes, Professor, Department of Mathematics 
Gretchen V. Kreuter, Assistant to the Vice President for Academic Affairs 
Kimberly Mahling, ~tudent, College of Liberal Arts 
Roland Peterson, Professor, Department of Vocational and Technical 

Education 
Betty W. Robinett, Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs 
Vera Schletzer, Director, Continuing Education and Extension Counseling 

. Craig Swan, Associate Dean, College of Liberal Arts 
John Wright, Associate Professor, Afro-American Studies 

Ex Officio: 

Leo Abbott, Director of Admissions 
Darwin Hendel, Research Associate, Academic Affairs 
James Preus, Coordinator of Student Support Services 

lrn addition to the above members of the Special Committee, numerous faculty, 
staff, and students from throughout the University and across the state have 
contributed their time and ideas during the preparation of this interim report. 
We are indebted to them for helping us develop a broadly based view of 
preparation standards for the University. 
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' 
Introduction 

The Special Committee on Unified and Increased Preparation Standards was charged 
by President Kenneth Keller and Professor Deon Stuthman, Chair of the Senate 
Consultative Committee, in September, 1985, with making recommendations about 
policies governing the preparation of students for the baccalaureate programs of 
the University. 

Specifically, the Committee was asked to make recommendations for policies 
in two areas: 

1. The preparation standards that should be expected of students 
across the freshman-admitting colleges of the Twin Cities, Duluth, 
and Morris campuses of the University. 

2. The impact of unifying and increasing standarqs and issues in the 
implementation of changes in standards. 

Included in the Committee's purview were policies that guide the admission and 
placement of students; policies that determine which courses carry credit toward 
baccalaureate degrees and which do not; policies that determine the proportion 
of instructional costs paid by students for courses taught at the University 
that do not apply toward completion of a baccalaureate degree; and the potential 
effects of changes in these policies on access to the University. 

A review of preparation standards was first suggested in President Keller's A 
Commitment to Focus, submitted to the Board of Regents in February 1985. In
that document, the President noted: 

By unifying entrance requirements and ensuring that they are 
appropriately rigorous, the University can play a useful role 
both in encouraging high school students to enrich their programs 
of preparation and in encouraging school boards to increase the 
availability of appropriate courses. 

A signif~cant implication of this statement is that more uniform and rigorous 
preparation will enable students to learn more efficiently and effectively at 
the university level and enable the faculty to1focus its efforts on improving 
the quality of undergraduate programs at the University. 

The University of Minnesota is not alone in its concern with the preparation of 
students for university-level work. In recent months, a national concern has 
emerged for the improvement of education and the enhancement of student learning 
at all levels of the educational system. Exhortations to unify and increase 
preparation standards are themes in the recent report of the National Commission 
on Excellence in Education and, in Minnesota, in statements from the Governor's 
Commission on the Future of Minnesota Postsecondary Education and the Higher 

~ Education Coordinating Board. By stating standards clearly, the University will 
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provide both a useful guide for students' high school planning and a basis for 
the expectation of rigorous coursework once they enter. 

In its deliberations, the Special Committee examined a large body of pertinent 
background material, including previous University and HECB reports related to 
admissions. In addition, broad consultation was undertaken with faculty, 
administrative, student, and student-services groups on the Twin Cities, Duluth, 
and Morris campuses. (A list of groups and individuals consulted appears in the 
appendix.) To assess the probable effects on public schools in Minnesota, a 
survey was conducted of representative school districts. 

Throughout its work, the Special Committee has been mindful of the fact that its 
recommendations require significant attention to implications for four areas: 

Impact upon access to the University by minorities, older adult 
students, international students, students from rural and inner-city 
schools; and students who live in regions of the s.tate in which 
alternative four-year programs are not readily available; 

Impact upon the secondary schools of the state, with particular 
concern for the curricular and budgetary impact of having to offer 
additional courses required for preparation; 

Impact upon the academic programs of the University, including 
curriculum and advising; 

Impact upon student services and financial aid. 

These concerns have been primary to the Committee's discussions of the impact of 
changing preparation standards and difficulties that might be encountered in 
effecting changes. 

~~at follows is the interim report of the Special Committee. Its purpose is to 
provide an opportunity for the University community to discuss and react to the 
directions the Committee is proposing. The comments we receive will be taken 
into account in preparing the final report, which will be issued in late 
February 1986. We believe that a plan to increase and unify preparation 
standards at the University of Minnesota, drawn from the best thinking in and 
beyond the University community, will have a significant effect upon the 
citizens of Minnesota and upon the quality of education in a state already 
admired for its educational achievements. 
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Part I - Proposed Preparation Standards 

Preparation for a rigorous instructional program at a research university 
requires foundational knowledge in a broad range of disciplines. At present, 
students at the University of Minnesota vary considerably in their previous 
exposure to core areas of knowledge. Entrance to most colleges of the 
University is currently determined solely by high-school class rank and scores 
on the Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT) or the American College Test 
(ACT). Although specific course requirements in mathematics and science also 
enter into admissions decisions in some colleges, these standards vary in the 

·number and content of courses expected. For all other students, coursework in 
English, social studies, mathematics, and science is recommended as preparation 
for the University. However, current students are quite diverse in the extent 
to which they have taken the recommended preparatory courses. 

This diversity of preparation is a disadvantage to both students and faculty. 
Some students find themselves under-prepared for the rigor of University 
courses, while others find insufficient challenge and g~in in courses that must 
be pitched to less prepared students. Faculty find it necessary to plan courses 
to accommodate both students who have had extensive background work in the 
subject and also those who have had little or none. 

The Special Committee has found strong support both inside and outside the 
University for a clear statement of preparation standards. In our discussions, 
standards have been specified in terms of the coursework that all students 
should be expected to complete, because course titl~s provide a widely 
understood frame of reference. The underlying concern, however, has been the 
competence of students to perform tasks that require the knowledge typically 
gained from certain high-school courses. Competency or proficiency tests are an 
important alternative to coursework transcripts in determining whether students 
meet preparation standards. 

Whether stated in terms of coursework or proficiency, preparation standards for 
the University will most strongly affect the actions of prospective students and 
secondary schools if they are stated as requirements and are included in the 
review of students entering the University. The results of our interviews with 
school officials and counselors throughout Minnesota indicate that by requiring, 
rather than recommending, preparatory work, the University will most effectively 
communicate its institutional focus and goals, which is a primary aim in 
increasing and unifying standards. Furthermore, the educational benefits of 
uniform preparation can best be achieved if preparation standards are required 
for all students entering the University, transfer students as well as new 
freshman students.2 

2The Special Committee's recommendations entail the assumption that the General 
College in the Twin Cities will continue to serve as an port of entry for some 
students. Those students who enter through this unit will be expected to meet 
preparation standards through coursework taken at the University or elsewhere 
before transferring to other colleges of the University, however. The 
Supportive Services Program serves a similar port-of-entry function for the 
Duluth campus and would also be a major source of help to Duluth students 
needing additional preparation. 
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In responding to the charge to determine what preparation should be expected, 
the Special Committee has built upon the necessity of a sound foundation in the 
standard core areas of English, social studies, mathematics, and science. In 
addition, in a University committed to an international perspective and to the 
ideal of a liberal education, required preparation in foreign languages and in 
the arts took on special significance. Our charge did not include a review of 
the class-rank and test-score criteria now used in admissions. Indeed, ~ 
Commitment to Focus affirms that maintaining these criteria is an essential 
guarantee of access to the University. However, the present thresholds for 
automatic admission on these criteria vary so greatly across colleges as to be a 
potential source of.confusion for many students. We urge the colleges to work 
together to improve the consistency and clarity of these standards, as well (see 
Recommendation 5 below). 

RECOM¥~DATION 1. Require the following m~n~mum preparation in grades 9-12, or 
equivalents, for students entering the Twin Cities, Morris, and Duluth colleges 
of the University of Minnesota to pursue baccalaureate degrees: 

a. Four years of English; 

~ b. \ :;! . 
,I" c, 

\,_. 

Three years of social studies; 

Three years of mathematics, to include geometry and intermediate 
algebra; 

,. 
J d. Three years of science, to include one biological and one physical 

science; 

e. Two 

f. One 

years of a foreign language. 

ye.ar of~~ in the arts (music, dance, drama, or art). 

RECOMMENDATION 2. Establish uniform proficiency-test and other performance 
standards judged equivalent to adequate coursework in the above areas to serve 
as an additional or alternative way to determine whether students meet 
preparation standards. 

RECOMMENDATION 3. Establish specific expectations for the content of coursework 
in English and social studies, perhaps following the recommendations of subject
matter groups now considering these questions within and outside the University. 

I 

RECOMMENDATION 4. Recommend computer skills as part of preparation for entrance 
to the University. 

RECOMMENDATION 5. In the interest of simplifying information about admission to 
the University, establish uniform standards for class rank and achievement-
test scores required for admission through consultation among the colleges 
(except the General College). 

5 
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Part II - Protecting Access to the University 

Increasing and unifying preparation standards should enhance the quality of 
teaching and learning at the University, thus improving access to a quality 
education for all students. The Special Committee has given particular 
attention to assessing the likely impact of increasing and requiring preparation 
standards on the diversity of the student body at the University. Of special 
concern is access for minorities, older adult students re-entering or coming to 
college for the first time, international students, and students from rural and 
inner-city schools who may not have access to full college preparatory offerings 
or adequate academic advising. 

The Committee's investigations indicate that the majority of students at the 
University today meet the proposed preparation standards in all areas except 
foreign languages. Students from rural high schools are more likely than 
students in general to meet the preparation standards in areas other than 
foreign language: However, other groups for whom access is a special concern 
are somewhat less likely than other students to meet the proposed standards. In 
math, science, and foreign languages, current minority students typically have 
taken one fewer course in each field than have students in general. 

This difference in preparation may be overcome by allowing an adequate period of 
transition before the University puts its preparation requirements into effect. 
Given adequate lead time and extensive communication of expectations on the part 
of the University, students who are currently in high school will have a greater 
opportunity and incentive to meet preparation standards than today's students 
have had. A phased transition may be useful: new coursework standards would be 
recommended for students entering in Fall 1987; and these recommended courses, 
with the exception of foreign language, would become required preparation in 
Fall 1990~ the two-year foreign language requirement would become effective in 
Fall 1992, to allow additional time for school districts to begin offering 
foreign-language courses. 

During the transition to full implementation of requirements, a ruajor public
relations and communication program will be needed to inform school districts 
and the people of the state of the new preparation standards. This effort should 
include working with other parts of the state educational system. The secondary 
schools will need lead time and, in some cases, technical assistance to make the 
necessary curricular and academic-advising changes to prepare students to meet 
new standards: The community colleges should also be included in discussions of 
competency standards and other planning for the preparatory coursework needs of 
prospective students. 

~e College of Liberal Arts on the Twin Cities campus has adopted a 
requirement of three years of a foreign language. This requirement will go 
into effect in Fall 1986. 

6 
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Access can also be protected by continuing or instituting procedures to assure 
special attention to minority, international, and older-than-average applicants 
to the University.~ The current practice of providing individual review for 
marginal applicants has been important in guaranteeing access and should be 
continued. To facilitate entrance of older-than-average students, appropriate 
"grandparenting" should be allowed for prospective students who completed high 
school before 1987. Most importantly, the University should assure that 
programs and resources are available to aid minority, intern~tional, and older 
students once they are admitted. 

Access in a broader sense refers to the University's mission to serve certain 
unique educational needs within the state: (a) service to areas of the state in 
which alternative four-year degree programs are not readily available (e.g., 
Duluth); and (b) service to particular clienteles (e.g., four~year undergraduate 
residential college at Morris). The Special Committee was mindful of these 
missions in formulating its recommendations. 

RECOMMENDATION 6. Allow for a transition period of no less than five years 
before the proposed preparation standards are required. In the interim, 
adopt the proposed standards as recommended preparation. 

RECOMMENDATION 7. Undertake extensive and carefully planned communications to 
school districts, faculties, students, and parents in Minnesota and in major 
feeder areas in other states in preparation for instituting new requirements. 

RECOMMENDATION 8. Initiate cooperative planning with the secondary schools and 
the community colleges toward the activities of each in implementing increased 
requirements. In addition, through the University's regular programs and such 
special efforts as are warranted, endeavor to provide instruction, technical 
assistance, and other aids to help school districts prepare for implementation 
of new standards. 

RECOMMENDATION 9. Implement preparation requirements in such a way as to 
protect unique service missions and to preserve diversity and critical numbers 
of students in the colleges and campuses. 

RECOMMENDATION 10. Continue individual review of credentials for students who 
meet some, but not all, admission and preparation standards. 

RECOMMENDATION 11. Insure that programs, resources, and procedures are 
available to aid minority and older students after admission. 

7 
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Part III~ Preparation Standards and the University's Academic Program 

More uniform and higher-level preparation for learning creates the potential for 
improving the quality and effectiveness of undergraduate education at the 
University of Minnesota. Courses can be taught at a higher level throughout the 
curriculum, with the result that students can reach more advanced levels of 
competency by the time they receive their baccalaureate degrees. Academic 
planning and placement of student courses can be based on more extensive 
knowledge about student readiness and about the demands of University courses. 

To achieve these goals, however, better student preparation must be matched by 
increased attention to the level and quality of undergraduate instruction at the 
University. The proposed transition period before full implementation of 
preparation standards should also be a time for rethinking curricular offerings 
and instructional goals from the perspecti~e of students who are more uniformly 
prepared to work at advanced levels. 

Consideration must also be given to the amount and kinds of preparatory 
instruction needed at the University for students who require additional 
preparation. Although an adequate transition period and information campaign 
should gradually reduce the number of such students, educational concerns 
dictate that the University must make some provision for students whose 
preparation is incomplete. Minority, international, and older-than-average 
students may especially benefit from the availability of such coursework. The 
General College in the Twin Cities and the Supportive Services Program in Duluth 
are likely homes for some preparatory coursework. Planning for preparatory
coursework offerings should involve disciplinary departments of the colleges, as 
well as these and other academic-support service units. 

The Special Committee believes that several principles should guide the 
formulation and delivery of preparatory coursework at the University: 

oPreparatory coursework should be completed early in the students' 
career at the University, if the educational benefits of 
preparation standards are to be realized. Depending on college 
procedures, preparatory work should ordinarily have been 
completed no later than the time of admission to upper division 
or to a major. 

ocredit should be granted for preparatory coursework. These 
credits should not substitute for credits earned in university
level ~oursework in a student's program, but should be added to 
the number of credits required of that student for graduation. 
This provision would allow preparatory coursework to qualify in 
determining financial-aid eligibility; furthermore, students may 
be able to transfer the credits to other institutions if they 
leave the University. Tuition costs for preparatory-coursework 
credits should be the responsibility of the student. 

ocommon course identifiers should be established to facilitate 
evaluation of preparatory coursework for transfers between 
campuses and colleges within the University system. 
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With increased preparation standards, academic units may find it both more 
possible and more necessary to provirle individualized academic planning. 
Advisers can use preparation requirements to~mprove the quality and specificity 
of academic advising for all students. For students who do not initially meet 
all preparation standards, the goal of advising will be to identify the 
appropriate initial course of study, including preparatory work to redress 
subject-area deficiencies. For students with advanced preparation, similarly 
differentiated advising will help to assure advanced placement and to provide 
optimum challenge. To achieve these goals, longer, more comprehensive advising 
sessions may be required; and more, better trained advisors and better 
coordination among collegiate units in advising information and services will be 
needed. 

RECOMMENDATION 12. Design an adequate program of preparatory coursework to meet 
the needs of students who are otherwise qualified for admission, but are 
deficient in specific areas. 

RECOMMENDATION 13. Grant credit for preparatory coursework taken at the 
University, and add these credits to degree requirements for students who take 
these courses. Mark preparatory courses by a common identifier to facilitate 
transfer between colleges. 

RECOMMENDATION 14. Require students who are admitted to the University without the 
required preparatory coursework or equivalent performance indicators to achieve 
proficiency relatively early in their time at the University, ordinarily by the 
time of admission to upper division or to a major. 

RECOMMENDATION 15. Establish advising systems and procedures that allow for the 
greater amount of individualized program planning that will be possible when new 
preparation requirements are in place. Provide adequate funding to support 
personnel, training, and support services for such systems. 

RECOMMENDATION 16. Undertake a University-wide review of undergraduate 
curricula to identify and initiate changes necessary to adjust instructional 
programs to the needs of students with uniform and rigorous preparation. 
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Part IV - Preparation Standards and Student Services 

The benefits of increasing and unifying preparation standards depend partly on 
services that enable students to take advantage of the University's academic 
resources. Several such services -- financial aid for students needing additional 
preparation, admissions, and student records operations are especially critical 
the implementation of preparation requirements. 

Although an adequate transition period with extensive communication of 
requirements should reduce the risk of financial-aid ineligibility due to 
preparatory requirements, the Special Committee has been especially concerned 
that enhanced preparation standards be consistent with the ability of students 
to secure financial aid. For students who must take preparatory coursework, 
the proposals outlined above would meet the standards of most types of financial 
aid currently available. 4 Students can maintain adequate progress toward their 
degrees if preparatory-coursework credits are added to their degree-requirement 
totals. The risk of ineligibility is greatest for students whose preparatory 
requirements cause the federal student-aid timeclock to run out before their 
degrees are compreted. The needs of these students for financial aid must be 
considered along with those of other students for whom time-to-degree is longer 
than usual. 

Instituting preparation standards also requires changes in the University's 
procedures for admitting students and for monitoring their progress. Reviewing 
coursework transcripts for all entering students will necessitate extensive 
procedural and operational changes in offices concerned with admissions and with 
records. Because high-school courses vary considerably in content and coverage 
of the preparatory subject matter areas, equivalencies must be established. In 
addition, proficiency examinations must be identified and procedures developed 
for administering the tests and applying their results. Completion of 
preparation requirements after entrance to the University will have to be 
monitored by records offices. Careful, coordinated planning will be required to 
insure that these services are fully integrated into activities associated with 
implementing new preparation standards. 

RECOMMENDATION 17. Insure that financial· aid is available for students whose 
federal financial-aid eligibility is jeopardized by the need to take preparatory 
coursework. 

RECOMMENDATION 18. Establish clear guidelines for completion of subject-area 
preparatory work after entrance to the University. 

RECOMMENDATION 19. Establish adequate systems to monitor student progress. 

RECOMMEND~TION 20. Insure that· resources are available for additional staff and 
operational costs for services required to implement preparation standards. 

4rt should be noted that eligibility for the major federal financial aid 
programs may be changed as a result of reauthorization reviews that are 
currently underway. The University should monitor this situation carefully 
over the next few months so that changes can be taken into account in 
formulating new preparation requirements. 
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Appendix 

PARTIAL LIST OF GROUPS CONSULTED ON PROPOSED STANDARDS 

Senate Committees 

Student Academic Support Services Committee 
Committee on Educational Policy 

College/campus governance groups and faculty 

U~iversity College Assembly 
College of Education Administrative Council 
Council of Professional School Deans 
Council of Undergraduate Deans (forthcoming) 
Directors of Undergraduate Studies (three open meetings) 
Council on the Arts in Education (forthcoming) 
Morris: Campus Resources and Planning Committee, Scholastic Committee, 

Advising Council, Division Chairs Group, faculty representatives 
in English, mathematics, sciences, and foreign languages 

Duluth: Educational Policy Committee; Chancellors and Deans Council 

Student services staff 

Office of Student Affairs/College Student Affairs Group 
Registrar's Advisory Committee 
Morris: Vice-Chancellor for Student Affairs, Director of 

Admissions and Financial Aid, Registrar, Director 
of Academic Assistance Program, Minority Student 
Program representatives 

Duluth: Associate Deans and student~services officers 

School districts 

Survey of 34 representative school districts in Minnesota 
High-school counselors from 20 school districts in Minnesota 
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