
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, April 10, 2013 

2:00 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Alon McCormick (chair), Thomas Brothen, Lee-Ann Breuch, Megan Chock, Janine 

Grebin, Nic McPhee, Thomas Michaels, Kristen Nelson, Leslie Schiff, Henning 
Schroeder, Elaine Tarone, Eva von Dassow, Susan Wick 

 
Absent: Karla Hemesath (for Barbara Brandt), Charlene Ellingson, Robert McMaster, William 

Ziegler 
 
Guests: Associate Deans Wayne Gladfelter (CSE), George John (CSOM), Mary Ellen Nerney 

(Public Health), Abel Ponce de Leon (CFANS), Alex Rothman (CLA), Yoji Shimizu 
(Medical School), Mary Story (Public Health), Coordinator Bri Keeney (CEHD), 
Wendy Friedmeyer (CLA); Associate Vice President Andrew Furco (Office of Public 
Engagement), Laurel Hirt (Community Service-Learning Center) 

 
Other: Belinda Cheung (Graduate School); Ingrid Nuttall (Academic Support Resources) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) implementation of new graduate-education policies; (2) public-engagement 
issues; (3) committee business] 
 
 
1. Implementation of New Graduate-Education Policies 
 
 Professor McCormick convened the meeting at 2:00 and welcomed associate deans from 
several colleges to discuss the implementation of the new graduate-education policies that the Faculty 
Senate adopted last year.  He noted that the Committee had appointed an ad hoc committee, chaired by 
Professor Nita Krevans, that did marvelous work in writing a set of policies for graduate education; 
now the Committee is interested in learning how they are working, if more policies or changes in 
policies are needed, or anything else that the Committee needs to put on its agenda next year. 
 
 Vice Provost Schroeder provided the Committee a list and summary of the 13 new policies 
that were adopted. 
 
 Dean Gladfelter began the discussion by saying he had no suggestions for adding to the list 
that Dr. Schroeder had distributed.  Graduate programs have been around for a long time, departments 
have developed excellent programs, and he would not like to see a lot of perturbations in them.  As for 
problems, there was a period when the graduate programs needed to adapt to the new policies, but 
there have not been many problems. 
 
 Dean Nerney reported that in the policy on the Application of Graduate Credits to Degree 
Requirements, there are nuances about transferring credits from outside the University.  The policy 
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refers to both a number and a percentage (at least 60% of graduate credits must be earned at the 
University).  Depending on the denominator, one gets different answers to how many credits may be 
transferred.  They prefer the percentage; that maintains the integrity of degree programs and allows a 
program to seek an exception where appropriate.  Others at the meeting concurred; Dr. Cheung said 
they are working on revising the language to reflect the 60% requirement. 
 
 Dean Rothman said that nothing of substance has arisen with respect to the new policies—but 
it may be too early to tell because they have not lived with them long enough to identify problems.  At 
present, the issues are more with the implementation of the policies.  In several cases, the procedures 
needed to implement the policy are just coming on-line.  Two issues that would benefit from 
clarification are:  (1) who is responsible for clear and consistent record-keeping?  There are many 
references to records in the policies but it is not clear what the system of record should be; (2) who is 
responsible for compliance and monitoring?  Who is reviewing compliance with the policies and what 
are the consequences of non-compliance?  In some cases of non-compliance, a student would not 
receive a degree, but in others cases that would not be the result, even though the non-compliance 
would not be best practice. 
 
 The question of compliance also frequently arises with policies on undergraduate education as 
well, Professor McCormick noted.  There is a distinction between a best practice and a requirement, 
and the FAQs often flesh out the difference. 
 
 What is good about the policies is that they formally enumerate what was understood before, 
Dean Rothman said; what they now have to decide is how to live with the policies.  Are colleges to be 
charged with monitoring compliance?  What does the University want monitored?  In colleges such as 
CLA, with over 30 degree programs and thousands of students, monitoring would involve 
considerable time and effort. 
 
 There is risk around compliance or non-compliance by a college, Dean Nerney said, because 
they do not want to put students at risk. 
 
 Dean Rothman said he was not discouraging colleges from following the policies; his question 
is whether there is an expectation that college offices are monitoring for compliance.  If the University 
wants the infrastructure in place for compliance, it needs to think about what resources would be 
needed to support that effort. 
 
 Dean Ponce de Leon said that implementation of the policies is a work in progress.  What is 
important for his college (CFANS) is what defines interdisciplinarity:  They have five programs 
categorized as interdisciplinary but only two faculty members so designated.  He said they would like 
the term better defined.  What they have now is not well accepted. 
 
 Dean John said that many of the policies and procedures touch the Carlson School in two 
ways.  They have an MBA program, which is outside the Graduate School, and a Ph.D. program that 
is inside it, and they are never sure how the policies apply to each.  He urged sensitivity, when 
procedures are developed, to the fact that Law, Medicine, the MBA program, and so on are outside the 
Graduate School and operate independently.  There can be friction if that distinction is not respected. 
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 Dean Schroeder said that the policies apply to all post-baccalaureate programs that are not first 
professional degrees; he has spoken with Dean Zaheer about the matter.  Professional degrees are 
outside the Graduate School by definition but it is not clear if the MBA falls in that category.  
Universities do have more freedom than in the past to define what a first professional degree is.  Dr. 
Cheung pointed out that this Committee charged Professor Krevans' ad hoc committee to develop 
University-wide policies, and they recognize the difficulties that some programs that were previously 
outside the Graduate School are having because the new policies apply to them as well.  They are 
working with those programs but they are trying to get rid of the distinction between programs that 
were inside or outside of the Graduate School.  It will take time. 
 
 There are exceptions, Dean Schroeder said.  During the long discussions of the proposed new 
policies, including with college representatives, the question of how programs like the MBA could be 
governed by the new policies without harming the programs arose.  They decided against developing 
two sets of policies, but the policies are living documents intended to help improve programs, not to 
make lives more difficult. 
 
 Professor Tarone expressed concern about the policy on Admission for Master's and Doctoral 
Programs, which does not set University-wide minimum English proficiency standards.  Programs 
believe they do not want a minimum English proficiency standard but she would argue for such a 
standard, which could be flexible.  No stated minimum proficiency level can be problematic.  
Professor Nelson asked if such a standard existed for undergraduates; it does, Professor Tarone said, 
and the University works with students to bring them up to the required level (79 on the TOEFL).  It is 
helpful to students to have a minimum level of proficiency.  Professor McPhee noted that the standard 
on the Twin Cities campus is higher than the one on the Morris campus, which has caused problems 
for the latter. 
 
 Professor Michaels inquired if Plan C Master's degrees were an attempt to encompass 
professional programs.  It is not, Dr. Cheung said.  The system is decentralized and programs self-
define if they are Plan A, B, or C, and they only provide general guidelines, including whether a 
program is professional or not.  It may be that an institutional definition is needed for a "professional" 
degree; it used to be an IPEDS definition, and everything else was considered a graduate program, 
including post-baccalaureate certificates.  The policies do not apply to the JD or the MD, she affirmed. 
 
 Dr. Kenney seconded the comments of Dean Rothman; it could be too early to know how the 
implementation of the policies will work out.  Implementation is, however, causing workload concerns 
in the colleges because responsibility for much accountability moved to colleges and departments, 
especially with graduate degree plans.  They are trying to figure out how to provide the staff 
necessary.  It will make work easier when degree plans can be digital, rather than on paper as they are 
now. 
 
 Dean Gladfelter said that his college was also worried that the people who are processing 
degree clearances (Graduate Student Services and Progress office) will no longer be the ones who 
approved the original graduate degree plan.  Discrepancies between these two reviews would only be 
discovered at the final stage of a student’s career and in the worst case could lead to a delay in 
graduation. 
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 Dean Ponce de Leon said one consequence of the policy limits on time to degree and the 
quality metrics is that they ignore part-time students.  In CFANS there are many staff who are in 
graduate programs but who only take one course per semester.  How are they counted?  And the fact 
that thesis credits can be taken any time is good for students and faculty but it has economic 
consequences for the colleges.  They have seen a drop in revenues from thesis credits, and are 
adapting, but that decline is coupled with a need to implement the policies, a task that is more onerous 
than it was before they were adopted. 
 
 Professor McCormick asked if there are elements of the policies that could be changed to 
ameliorate the burden or if it is just a matter of implementing new policies.  The general intent of the 
graduate degree plan is that the responsibility rests with the student, the adviser, and the DGS.  The 
policy speaks to principles; it is implementation that creates the rub.  Dr. Cheung said that they are 
trying to balance accountability in the programs; Dean Gladfelter may be correct about the potential 
for discrepancies. 
 
 Dean Rothman said that policies have consequences that are unintended, which is why 
meetings like this take place.  Not all of the tails are substantive, but some are (e.g., the financial 
consequences that may emerge due to the change in the policy regarding thesis credits).  The 
University can decide it wants the policies in place and accept the consequences.  In the last couple of 
years policies have been discussed in a vacuum, but now the colleges and programs are looking at the 
realities that emerge when they are implemented.  The problems that have emerged could be outside 
this Committee's purview because the educational aspect of the policy is fine.  However, the colleges 
and the programs have to deal with the consequences. 
 
 Dean Schroeder said that Professor Krevans' ad hoc committee was driven entirely by 
educational goals.  One can ask, about the thesis credits, if the University should give up the 
educational goal because the budget model creates fiscal consequences.  The fiscal consequence needs 
to be addressed but the policy should not be changed if students are research-ready.  Professor 
McCormick said that the Faculty Consultative Committee has heard the message from the provost:  
She is ready to engage the challenges to interdisciplinarity posed by the budget model. 
 
 Professor Schiff said that these issues might include interdisciplinarity but they go beyond it 
because they are about fiscal consequences.  Those questions are above the Committee's pay grade 
because it is not in charge of money.  Where should it be referred?  Who will hear about the policies 
providing order but that there are fiscal implications?  Dean Ponce de Leon said that no one will 
oppose designing policy for graduate education, but the entity designing the policy is responsible for 
considering the consequences.  The policies change the landscape and it is not possible to address just 
one benefit.  Professor McCormick noted that this Committee reports to the Faculty Consultative 
Committee (FCC), as do the Committee on Faculty Affairs and the Committee on Finance and 
Planning; when a multi-faceted problem arises, FCC often undertakes its exploration. 
 
 Dean Shimizu said that the flexibility in the policies has helped with Medical School graduate 
programs.  He agreed, apropos thesis credits, that it may be too early to tell what the financial 
implications are for departments.  The basic science chairs in the Medical School were generally 
positive about allowing graduate students to complete thesis credits earlier but it is not clear how this 
change will affect departmental finances as more students progress through the programs under the 
new policy.  They also struggle with compliance; they learned that they had been out of compliance 
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with one of the policies for years and must continue to monitor compliance.  They need to develop an 
infrastructure in the colleges and determine consequences of non-compliance, and they also need a 
system of records.  He said he was grateful for help from this Committee with the issues. 
 
 Professor Nelson asked how monitoring and compliance might fit with graduate program 
reviews.  Only indirectly, Dean Rothman suggested.  The colleges are on hold with respect to reviews 
until the provost provides directions to guide them.  With respect to compliance, some elements of the 
policies are critical (examining committees, degree plans, etc.); it is the lower-level requirements that 
programs may pay less attention to, and many elements of the policies might not arise in a program 
review because they are not high risk.  But all these things are in the policies and nothing indicates 
they are of greater or lesser importance.  Professor Nelson asked who might do the monitoring.  All 
the programs are reassessing who will monitor policy compliance and they will probably not monitor 
everything.  Dean Rothman concurred. 
 
 Dean Schroeder said that his office would not see prior policy compliance as a quality marker.  
The policies are not there to fix what was broken.  The question is how current policy should be 
interpreted for programs that are doing very well.  Policies are established to provide a normative 
structure for becoming excellent, Professor Nelson said—that is why the institution has policies.  The 
question is which are the important ones and which are part of the checklist.  The policies must fit with 
evaluation or the system looks arbitrary.   
 
 Dean Rothman said that Dean Schroeder's view would quickly become a slippery slope.  
There are many details in the policies and a number of programs might say it is not important to meet 
the requirements because they are orthogonal to the success of the program.  But these are provisions 
in the policies, not best practices; the policies are not a menu, they are rules that programs must abide 
by. 
 
 Dean Ponce de Leon reported that his college has a graduate program committee that meets at 
least twice per year that has looked at the policies, and the DGSs are also deciding how to implement 
them.  They will consider which policies they believe more important, that they will pay more 
attention to, and that they will police more.  There are other policy elements that might not be as 
important.  There is no direction yet on how programs will be evaluated, but it is his understanding 
that it will be a self-evaluation, not a third-party review; there is still need to develop third-party 
review. 
 
 Professor McCormick thanked the Committee's guests for joining the meeting and offering 
their observations. 
 
2. Public Engagement Issues 
 
 Professor McCormick welcomed Associate Vice President Furco and Ms. Hirt to provide 
updates on public engagement work. 
 

Dr. Furco began by reviewing a policy proposal that was adopted by the Committee in 2007 
concerning a service-learning designator that, for a variety of reasons, was never implemented.  His 
office has had many requests for metrics on community-engagement work, such as the number of 
students involved in it, the number of faculty teaching it, and so on.  The University is in the process 
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of re-applying for public-engagement accreditation in the Carnegie Classification and numbers are one 
of the metrics they use to judge the application.  As a result, they re-examined the policy and propose 
to revise it or use for public-engagement courses.  The Public Engagement Council (PEC) has looked 
at it and concluded that the service-learning designator should be expanded to community learning 
because there are a number of options in courses and programs that involve work with partners in the 
community and the proposal for service-learning was too narrow.  So the PEC favored a single 
designator for community-engaged courses, so he is proposing a policy change. 

 
The original intent of the policy proposal was to help students find courses, just as they can 

with honors or writing courses, Professor Nelson said.  (Professor Nelson serves as the Committee's 
representative on the PEC.) 

 
Committee members and guests at this point had a lengthy discussion about how courses with 

a community-engagement component might be identified in order that students can find them.  A few 
highlights of the discussion follow. 

 
Ms. Hirt said that when the policy was first written by this Committee in 2007, it went to this 

Committee and the Board of Regents, the Community Scholars Program which requires 400 hours of 
community work, 8 credits, and so on.  Her office does the best it can to identify community-
engagement courses and advertise them to students, but it is challenging and often there are no course 
descriptions.  Usually the community-engaged element of a course comes and goes with the faculty 
member. 

 
So one issue, Dr. Furco said, is that some courses have a community-engagement component 

regardless of the instructor and others vary with whoever is teaching it. 
 
Professor Wick asked what the number of courses being talked about is.  That depends on the 

goal, Professor Nelson said.  There are hundreds of courses that have community-engagement 
elements that are not within a program; does the Committee want community engagement to be part 
what the University does?   

 
In addition to the students searching for community-engaged courses, Ms. Grebin said, it has 

to be clear for students who are NOT looking for such courses so that they do not inadvertently enroll 
in one. 

 
Professor Michaels said that from a policy standpoint, there seem to be dueling attributes.  In 

his college (CFANS), there is experiential learning, which he doesn't see as different from service 
learning, because the latter will be experiential.  The courses are being split into many groups that will 
be confusing; what should be done in policy?  Is all experiential learning in the community, Dr. Furco 
asked?  Professor Michaels thought not—some could be inside the University—but service learning 
would fall into experiential learning.  Dr. Furco concurred. 

 
Dr. Furco said they would like to get a sense of classes that have a public-engagement 

component; he suggested the Committee recommend doing what is feasible, an option that will not 
take a great deal of time and energy.  He said he would not advocate any big system of identification 
or certification. 
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Vice Provost McMaster agreed that some means of identification should be developed but he 
expressed concern about making the curriculum so complicated for students—with writing-intensive 
courses, honors, liberal-education requirements—so he would advocate for simplicity.  Dr. Furco 
suggested it might be helpful to look at the programs that require community engagement and see 
what review they conduct for the courses that qualify for the requirement, what the standards of good 
practice are.  Professor Schiff cautioned that if a structure is built, some will fight it; she urged 
avoiding bullet points and thinking holistically about what is best for students and what will enable 
them to take the courses they want. 

 
Professor McCormick suggested that the University do the minimum necessary to help 

students search for community-engaged courses and that it invite programs to do something locally if 
they wish, but that nothing University-wide be adopted.  There was discussion about what term should 
be used (public engagement, community engagement, service learning) and the need to define the 
terms used. 

 
Professor McCormick commended Dr. Furco and the PEC for their good work and said the 

Committee would await the next steps.  Professor Nelson said that they would not propose a policy but 
would return to the Committee in the fall with a plan.  They will also bring a proposal with regard to 
credit hours. 
 
3. Committee Business 
 
 Professor McCormick touched on several matters. 
 
--  At the Faculty Senate discussion about grade-posting options, several senators raised questions 
about discussions about how the faculty grade. 
 
--  The grade-posting options issue is on the agenda of the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC); it 
understands the concerns and the issues. 
 
--  Next week FCC will discuss the graduate-education principles/learning outcomes; he will let FCC 
know what this Committee has discussed. 
 
--  FCC is interested in graduate program review; at this point, the Committee does not know very 
much about it.  Professor Breuch said there will be 3-5 pilot reviews, after which more will be known. 
 
--  He reviewed upcoming topics that Vice Provost McMaster will discuss with the Committee, 
including the Twin Cities Curriculum Committee, undergraduate program reviews, updates on 
discussions about grading and student-release questions, academic calendars.  In addition, the 
Committee will hear about graduate program reviews, "who teaches what," and the honors program. 
 

Professor McCormick said that in the fall the Committee will check on financial-literacy 
advising and faculty awareness, teaching-award procedures, disincentives for innovation in teaching, 
renovation of the student-rating-of-teaching form, and reverse transfers, among other things.   
 

Professor Tarone asked that a University-wide English-language-proficiency standard for 
graduate programs be taken up.   



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     8 
Wednesday, April 10, 2013 
 
 

 

 
Professor Nelson noted that the Committee had considered the report on the St. Paul campus 

but said she was unsure what this Committee's role should be.   
 
Professor von Dassow asked that the structure and implementation of the undergraduate 

student-learning outcomes be on the agenda; there are both practical and intellectual concerns about 
them—faculty encounter them as obstacles and they affect how faculty develop courses and make 
changes to them, and they do not help student learning while giving both faculty and staff extra and 
meaningless work.  Insofar as the stated outcomes are empty terms, they can hardly serve a valid 
academic purpose. 

 
Dr. McMaster said that his concern is that the way accreditation works, the accreditors want to 

see formal learning outcomes and there is considerable national discussion about them.  One issue is 
how they can be meaningful; institutions are expected to have them but there are good questions about 
whether these are the right ones and how to integrate them into the curriculum.  The campus is two 
years away from accreditation and the expectation is that the campus will have learning outcomes and 
can document their effect on student learning, so this is not the time to change them.  It would be good 
to have a conversation about them but he said he wished the Committee to be clear about what the 
accrediting agencies expect—and they like the outcomes the campus has adopted.  He noted that the 
outcomes were approved by the senate in 2007. 

 
Professor von Dassow said that regardless of the national dialogue shifting the focus of 

education from learning to "outcomes," faculty will abdicate their role as scholars and teachers if they 
do not critique this dialogue and question its assumptions.  Even if the outcomes went from the 
Committee to the senate, the rest of the faculty do not know about them until they affect their work—
and many faculty dislike them.  One cannot point to senate approval and conclude that the faculty 
agree. 

 
Professor Schiff disagreed.  It is system the University has, the senate approved them, and the 

campus has been living with them for a number of years.  The fact that the campus will go through 
accreditation will inform the discussion about whether these are the right outcomes.  The discussion 
will come and the outcomes will be evaluated.  Dr. McMaster said he has no objection to revisiting the 
outcomes but said the Committee should not consider major changes before accreditation occurs. 

 
Professor McCormick adjourned the meeting at 4:00. 

 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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