
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, October 5, 2011 

2:00 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Thomas Brothen (chair), Barbara Brandt, Lee-Ann Breuch, Jude Higdon, Alon 

McCormick, Peh Ng, Jane Phillips, Leslie Schiff, Henning Schroeder, Paul Siliciano, 
Cathrine Wambach 

 
Absent: Norman Chervany, Robert McMaster, Cody Mikl, Peggy Root, Elaine Tarone 
 
Guests: Professor Nita Krevans (chair, graduate education policy review committee); Robert 

Crabb (Director, Bookstores); Tina Falkner (Academic Support Resources) 
 
Other: Jon Steadland (President's Office); Associate Vice President Laurie Scheich 

(University Services) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) graduate education policies:  performance standards, progress, and completion; 
(2) textbook prices; (3) quality metrics for Ph.D. programs] 
 
 
1. Graduate Education Policies:  Performance Standards, Progress, and Completion 
 
 Professor Brothen convened the meeting at 2:00 and welcomed Professor Krevans back with 
new graduate-education policy proposals. 
 
 These are degree-program policies, Professor Krevans explained, that revise, compress, and 
update policies that were mostly in the Graduate School catalogue or in the Graduate School 
constitution.  [The two draft policies are appended to these minutes.]  There are logistical issues 
associated with the policies, such as the need for infrastructure support, on which they are working 
with Academic Support Resources. 
 
 The biggest changes in these policies are time-to-degree requirements.  The committee is still 
discussing the language, Professor Krevans said, but they would like the views of this Committee.  
They have taken the drafts to several groups, and even there about half of the people ask why there 
need to be time limits, and say that that is something programs should decide.  The other half say there 
must be time limits.  Some were concerned about the requirement for written reviews for every 
student, because some Master's programs are quite large.  The policy as drafted requires written 
reviews only for Master's students who are not making satisfactory progress; the proposed review 
requirements are much more stringent about Ph.D. students.  
 
 In the last round of consulting on the time limits (the most contentious issue), Professor 
Krevans related, one proposal was for a program-wide exception to the Master's time limit (which is 
not in the proposal now).  What does the Committee think about that?  Some Master's programs have a 
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large number of part-time students.  Although her committee believes that they should be able to get 
even the part-time students through in five years, a number of the programs are still concerned about 
the limit.  The Graduate Education Council has suggested that a program could have a permanent 
exemption from the five-year requirement, from the college, for a specific program, that must be 
approved by the Provost.  That would be preferable, it is said, to requiring requests for extensions from 
all of the part-time students in the program. 
 
 "Permanent" is a little scary, Professor Siliciano commented.  The programs would be 
exempted for a certain number of years and would then need to re-file for the exemption, Professor 
Krevans amplified.  The argument is that if a program has distinctive demographics (i.e., one that for 
whatever reasons means students take more than five years), the students should not be penalized by 
being required to file a lot of forms.  The contrary arguments are that taking more than five years can 
mean a student would lose current credentials e.g., in fields with changing technology, would 
encourage students to float in and out of a program, and would require central review for every request 
for an extension.  There is pressure on the institution to reduce time to degree.  But in favor of the 
proposal is the argument that faculty in such programs can provide better oversight to students if the 
time limits are realistic for that student population.  There are, Professor Krevans concluded, good 
arguments on both sides. 
 
 Ms. Phillips asked about the mean time it takes to obtain an M.Ed. degree.  Seven years, Dr. 
Falkner reported.  M.Ed. students often have no control over their schedule, Ms. Phillips commented, 
because of teaching assignments.  There is the leave-of-absence option, Professor Krevans said, which 
can be used when there is good reason.  That stops the clock for the student, but it does not help in the 
University's national profile, which measures time to degree from entry year.  How many leaves of 
absence may one receive, Ms. Phillips inquired?  In theory, more than one, Professor Krevans said, but 
in practice, one would not want to, because it involves negotiating with the program.  But a M.Ed. 
student could seek more than one if he or she ran into problems.  That would mean they may have to 
wait another year for their degree, Ms. Phillips observed.  Professor Krevans agreed and said that 
would be true of most graduate programs.  And leaves can create problems for some students (e.g., for 
international students a leave can play havoc with their visas). 
 
 Professor Krevans related that in committee discussion, they wondered whether the larger 
interest in decreasing time to degree would mean a program would put itself at a disadvantage if it 
applied for an exemption, by calling attention to itself.  That would be a balancing factor.   
 
 Professor Wambach inquired if Professor Krevans's committee discussed six years as an 
alternative.  A student can request an extension, Professor Krevans said, and that proposal would not 
be supported.  They talked about different numbers of years, Dr. Falkner reported, and were of the 
view that if a student takes one course per semester, he or she can complete a Master's degree in five 
years.  There would be some growing pains if the rule were adopted, just as there were when the 
University changed to the 13-credit minimum.  There was grumbling about the latter, but students are 
now registering for about 15 credits per semester.  So the committee decided to be bold and require 
completion of a Master's degree in five years.  They talked to all ends of the spectrum before reaching 
that recommendation. 
 
 The states' rights argument, Professor Krevans said, is that the University should not set 
standards that do not work for programs and require them to seek exceptions.  The general feeling of 
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her committee, and of Vice Provost Schroeder, is that they can establish benchmarks for University-
wide performance.  A student could look at the policy, see the limit, and realize he or she would have 
to get done in five years, at the most.  There is protection for the student, Professor Schiff added. 
 
 Ms. Phillips said there have not been time-to-degree limits for undergraduates, so why are 
they needed for graduate programs?  Professor Wambach said that in undergraduate programs courses 
sunset and old credits might not count.  Could that happen in a Master's program, Professor Siliciano 
asked?  Professor Krevans said that students who go inactive and reapply are admitted under whatever 
new program requirements may have been adopted, which is very confusing for students.  In fields 
where they are being certified as able to perform services (e.g., some in Nursing), it is unethical to 
send out students as certified when a number of their courses are more than X years old. 
 
 Professor McCormick inquired if the Council of Undergraduate Deans has discussed what 
individual colleges are doing.  Dr. Falkner said she believes it is.  Part of the University's 
responsibility is to help students graduate.  That is more difficult when the economy is not good, but 
staying in school a long time is not good for them, either. 
 
 Professor Krevans said she inferred that a program exemption would be acceptable; Ms. 
Phillips said that as long as there is regular review, this seems like an acceptable plan.  There is no 
limit to the number of exemptions a student may request.  Requesting an exemption will draw 
attention to a program, she agreed, and said that programs that see lots of exemption requests may be 
asking too much of their students and, moreover, a student who requests too many exemptions may be 
in need of additional advising. 
 
 Was there a split on her committee about this, Professor Brothen asked?  It was a disciplinary 
split, Dr. Falkner said, and related to the issue of how fast a program can get students through. 
 
 Professor Krevans said she would carry back the idea of an exemption with review.  Professor 
Siliciano asked if the exemption would come to the attention of the dean.  In her view, Professor 
Krevans said, the dean should review and endorse the request, as would the Graduate School, and the 
provost's office would responsible for final approval.  So there would be three levels of review.  If no 
attention is drawn to the exemption, Professor Schiff said, there is no incentive to get students through 
the program. 
 
 If the policy were to be adopted, it would probably be effective in the fall of 2014.  Or 2013, 
Dr. Falkner said.  Similarly, the new credit policy asks programs that do not meet the credit maximum 
to petition for an exception or modify requirements to be in compliance in fall of 2013, Professor 
Krevans said, and all students already in the program would not be subject to the new rules.   
 
 The rule would be based on a calendar year rather than an academic year, Professor Siliciano 
inquired?  It would, Professor Krevans said, because it is much easier to count calendar years than 
academic years.  Some programs have summer offerings, some do not, and using the calendar year is 
in line with what the University's peers do.  It is calendar years LAPSED, she noted.  That can be 
clarified; it is simply a way to count and seems to be the cleanest approach. 
 
 The requirements for the Ph.D. are much stiffer, Professor Krevans said.  The old policy 
provided that a student needed to defend his or her dissertation within five years of the preliminary 
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oral examination.  The new policy is a different way of counting that mirrors University and national 
standards:  It provides that "[a]ll requirements for the doctoral degree must be completed and the 
degree awarded within eight calendar years after initial enrollment to the graduate program or within a 
more restrictive time frame specified by the program."  The previous policy provided an incentive to 
delay the preliminary oral and counting from the day of enrollment makes it easier to comply with the 
credit limits. 
 
 So they propose eight years.  Professor Krevans said that average in the humanities at public 
universities (she is in such a field) is more than eight years; the average at private institutions is lower 
because their students are better supported.  She said she knows from her own field that this policy is 
pushing the boundaries, but a student can request a two-year extension—and it is two because at the 
doctoral stage, the student may be teaching full- or part-time.  But they do not want unlimited 
extensions for Ph.D. programs, so propose only one extension (with allowance for a petition for a 
second extension in extraordinary cases that would have to be approved by the Dean of Graduate 
Education).  So a student could take a maximum of 12 years, in extreme cases.  (It is up to the 
programs to decide if they wish to impose a maximum on the number of extensions that will be 
permitted by Master's programs, Professor Krevans noted.) 
 
 Does it matter if the student is funded, Professor Breuch asked?  They looked at that, 
Professor Krevans said.  There are some universities with very structured time limits, but the limits 
only apply to students who are fully funded.  Some others have strict limits, but they are not programs 
that typically take longer to complete.  They looked at a wide variety of options and concluded that 
this one is best, irrespective of whether a student is funded or not.  The limit is on the tight side for 
some fields and generous for others, but programs can impose stricter limits if they wish.  A program 
may also terminate a student who has reached the time limit, which does not mean the student cannot 
be re-admitted if he or she is ready to defend the dissertation, and there will be express re-admission 
procedures (for students returning in the same field).   
 
 Professor Siliciano asked if a program could require an extension of less than 24 months.  
They could, Professor Krevans said.  The policy provides for an extension of UP TO 24 months.   
 
 What about programs that span colleges, Professor Schiff asked?  Every student in an 
interdisciplinary program is assigned a home and a Director of Graduate Studies when admitted, 
Professor Krevans said, and it would be the rule of the department of the DGS.  For programs across 
colleges, there must be a Memorandum of Understanding that identifies the dean for the student. 
 
 Professor Wambach asked if the leave-of-absence program would still apply to Ph.D. 
programs.  It would, Professor Krevans said; it freezes the clock and means a student would not come 
under new rules when returning from a leave.  Unless the student does not return when he or she is 
supposed to, Dr. Falkner added, in which case the student became inactive and would be subject to any 
new program rules.  But the leave policy has an explicit statement that a leave stops the counting on 
the time to degree, Professor Krevans clarified.  And a leave means someone is walking away from 
working on the degree, not something one takes just because one needs more time, Dr. Falkner noted. 
 
 She has another question, Professor Krevans told the Committee.  When there is a deadline for 
a student to file forms, it has been identified by the semester.  Would it be better to identify a month?  
For dissertation proposals, for example, one must currently file the form one term before the 
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preliminary oral exam.  Would it be acceptable to change it to months, and require some number of 
months before the oral exam?  With some additional discussion, the Committee agreed that setting the 
deadline at six months would be reasonable.  Professor Krevans said she would take that idea to the 
college representatives to learn if there would be a problem with six months.  She noted that the 
deadline would not bind the student in that it is only for the proposal; it would not prevent the student 
from changing the title or the proposal.  The rule simply requires that there be evidence that student 
has selected a topic within six months of the preliminary oral. 
 
 Professor Wambach asked if, as they have developed the policies, they have thought about 
how a student might appeal a decision.  They have consulted on this, Professor Krevans said.  All 
graduate students with a grievance are covered by the University's grievance policy; the question is 
what role the college or Graduate School plays as a facilitator.  She asked the college representatives 
what role the Graduate School should play, because it has played a large role in the past (the college 
was not seen as a neutral site).  The Graduate School is willing to provide support and the colleges are 
pleased with that offer.  The official policy provides that if a grievance is related to employment, 
Human Resources supports the resolution; if the grievance is academic, the Graduate School is willing 
to provide meeting space, witnesses, and advice.  Many may be unaware of the policy, Professor 
Krevans said, and information should be provided on the Graduate School website, including a link to 
the University's grievance policy. 
 
 Ms. Phillips raised a concern about the provisions requiring (1) the approval of everyone if a 
student fails the preliminary or final examinations and seeks to retake it, and (2) the same committee 
must be used for any retake.  What if a committee member died, retired, or left the University?  She 
said she hears complaints about this from students; cannot there be a caveat in an FAQ?  She has also 
heard about poor committee members who the student seeks to replace.  She said she is not sure what 
they mean, but if students believe someone on the committee had it against them, that is a problem.  
That is what the grievance process is for, Professor Krevans said, and it would look terrible for the 
program, for other students, and the University if the committee were changed.  A student should file a 
grievance if he or she believes a committee member is prejudiced against him or her.  But there is a 
terrible power differential, Ms. Phillips pointed out.  But it vitiates the process if part of the committee 
is replaced, Professor Krevans said, and she wished students would be more careful in selecting their 
committee.  Outside of examinations, are the committees easy to change, Professor Breuch asked?  
They are, Professor Krevans said.   
 

Ms. Phillips also noted this language in the policy:  "If the committee does not unanimously 
approve a retake, or if the student fails the second attempt, the student may be terminated from the 
program."  MAY be terminated?  Does that mean a student may fail three or four times?  If a student 
fails twice, it is not fair to give the impression that he or she can continue.  Professor Krevans said that 
the word should be "will" be terminated, not "may."  Dr. Falkner agreed and said that unless there is a 
grievable issue, the student would have to change programs. 

 
Professor Siliciano pointed out that the policy does not define the number of votes needed to 

pass a candidate.  Professor Krevans said that colleges and programs must publish procedures used to 
grade exams.  Her committee believed it would be micro-managing for it to determine those details.   

 
Ms. Phillips suggested that if it takes three out of five committee members to pass a student, 

but five out of five to authorize a retake, that seems unfair.  It is standard policy, Professor Krevans 
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responded; those who failed the student must believe that he or she can pass in a second attempt.  So 
this trumps college policy, Professor Siliciano said.  It does not, Professor Krevans responded; a 
college may say that a pass requires three out of four votes, or three out of four, but not two out of four 
or four out of five.  So if there is one "no" on a retake, that person has a veto over allowing a retake.  
The student could file a grievance, Professor Krevans said, to allege that the person is not acting 
reasonably.  Minnesota did not make up this policy; it is pretty standard practice in graduate programs.  
In the professional Master's programs, there tend not to be oral examinations, only coursework; it is 
only the academic Master's programs that have oral.  Many people on her committee believe that the 
exams are an important gateway and the programs left to control when a student is not able to write a 
dissertation or complete a Master's program.   

 
That assumes all faculty members are reasonable, Ms. Phillips said.  She noted that she has 

served as chair of the President’s Student Behavior Review Panel, and based on that experience, she 
would be uncomfortable requiring unanimous consent for a retake.   

 
What alternative would she advocate, Dr. Falkner asked?  A University-wide standard on what 

constitutes passing an exam?  Her concern, Ms. Phillips said, is that one person can sink a student's 
ship.  Professor Siliciano agreed that once in a while there is a rogue involved.  In her experience, 
Professor Krevans said, the basic instinct of program faculty is to allow the student to retake the exam.  
In her opinion, there are too many students allowed to do so who should not because it is a waste of 
the student's time.  She agreed, however, that the decision should err on the side of the student.  She 
has never seen, in her department or any other, a single faculty member bar a retake on his or her 
own—the decisions are usually unanimous.  There is also the outside faculty member on the 
committee, who could go to the dean.   

 
Professor Schiff agreed with Ms. Phillips and Professor Siliciano:  One person should not be 

able to bar a retake. 
 
Professor Brothen thanked Professor Krevans for bringing the draft to the Committee for 

review. 
 
2. Textbook Prices 
 
 Professor Brothen welcomed Mr. Crabb, Director of the Bookstores (Twin Cities, Crookston, 
Rochester and Morris) to the meeting to discuss textbook prices.  He noted that the Committee had 
been provided an article from The Chronicle of Higher Education with the title "7 in 10 Students Have 
Skipped Buying a Textbook Because of Its Cost, Survey Finds." 
 
 Mr. Crabb reported that he regularly receives messages about textbook prices and thought this 
would be a good opportunity to talk with the Committee about textbook prices—which have been an 
issue for as long as he could recall.  A couple of decades ago, in general texts were $15 when trade 
books were $5, so there was a multiplier of three.  Publishers said that textbooks are a more expensive 
product and they have smaller print runs.  Now, however, textbooks are about $200 while trade books 
run $28-30, so the multiplier is now seven.  Publishers now say textbooks incorporate more color, 
graphics, and digital elements, so they cost more.   
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 There is more to it than that, Mr. Crabb said.  In 2000 there were eight or nine publishers 
competing in the higher-education market; now there are three.  Less competition has led to higher 
prices.  He said he monitors textbook prices; they have gone up about 6.5% per year in the last four 
years, which is an astounding increase when inflation has been nearly flat.  The reason one is seeing 
$200 prices is that publishers are banking on faculty lethargy, assuming they will not change books, 
and because other publishers will not compete in the same area. 
 
 What are they doing?  Mr. Crabb said that the University bookstore is the most aggressive 
college store in the country with respect to prices.  They discount more than any other store (and their 
margins are lower that other stores—they have about an 18% margin on textbooks when the typical 
college store has about 25%).   
 
 They also have the most aggressive rental program (other than a handful of stores that are 
exclusively rental), Mr. Crabb related.  They started the program a couple of years ago, worked out the 
logistics, and rolled it out this fall.  About two-thirds of the textbook titles are available for rent, and 
they are running the program themselves rather than with a third party.  The results have been 
staggering.  When students have a choice of textbooks that are new, used, rental, or an e-book, 41% 
opt for rental.  The store rents more books than any other college store.   
 

They have about 500 titles in e-books, made available by the publishers. According to industry 
data, the bookstore here has sold more e-books than any other college store, but the numbers are tiny; 
only about 3% of students opt for an e-book.  There seems to be a strong aversion to e-books on the 
part of students.  Publishers, however, are very interested in them and are trying to accelerate their 
adoption by universities and students, and they are wooing Apple, Amazon, Google, and so on.  E-
books reduce publisher costs considerably, so e-books theoretically are good.  The bookstore does not 
need the margin on e-books that it does on print versions because they do not have to actually handle 
the books or pay shipping.  They have told publishers they are willing to take a smaller margin.  The 
use of e-books is something to watch. 

 
They are working with industry groups and college stores to develop an industry-wide e-book 

delivery system that stores can administer, Mr. Crabb said.  Although Apple and other companies are 
giants, the college stores have a lot of advantages they cannot duplicate—and publishers realize that.   

 
In terms of negotiating prices, they have for some time been supporting faculty in negotiating 

a better price with publishers.  Publishers are at the point where they EXPECT to negotiate and 
understand that they will have to give on price (especially at larger institutions such as Minnesota). 
The top 30 custom textbook projects negotiated by faculty members with publishers this fall produced 
average savings of about 30% compared to Amazon, or about $500,000 in savings for students. 

 
How big does a course need to be in order to be able to negotiate, Professor Schiff asked?  

Any with 50 students or more is large enough, Mr. Crabb said; once a class is that size, publishers' 
representatives have a green light to negotiate.  Even at upper levels there are not many programs the 
size of Minnesota, Professor Siliciano said, and he expressed appreciation for Mr. Crabb's help in 
negotiations—which saved his students about $100 each.  Students should be informed about that, Dr. 
Falkner suggested.  In addition, Ms. Phillips said, if a department has a big course, it can use that as 
leverage in negotiating prices for its smaller courses.  In addition, Mr. Crabb said, if two publishers 
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have a similar book that faculty members are willing to use, they can go after the books on price.  
Publishers are often willing to cut extra materials or add digital materials, for example. 
 

Mr. Crabb said he is leading a pilot group of 19 large college stores to work together with 
publishers (McGraw-Hill, Pearson and Cengage) on custom textbook projects. Publishers are anxious 
to work with faculty on custom-made books because they are seeing much better sales relative to 
enrollment on customized textbooks.  Bookstores have told publishers they will not support 
customization unless it is of true value to the faculty member and tailors the publication down to what 
the faculty member will use or needs and cutting what they do not want or need.  If the publishers do 
that, it is a win-win situation.  The faculty like the book, the publisher gets a better sale, and the 
student is happier because the faculty use the book fully. So instead of selling books to 50% of the 
students enrolled in a course, they sell to 85-90%.   

 
What number of students are not buying, Professor Brothen asked?  They buy customized 

books at about 85-90%, as he just noted, Mr. Crabb said, and they buy at about 60% of enrollment for 
non-customized books.  He said they do not know the number of books that may be sold through 
Amazon, book swaps, etc.  There are also competitor stores near campus that may have the books.  
But there are many students who do not buy the books for their classes. 

 
Professor Wambach asked what the rental cost for a book is, if, for example, a textbook would 

cost $100 to buy new.  The used version, if available, would cost $75, and the rental version would 
cost $45, Mr. Crabb said.  As for purchasing used books, if they receive an order for the book for the 
next term, they will pay 50% of the new-book price; if they do not receive an order for it, they pay 
about 15% of the new price.  That is why renting the book is a better deal, at 45% of the new-book 
price.  Students do have the option to buy a rental text at the end of the term, and pay the difference 
between the rental price and the price for the book when new. 

 
Dr. Brandt asked Mr. Crabb if he had any idea why students are not adopting e-books.  That 

question is the subject of considerable debate, Mr. Crabb said.  It may be that the mental process when 
studying is different from reading a book on a Kindle (for example) for pleasure.  The electronic 
readers have taken off tremendously for pleasure reading but the jury is still out on whether that will 
translate to higher education.  If that mental process is different, things will not change in higher 
education.    One of the issues is level of resolution, Professor McCormick said; e-readers cannot 
match some of the detailed figures in some textbooks.  They will soon be able to, Dr. Brandt surmised.  
Mr. Crabb agreed but said he was still not sure they would ever become as widely used in higher 
education as some want to believe. 

 
Professor Brothen thanked Mr. Crabb for his report, said it was very enlightening, and 

expressed the hope it provide answers for faculty as well as inform students and parents. 
 

3. Quality Metrics for Ph.D. Programs 
 
 Professor Brothen turned now to Vice Provost and Dean Schroeder to lead a discussion of the 
graduate-program metrics recommended by the Enrollment Management Subcommittee on Graduate 
Education.  Dr. Schroeder provided copies of a handout that listed the proposed quality metrics. 
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Metric Type Name of Measure Source of Data 
Input: Graduate 
Student Ability, 
Motivation, Past 
Performance 

Verbal GRE Score 
Quantitative GRE Score 
Writing GRE Score 
 
Area GRE Score 
GPA Undergraduate degree 
GPA Post-baccalaureate degree (if 
applicable) 
Type of Undergraduate institution 
Type of Post-baccalaureate institution 
(if applicable) 

 
Submitted directly to the 
Graduate School 
 
 
Official transcripts from 
schools 
 
Carnegie Classification 
System 

Input: Faculty 
Measures 

Faculty grants 
Faculty publications 
Faculty citation per publication 
Extramural faculty awards 
Creative & artistic works; 
performances 
University/internal honors and awards 

NRC (for data collected 
from previous reports) 
Private metrics firm such 
as Academic Analytics 
Self-reporting 
University records 

Input: 
National/International 
Reputation Measures 

National rankings NRC 
Disciplinary rankings 

Program Operation: 
Program Efficiency 
and Competence 
(graduate student 
level) 

Student publications and conference 
papers 
 
Student satisfaction 
 
Student external fellowships, awards, 
and grants 
Student internal fellowships, awards 
and grants 

Programs 
 
Council of Graduate 
Students (COGS), 
Graduate School, 
programs/colleges 
 
 

Programs/Graduate School 

Program Operation: 
Program Efficiency 
and Competence 
(program level) 

Bostrom Efficiency Index (BEI) 
composed of: 
   time to degree, degree completion     
   rates, and attrition pattern 
Faculty/graduate student ratio 
Faculty/student collaboration 
Shannon Diversity Index 
(interdisciplinary) 

 
 

Graduate School 
 
University records 
Departments 
Graduate School 

Output: Graduate 
Student 

Academic placement type 
Quantity trends 
Alumni citation index scores 
Alumni awards 
Alumni publications 

Departments 
Departments 
 
Private metrics firm such 
as Academic Analytics 
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 Dr. Schroeder began by saying he surmised he was asked for this presentation because of a 
concern on the part of faculty members in various departments about what gathering data means the 
use of that same data for every program—and using only data.  They are doing this for the first time 
and he can understand that when they put out numbers, people believe they will be linked to real 
dollars.  He said he wished to emphasize that they have gathered time-to-degree and attrition data and 
placement records; tomorrow he will have the metrics review committee, associate deans, and 
Professor VandenBosch from the Enrollment Management Committee talk about how to group 
programs.  They will then develop categories.  He also emphasized that when they are looking at 
overarching metrics, they are not looking at one point in time but rather a ten-year trend.  If program 
numbers drop, the program doesn't automatically get a "bad grade," it just means a conversation is 
warranted. 
 
 They are not data-obsessed, Dean Schroeder said.  They will look at the quantitative data but 
will not forget the qualitative information.  He is a strong proponent of having students take risks 
when they do original and innovative research and while they pursue their projects to the end; how is 
that put in a number?  But if the numbers are out of kilter, there could be insufficient funding, a lack of 
good advising, a curriculum that is not structured well, and so on.  This process is about data-
gathering.  Every university in the country is currently engaged in similar evaluation processes and 
will have the same numbers and it is necessary to understand why the University's numbers are good 
and why students should come to Minnesota.  The Bostrom Efficiency Index has aroused the most 
concern, but there is no magic formula.  They are not going to use the BEI as an "absolute value" or as 
a point-in-time snapshot.  It allows them to identify trends and to look at relative differences over 
time.  Those programs that show a significant trend for the worse (over the 10-year period) can be 
"flagged" for further investigation of underlying reasons. 
 
 Professor Wambach said that one should not downplay the usefulness of a simple tool because 
it can be a nice diagnostic that triggers questions—and to identify programs that are doing well and 
help in the development of best practices.  Dean Schroeder agreed it is a good tool to flag programs 
but said it is not an immediate link to decisions about allocation of resources. 
 
 Dean Schroeder noted again that these are recommended metrics from the graduate-education 
subcommittee to the Enrollment Management Committee.  There is nothing surprising in them.  In 
FY13 they will begin to use them at the central level to inform allocation decisions.  The central-level 
measures should be looked at for all programs.  That the majority are input measures should not mean 
they are the only ones that should be used, they are just easy to measure. This however, should be an 
incentive to find other output or student outcome oriented measures.  For example, NSF has dropped 
the GRE as a requirement for NSF graduate fellowship applications because it costs money and 
therefore affects the number who apply. More importantly, the GRE correlates with the first year GPA 
in graduate studies but not with time to degree or overall success as junior researcher/scholar.  An 
article in The Chronicle of Higher Education about what predicts graduate-student success indicates it 
is motivation, passion, and persistence—which are all equally hard to measure but may be evident 
from a holistic review of a student's application/resume (http://chronicle.com/article/Tales-From-the-
Grad-Advising/128858/). 
 
 This is a list of metrics the subcommittee developed as meaningful, Dr. Schroeder said.  The 
output metrics will be discipline-specific—publications, books, performances, etc.  They need to be 
developed in collaboration with the programs/colleges and they can change over time. 

http://chronicle.com/article/Tales-From-the-Grad-Advising/128858/
http://chronicle.com/article/Tales-From-the-Grad-Advising/128858/
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 Ms. Phillips commented that the output measures are about people who go into academic 
careers.  They need modification and expansion, Dean Schroeder agreed.  They are not asking only for 
academic placements.  They need to add a positive note about non-academic careers which can range 
from industry, government, non-profits, to self-employment.  Placement is important, but the 
programs provide and education and the capability to do many things. 
 
 Professor Wambach said her concern is about fields with many Ph.D. students but a limited 
job market—but a robust job market for graduate students, so the programs produce a lot of Ph.D.s 
who can't get jobs.  One sees a number of professions talking about the number of Ph.D.s they should 
produce when there is no prospect for an academic job and if other placements are appropriate.  So 
there are ethical discussions going on about the number of students graduating in certain fields.  Those 
discussions are not limited to the humanities, Professor Schiff commented; the prospects are bleak for 
their graduates as well (in microbiology).  And in the health sciences, Dr. Brandt observed.  Their 
accreditation process has well-defined outcomes and they are looking at measures of employer 
satisfaction and placement that could be useful to talk about as well. 
 
 Dean Schroeder agreed.  At a recent meeting of AAU graduate deans there was discussion 
about adjusting PhD programs in foreign languages, so that a student could obtain a four-year Ph.D., 
with sufficient time for research, with different tracks, including one to more administrative posts and 
a different one, with an additional post-doctoral requirement if the student wished to be a faculty 
member.  In the Master's program in English at Duluth, for example, students publish in renowned 
peer-reviewed journals.  While such programs with a shorter duration may  not provide the breadth for 
a candidate for an assistant professorship, the students have demonstrated , however, that they can 
follow something from beginning to end, and manage  projects with uncertain outcomes.  This 
qualifies the graduates for a number of careers, for example in media, publishing, business or politics. 
 
 Dr. Brandt commented that eight years to complete a doctoral degree is longer than at two 
other institutions where she was a faculty member at the time.  After that time, students request an 
extension for completion with approvals from faculty advisors.  On the topic of outcomes of programs, 
Dr. Brandt noted that health science program accreditation now requires defined outcome expectations 
for performance rather than a collection of courses.  She noted that in doctoral education, the 
University should take responsibility to advise students to understand the pathways of various degrees 
to help them plan for their careers.  She gave the example of the difference between applied doctoral 
and Ph.D. programs.  Dr. Falkner said that eight years is less than what is allowed now.   
 
 Professor Wambach said that in the liberal-arts disciplines it is more traditional to do teaching 
and research during graduate school, so the programs last longer, and then join the job market.  In the 
sciences, it is more typical to complete the Ph.D. in five or six years, then spend two or three years in a 
postdoc, and then go into the job market.  The total amount of time is about the same.  But the student 
has a degree in hand earlier, Dean Schroeder said.  The eight-year limit sends the wrong message, Dr. 
Brandt said, and it needs to be left up to local control; one could do, for example, an Ed.D. (an 
administrative track) or a Ph.D. (a research track), so it is important that students understand what they 
are buying into.   
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Professor McCormick commented that he was enlightened by Professor Wambach's point.  He 
noted a further distinction for some fields in terms of career progression:  Ph.D., postdoc, academic 
job versus Ph.D., industry (in those cases, a postdoc is rare). 

 
Professor Brothen thanked Dean Schroeder for his report and adjourned the meeting at 4:00. 

 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
* * *  
 
DRAFT for SCEP, 10-5-11 
 
Master’s Degree:  Performance Standards, Progress, and Completion 
 
Students are responsible for knowing and understanding all program requirements of their master’s 
program when they matriculate.  If program requirements change, students may elect to continue 
under the requirements in effect when they matriculated, provided they have remained in good 
standing.   
 
The advisor and the Director of Graduate Studies (DGS) for the program are jointly responsible for 
helping the student plan appropriately to complete the requirements in a timely fashion. 
 
(Definition: good standing/good academic standing 
 
Students remain in good standing if they (a) make timely progress towards degree completion as 
required by the program and by this policy (b) maintain a GPA at or above the minimum set by the 
program and by this policy (c) pass all appropriate examinations within the time frame specified by 
the program. 
 
Program requirements for maintaining good standing must be clearly stated in the Graduate Program 
Handbook, even if they are identical to the requirements in this policy.) 
 
I.  Pre-Matriculation Requirements for Programs 
 
Programs must, before students begin their first term of study, 
 
-- Provide each student a current graduate program handbook, specifying the program’s requirements 
and policies governing successful degree completion (LINK to GS guidelines for handbook) 
-- Assign each student a temporary advisor, who will serve until the student and program designate a 
permanent advisor by filing a degree plan. 
 
II.  Progress Review 
 
a.  Annual Review:  Programs must review the progress of each student annually.  Students deemed 
not to be in good standing must be informed of the results of the review in writing  
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(LINK to GS elements of a good review) 
 
[Reason for policy:  provide timely evaluations to students as they proceed through program; alert 
student and advisors to problems, and provide opportunity to develop best approach for addressing 
those problems; create clear record in cases where program decides to terminate student.] 

 
b.  Degree Plan Form:  Master’s degree students should file a Degree Plan as soon as possible, but 
must have a Degree Plan on file in the collegiate unit at least one term (fall or spring semester) before 
degree clearance. Students must obtain the approvals required on the Degree Plan form before it is 
filed with the collegiate unit.   

 
Link to Degree Plan form (see Appendix), which will likely be a web page with a suite of forms 
connected to different University databases 

 
[Reason for policy:  assist student and advisor in planning for timely completion of program 
requirements; alert student and advisors to problems, and provide opportunity to develop best 
approach for addressing those problems; create clear record in cases where program decides to 
terminate student.] 
 
Question for SCEP: should the deadline for filing the degree plan be expressed in months instead of 
academic terms? 
 
[FAQ:  Clarify that Degree Plan form replaces old Program Form] 
 
III.  Performance Standards 
 
a.  Time Limit for Earning the Master’s Degree:  All requirements for the master’s degree must be 
completed and the degree awarded within five calendar years after initial enrollment in the graduate 
program.  A graduate program may set more stringent time requirements.   
 
Students who are unable to complete the within the most restrictive time limits described above due to 
extraordinary circumstances may petition the collegiate unit for an extension of up to 12 months.  
Students must obtain the approval of their advisor/s and program DGS and submit the petition by the 
deadline set by the college, which will normally be several months before the time limit expires.  

 
-- If a petition is approved, the student is notified in writing of the expectations for progress and 
completion of the degree.   

 
-- If the petition is denied, the student is notified in writing that he or she will be terminated from the 
graduate program upon expiration of the most restrictive time limit. 

 
Students who have been terminated under such circumstances may apply for readmission to the 
program; however, readmission under these circumstances is not guaranteed.  The faculty in the major 
field may set any readmission conditions on the student’s resumption of work toward the degree, such 
as registering for additional coursework, completing the degree within a specified time period, or other 
appropriate terms. 
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b.  Minimum Grade Requirements:  To remain in good academic standing students must maintain a 
minimum cumulative GPA of 2.8 (on a 4.00 scale) for courses included on the official master’s 
Degree Plan form, or the higher GPA if required by the specific graduate program for individual major 
fields.  Students who fall below the program’s minimum GPA requirement may be terminated from 
the program.   

 
c.  S/N graded courses:  A maximum of 1/3 of the course credits included on a Degree Plan form may 
be taken S/N.  Graduate programs may specify a more stringent standard regarding the application of 
S/N credits. 
 
NOTE:  Courses offered only S/N will not be counted as part of the student’s permissible number of 
S/N registrations. 

 
IV. Degree Completion:  Master’s Thesis/Professional Engineering Design Project OR Plan B 
Project (Project Submitted in Lieu of a Thesis) 
 
All students who complete a Plan A Thesis must file a digital copy of the thesis with the University 
Digital Conservancy.  
 
(Link to submission guidelines) 

 
(Appendix: program, collegiate and Graduate School responsibilities in setting guidelines for 
submission of the Plan A Thesis or Plan B Projects) 

 
V. Final Examination Committee:  Plan A and B Master’s Degrees  

 
(Link to policy on appointments to examination committees) 

 
a. Every member of the final examination committee must certify that the thesis or project submitted 
in lieu of a thesis is ready for defense before the final examination may take place 

 
b. For students submitting a Plan A thesis, the final examination must contain an oral component.  
Programs may also require a written examination.  For students submitting a Plan B project, the final 
examination may be oral, written, or both 
 
c. The final examination committee must consist of at least three members, including the advisor/s.  
All members of the committee must be present at the final examination. 

i. At least one member must be from outside the student’s major field. 
ii. If the student has a declared minor, the outside member must be from the minor field.   
iii. Members cannot represent more than one field.  

 
Definition: “Present” at an examination may include attendance by telephone, SKYPE, or similar 
remote connection so long as all the committee members and the candidate can clearly hear one 
another and all materials used during the examination (e.g. slides, appendices, etc.) are available to 
everyone involved. 
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d. A majority vote of an examining committee is required to pass the master’s final examination.   
 

e. If revisions are required as a condition of passing, the advisor/s shall certify that the revisions have 
been completed before the degree is awarded.   

 
f. If the student fails the final examination, he or she may retake the examination only if all committee 
members approve this option.  
 
g. The second attempt to pass the master’s final examination must use the same committee members.   

 
h. If the committee does not unanimously approve a retake, or if the student fails the second attempt, 
the student may be terminated from the program.  
 
i. Changes in committee membership may be made after filing the Degree Plan if approved by the 
program DGS and collegiate unit.   Changes will also be archived by the Graduate School. 

 
j. The thesis or Plan B project must be delivered to all members of the committee at least two weeks 
before the master’s final examination.  
 
k. Programs must publish the specific procedures used for administering and grading the master’s final 
examination and identify whether candidates for each degree and track offered must take written 
examinations, oral examinations, or both.  These procedures must be approved and recorded by 
collegiate unit.   

 
------------------------------------- 

 
Appendix:  DEGREE PLAN FORM (to be maintained centrally) 
 
[ITEMS INCLUDED ON THE DEGREE PLAN FORM FOR All master’s STUDENTS] 

• Student identifying information (name, University ID number, contact information) 
• Degree sought 

***Plan A, Plan B, Coursework only, Other 
• Track, if any 
• Minor, if any 
• Expected date of graduation 
• Language/languages (if required by the graduate program) 
• Major program coursework (including transferred coursework; XREF to transfer policy), 

grades instructors 
• Minor program coursework if any, marked as such 
• Subfields required by program, if any, marked as such 
• final examining committee members, if applicable (XREF to examination committee policy) 
• Advisor/s (cross-reference to examination committee policy) 

 
The following approvals are required for the Degree Plan Form before it is filed with the Graduate 
School:  advisor/s, DGS of major field, DGS of minor field, if applicable, collegiate unit 
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APPENDIX: Establishing guidelines for formatting and submitting the Plan A Thesis or Plan B 
Projects 
 

The Graduate School must maintain and publish unified standards for preparation and submission 
of the Plan A thesis, to include the uniform format as determined by the Digital Conservancy for 
the University, language of the thesis, and deadlines for submission to reviewers. 
 
Collegiate units must maintain and publish a set of collegiate policies to govern the following: 
a. preparation and submission of Plan B projects, to include a required format, language, and 

deadlines; 
b. the use of already published material in the master’s Plan A thesis or Plan B project, that also 

takes into account possible copyright issues; and 
c. submission of jointly authored Plan A theses or jointly authored Plan B projects.  The 

collegiate policy should take into account possible copyright issues and contain specific 
provisions for intercollegiate joint projects if these are permitted. 

 
* * * 
 
DRAFT for SCEP 10-5-11 
 
Doctoral Degree:  Performance Standards, Progress, and Completion 
 
Students are responsible for knowing and understanding all program requirements of their doctoral 
program when they matriculate.  If program requirements change, students may elect to continue 
under the requirements in effect when they matriculated, provided they have remained in good 
standing. 
 
The advisor and the Director of Graduate Studies (DGS) for the program are jointly responsible for 
helping the student plan appropriately to complete the requirements in a timely fashion. 
 
(Definition: good standing/good academic standing 
 
Students remain in good standing if they (a) make timely progress towards degree completion as 
required by the program and by this policy (b) maintain a GPA at or above the minimum set by the 
program and by this policy (c) pass all appropriate examinations within the time frame specified by 
the program. 
 
Program requirements for maintaining good standing must be clearly stated in the Graduate Program 
Handbook, even if they are identical to the requirements in this policy.) 
 
I. Pre-Matriculation Requirements for Programs 
 
Programs must, before students begin their first term of study, 
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-- Provide each student with a current graduate program handbook, specifying the program’s 
requirements and policies governing successful degree completion (LINK to GS guidelines for 
handbook) 
-- Assign each student a temporary advisor, who will serve until the student and program designate a 
permanent advisor by filing a degree plan. 
 
II. Progress Review 
 
a. Annual Review:  Programs must review the progress of each doctoral student at least once a year 
and must provide the results to the student in writing. (LINK to GS elements of a good review) 
 
[Reason for policy:  provide timely evaluations to students as they proceed through program; alert 
student and advisors to problems, and provide opportunity to develop best approach for addressing 
those problems; create clear record in cases where program decides to terminate student.] 

 
b. Degree Plan Form:  Doctoral students must file a Degree Plan at least one term before taking their 
preliminary oral examination.  
 
[Reason for policy:  assist student and advisor in planning for timely completion of program 
requirements; alert student and advisors to problems, and provide opportunity to develop best 
approach for addressing those problems; create clear record in cases where program decides to 
terminate student.] 
 
Question for SCEP: should the deadline for filing the degree plan be expressed in months instead of 
academic terms? 
 
III. Performance Standards 
 
a. Time Limit for Earning the Doctoral Degree:  All requirements for the doctoral degree must be 
completed and the degree awarded within eight calendar years after initial enrollment to the graduate 
program or within a more restrictive time frame specified by the program.   

 
Students who are unable to complete the degree within the most restrictive time limits described above 
may petition the program and collegiate unit for one extension of up to 24 months. Student must 
submit the petition for an extension at least six months prior to the end of the time limit.  (Link to 
request for extension form).  
 
-- If a petition is approved, the student is notified in writing of the expectations for progress and 
completion of the degree. 
 
-- If the petition is denied, the student is notified in writing that he or she will be terminated from 
doctoral candidacy and from the graduate program upon expiration of the most restrictive time limit. 
 
Under extraordinary circumstances, students may file a second petition for an additional 24 month 
extension after the first 24 months have expired; however such petitions after the initial extension 
must be reviewed and approved by the Vice Provost and Dean of Graduate Education after the DGS, 
program and collegiate approvals have been obtained.   
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Students who have been terminated under such circumstances may apply for readmission to the 
program; however, readmission under these circumstances is not guaranteed.  The faculty in the major 
field may set any readmission conditions on the student’s resumption of work toward the degree, such 
as registering for additional coursework, retaking written examinations, filing a reviewed thesis 
proposal, completing the degree within a specified time period, or other appropriate terms. 
 
b. Minimum Grade Requirements:  To remain in good academic standing, students must maintain a 
minimum cumulative GPA of 3.00 (on a 4.00 scale) for courses included on the official doctoral 
Degree Plan form, or the higher GPA if required by the specific graduate program for individual major 
fields.  Students who fall below the program’s minimum GPA requirement may be terminated from 
the program. 
 
c. S/N graded courses: A maximum of 1/3 of the course credits included on any Degree Plan form 
may be taken S/N.  Graduate programs may specify a more stringent standard regarding the 
application of S/N credits.   

 
NOTE:  Courses offered only as non-graded or S/N (that is, without the option of A/F grades) will not 
be counted as part of the student’s permissible number of S/N registrations. 
 
IV. Doctoral Preliminary Written and Oral Examinations  
(Link to documentation responsibilities associated with this policy) 
 
a. Each doctoral candidate must pass a written examination in the major field. 

i. Programs will grade the doctoral preliminary written examination either pass, pass with 
reservations, or fail.   

ii. For students who pass with reservations, conditions to be met must be given in writing to 
the student, including a timeline for completion.   

 
b. Every doctoral student must pass a preliminary oral examination in the major field.   

i. The oral examination may not take place before examiners have certified that the candidate 
received a passing grade on the preliminary written examination. 

ii. Programs will grade the doctoral preliminary oral examination either pass, pass with 
reservations, or fail.   

iii. If a student fails the exam, he or she may retake the examination only if all committee 
members approve this option.   

iv. The second attempt to pass the preliminary oral examination must use the same committee 
members.   

v. If the committee does not unanimously approve a retake, or if the student fails the second 
attempt, the student may be terminated from the program.  

 
c. The doctoral preliminary oral committee must consist of at least four members, including the 
advisor/s.  All members of the committee must be present at the oral examination.  (Cross-reference to 
examination committee policy).   

i. At least three members must be from the student’s major field.   
ii. At least one member must be from a field outside the major. 
iii. If the student has declared a minor, at least one member must represent the minor field.   
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iv. Members cannot represent more than one field.   
 
Definition: “Present” at an examination may include attendance by telephone, SKYPE, or similar 
remote connection so long as all the committee members and the candidate can clearly hear one 
another and all materials used during the examination (e.g. slides, appendices, etc.) are available to 
everyone involved. 
 
[Reason for policy: ensure fair, correct procedures at doctoral preliminary examinations.] 

 
V. Doctoral Dissertation Proposal 
 
a. The student must file the doctoral dissertation proposal within one semester of completing the 
doctoral preliminary oral examination.   

 
b. Designated reviewers must be at least the advisor/s and two other members of the final oral 
committee, including at least one reviewer outside the major field.   

 
Question for SCEP: should the deadline for filing the proposal be expressed in months instead of 
academic terms? 
 
[Reason for policy:  ensure comprehensive record of doctoral dissertations in progress; establish 
membership of final doctoral oral examination committee early in dissertation-writing process.] 
 
VI. The Doctoral Final Oral Examination 
 
a. Every designated reviewer on the doctoral dissertation proposal form must certify that the 
dissertation is ready for defense before the doctoral final oral examination may take place. 

 
b. The doctoral final oral examination must include: 

i. a public presentation of the candidate’s dissertation to the doctoral final oral examination 
committee and the invited scholarly community. 

ii. a closed session (open only to the doctoral final oral examination committee and the 
candidate) immediately following the public presentation.   
 
c. The doctoral final oral committee must consist of at least four members, including the advisor/s.  All 
members of the committee must be present at the oral examination.  (Cross-reference to examination 
committee policy).   

i. At least three members must be from the student’s major field.   
ii. At least one member must be from a field outside the major. 
iii. If the student has declared a minor, at least one member must represent the minor field.   
iv. Members cannot represent more than one field.   
 
Definition of outside member:  a faculty member or other eligible professional whose teaching 
and/or research is NOT in the student’s major field.  Preferably the outside member should 
come from a different budgetary unit than that housing the student’s major field program. 

 
VII. Submission of final copy of the doctoral dissertation 
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All students who complete a doctoral dissertation must file a digital copy of the dissertation with the 
University Digital Conservancy.  Students may request that the University Digital Conservancy 
embargo publication of the dissertation for a limited period of time. (Link to submission guidelines, 
which will include details of embargo request.) 
 
(Appendix: program, collegiate and Graduate School responsibilities in setting guidelines for 
submission of the doctoral dissertation) 
 
APPENDIX:  FORM (to be maintained centrally) 
[ITEMS INCLUDED ON THE DEGREE PLAN FORM FOR DOCTORAL STUDENTS] 

• Student identifying information (name, University ID number, contact information) 
• Degree sought 
• Track, if any 
• Minor, if any 
• Expected term of preliminary examinations  
• Language/languages (if required by the graduate program) 
• Major program coursework (including transferred coursework; XREF to transfer policy), 

grades instructors 
• Minor program coursework if any, marked as such 
• Subfields required by program, if any, marked as such 
• Preliminary oral examining committee members, if applicable (XREF to examination 

committee policy) 
• Advisor/s (XREF to examination committee policy) 

 
The following approvals are required for the Degree Plan Form before it is filed with the Graduate 
School:  advisor/s, DGS of major field, DGS of minor field, if applicable, collegiate unit 
 

Collegiate units may require more specific Degree Plan forms  
 
Will collegiate units need custom options for the doctoral forms? 
 
[Reason for policy:  assist student and advisor in planning for timely completion of program 
requirements; alert student and advisors to problems; create clear record in cases where program 
decides to terminate student.] 
 
APPENDIX:  Doctoral dissertation proposal form 

• Student identifying information (name, University ID number, contact information) 
• Degree sought 
• Track, if any 
• Minor, if any 
• Dissertation title 
• Dissertation abstract (250 words) 
• A list of the members of the doctoral final oral examination committee, with reviewers and 

chair identified (XEF to examination committee policy) 
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The following approvals are required for the Doctoral Dissertation Proposal before it is filed with the 
Graduate School: Advisor/s, DGS, collegiate unit, GS (archived in GS) 
 

• Changes in title, abstract, and committee membership may be made after filing the doctoral 
dissertation proposal and require program and collegiate approval; such changes must be 
recorded by the collegiate unit and archived by the Graduate School. 
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