
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, June 2, 1999 

1:00 – 3:00 
Room 238 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Judith Martin (chair), Darwin Hendel, Gordon Hirsch, Darcia Narvaez, Kathleen 

Newell, Palmer Rogers, Tina Rovick, Richard Skaggs, Suzanne Bates Smith, Thomas 
Soulen, Steven Sperber, Linda Ellinger (for Craig Swan), 

 
Regrets: Robert Johnson, Laura Coffin Koch, Christine Maziar, Martin O’Hely, Jeff Ratliff-

Crain 
 
Absent: Shumaila Anwer, Laura Beauchane, Angela Bos 
 
Guests: Professors Fred Amram, Kathryn Sedo (Assembly Committee on Intercollegiate 

Athletics), John Blanchard (Athletic Academic Counseling); Professors P. T. Magee, 
Richard Poppele (representing the Council on Undergraduate Biology Education); 
Chuck Dahl (Office of the Registrar) 

 
 
[In these minutes:  availability of majors for student-athletes (and others);  Committee on  
Undergraduate Biology Education; future calendars] 
 
 
1. Academic Issues in Athletics 
 
 Professor Martin convened the meeting at 1:00 and welcomed Professors Amram and Sedo.  
She recalled that the Committee had earlier discussed briefly academic issues in athletics, and she 
invited Professors Amram and Sedo, the vice chair and chair of the Assembly Committee on 
Intercollegiate Athletics (hereinafter ACIA), respectively, to help the Committee think about these 
issues.  She noted that Committee members had received a statement concerning majors from ACIA, 
and turned to Professors Sedo and Amram to lead a discussion. 
 
 Professor Sedo began by introducing John Blanchard, the new director of academic counseling 
and support services, a position expanded in title in order to recognize what was being done. 
 
 The issue of majors arose, Professor Sedo related, because ACIA had heard for a number of 
years that student-athletes were having trouble finding majors--although the problem was not limited 
to student-athletes.  The document distributed to the Committee points out that only 19 of 125 majors 
do not have competitive entry requirements (as of fall, 1998), and require only a 2.0 GPA.  A 
"competitive" major is one that either limits the number of students who can major in the field, or one 
that stipulates a GPA minimum standard (above 2.0) to be admitted.  Several Committee members 
expressed doubt that there were only 19 majors; Professor Amram affirmed that he had learned that 
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 only 19 required the same standard that is required to be in CLA.  There were, he added, more such 
majors in the past, but the number has declined in recent years.  With the University becoming 
more selective, departments believed that they could be as well.  In any event, Professor Sedo 
observed, whether the number 19 is correct or not, there are not a lot of majors available to students 
who have a 2.0. 
 
 Professor Martin commented that since ACIA looked at this information, the Assembly has 
adopted policy barring entrance requirements to a major, except when the college approves them after 
justification by the department.  Dr. Ellinger surmised that there would continue to be these so-called 
second-tier admissions requirements, which will require some level of expertise (that is, class work of 
some kind) or a GPA standard.  Some, it was said, may require a portfolio (e.g., Art), or Dance may 
require performance training.  These requirements may be in place either because the department 
needs them for competitive purposes, or because there are a limited number of faculty to deal with 
majors. 
 
 One reason this came to the attention of ACIA, Professor Amram related, is because a new 
major was recently established, in sports management, to be accessible to students at risk but who met 
the 2.0 GPA standard.  The major is offered in a small department, which can only take a limited 
number of majors, so those coming in have GPAs between 3.2 and 3.5--which means the program 
cannot address the needs of at-risk students.  This led ACIA to explore the issue and to prepare the 
paper, and to ask for a meeting with this Committee. 
 
 Dr. Ellinger commented that there will be a new policy in place next year, approved by the 
Assembly, requiring approval from Vice Provost Swan for second-tier admissions standards.  She 
reported that there has been only ONE formal request for a second-tier admission standard, so any that 
are in place are not officially approved.  Has the policy been brought to the attention of departments, 
Professor Sedo inquired?  She recalled that as an undergraduate at another institution, she changed 
majors twice, without any approval, and that the process was not as byzantine as it is at the University.  
Dr. Ellinger pointed out that she could have done so at Minnesota as well--in the three majors she 
changed between.  The problem tends to occur in small departments, those in high demand or very 
popular, and/or linked to an occupation, said one Committee member; the rest one can major in 
without any trouble.   
 

In the case of any major, Dr. Ellinger noted, the student must take the required prerequisites.  
There needs to be a clear message to at-risk students about the need to complete prerequisites, said one 
Committee member, because most departments expect them as part of the admission to a major field.  
With the change to semesters, students will take fewer courses, so academic planning becomes more 
necessary.  Advisors should nudge students to take prerequisites and to complete liberal education 
requirements.  That is already done in athletic academic counseling, Professor Sedo observed.  (One 
Committee member reported that in his college, the dean is unsympathetic to second-tier admissions 
standards, and has directed that committee approval of such standards be rescinded.)  It is striking how 
quickly second-tier admissions standards have been proposed, after the policy prohibiting them 
without college and provostal approval, said one Committee member, and he urged that the Provost's 
office "hang tough" in not allowing them--once one program has them, then others want them as well. 

 
As long as the University accepts special or at-risk students, Professor Amram said, those 

students will take courses that others may have had in high school--when other students are 
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 completing prerequisites.  Those students thus fall behind.  He also pointed out that student-athletes 
are required, by NCAA rules, to be in a major by their third year.  That will be true of every student 
starting next year, Dr. Ellinger reported.  Asked how other semester-calendar schools handle this 
problem, Professor Sedo said she did not know.  As the University has become more competitive, 
however, to the extent it takes at-risk students, it has an obligation to find places for them. 

 
One important point made in the paper, said one Committee member, is that students need to 

be advised individually and provided help in getting into a field that interests them, so they do not 
flounder around.  A good advisor can make a lot of difference.  Mr. Blanchard said it was his sense 
that advising is not the issue.  They do year-long plans for all 650 student-athletes, and the problem is 
that for students with a 2.0 - 2.5 GPA, the there are only limited choices.  The number of choices 
needs to be expanded, said one Committee member; it should be, with the new policy in place, said 
another--although students will still need to complete prerequisites. 

 
 Asked if the concern applies mostly to General College students, Professor Amram said they 
first thought about the question with respect to student-athletes, then they learned many GC students 
have the problem, and then learned from CLA advisors that students with a 2.8 - 3.3 GPA also have 
problems.  And if students change majors, they will need additional time to graduate.   
 
 There has been a program in CLA to advise students what they can do with particular majors.  
Attending such a session could help students understand what they could do if they majored in X or Y 
or Z.  Many students come knowing what they want to do, Professor Amram observed, and then learn, 
during their undergraduate years, about the great diversity of educational and career opportunities.  
The University needs to be flexible and creative in allowing students to move from program to 
program.   
  
 Asked about other schools, Mr. Blanchard reported that at one (high-quality) Division I school 
with which he was familiar, about 80% of students spend their first two years in the same unit, and 
only in their third year do they go into Arts and Sciences or a professional school, and the entrance 
requirement is the same in Arts and Sciences for all programs (1.75).  Admission to the professional 
programs is competitive.  This makes it sound like the problem at the University is partly structural, 
Professor Sedo commented, and other good institutions do not have the structure the University has.  
She said one objective they have is to start people thinking about changing how major choices are 
made. 
 
 The policy change should have an affect, repeated one Committee member.  And if one hears 
that more students want to major in Sport Management, ACIA should go to Dean Yussen to see if the 
program can be expanded.  Professor Amram asked if SCEP might put on its agenda for next spring a 
review of the impact of the policy change; it could be dramatic.   
 

It was also suggested that it would be helpful for SCEP if Mr. Blanchard would keep track of 
where the issue is arising.  Mr. Blanchard said that one concern is with the 2.8 - 3.3 GPA student, who 
is a solid student but who finds choices restricted and his or her path blocked. 

 
 Whether students are being realistic is another issue that needs to be addressed.  Dr. Ellinger 
pointed out that there is a large number of students in CLA who want to get into the Carlson School of 
Management, but who simply cannot because they do not have a high enough GPA.  They may not 
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 want to believe that, but it is true.  This particular problem may get worse, said one Committee 
member, as the first-year class in CSOM gets larger, and it accepts fewer transfer students. 
 
 Discussion then touched briefly on the investigations currently underway.  Professor Amram 
reminded the Committee that there are 22 teams and 650 student-athletes, and the problems that have 
received so much attention apply only to very few of the teams and athletes.  In addition, Professor 
Sedo reported, over 230 of the athletes have GPAs of 3.0 or better.  Mr. Blanchard said that the 
allegations do not affect his day to day work, but they do create a cloud that makes life more difficult.  
He asked that the faculty be aware that the allegations are very specific and apply only to a very small 
group.  He encouraged people not to stereotype student-athletes because of the alleged misbehavior of 
a few, and pointed out that they are dealing with young people who are fragile--but whose graduation 
rates are improving.  They are doing fine, and will do better in the future. 
 
 The Committee agreed that one item it would take up next year would be the possible 
limitation on the number of students who could transfer into CSOM, and perhaps into biology fields as 
well, since both CSOM and CBS have begun to admit first-year students.  Easy transferability may be 
lost.  The issue of a place for GC students needs also to be explored.  The Committee will need data on 
the reasons students are barred from majors--is it because of GPA or prerequisites?   
 
 Professor Martin thanked Professors Amram and Sedo, and Mr. Blanchard, for joining the 
meeting, and promised that SCEP would explore the issues they raised. 
 
2. Committee on Undergraduate Biology Education  
 
 Professor Martin now welcomed Professor P. T. Magee to the meeting, to provide information 
on the Council on Undergraduate Biology Education (CUBE). 
 
 Professor Magee began by distributing copies of the charter of CUBE and he explained its 
genesis.  It is a multi-college committee, with representatives from agriculture, natural resources, 
medical fields, and the biological sciences; this was deliberate, so the decisions would be acceptable to 
all colleges involved in biology education. 
  
 The draft charter was prepared in 1997, and the Biological Sciences Policy Council (primarily 
deans) moved on it this spring.  The Educational Policy Committee of CBS thought it would be useful 
for SCEP to hear about CUBE. 
 
 CUBE is coming into existence to play a role in undergraduate biology.  One question is 
whether it should be a subcommittee of the Twin Cities Curriculum Subcommittee that SCEP has 
appointed.  The responsibilities of CUBE include identification of gaps in the biology curriculum 
(fields change fast while departments do not), designation and review of "Fundamentals of Biology" 
courses (to be sure they deserve that imprimatur), identifying overlap and maximizing the use of 
resources in undergraduate biology education (including hearing appeals if a college wants to teach a 
course that appears to overlap with others), and developing increased communication among the units 
involved in undergraduate biology. 
 
 This is a body that looks across colleges at biology, while college committees look within the 
unit, Professor Magee said in response to a question.  Professor Poppele said that they had expected it 
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 to be "proactive," looking both at strategic objectives as well as hearing appeals.  In addition, the 
college educational policy committees nominate CUBE members, so they have a stake in the effort 
and are in communication with college committees. 
 
 Asked if IMG will lead to competition for students, Professor Magee said that one idea behind 
CUBE was to prevent that from happening.  Undergraduate biology major courses are not money-
makers, but the 1-XXX and 3-XXX courses might be.  CUBE is intended to keep order in the 
marketplace, which is why all the colleges are involved.  One Committee member noted that the report 
had languished for a couple of years, and now the change to semesters is coming; is that a worry?  
Probably not, said another Committee member, but Professor Magee agreed that it would have been 
better if CUBE had been functioning during the period of planning for the change.  As it is, CUBE 
will be functioning next year, and its first task will be to get a grasp on what is being offered, because 
no one really knows.  That information may be useful for the Subcommittee on the Twin Cities 
curriculum. 
 
 Professor Martin pointed out that the Subcommittee does not have a hunting license, but is to 
serve as a group to which colleges can articulate problems and which can make recommendations to 
the Provost.  The idea of a link between the Subcommittee and CUBE, however, is a good one.  It is 
better to have a group taking a first cut at the biological sciences, and to take issues which it cannot 
resolve to the group appointed to serve the entire campus. 
 
 Asked how the reorganization of biology was proceeding, Professor Magee said it will be 
etched in stone on July 1, and that the Medical School is significantly engaged in teaching 
undergraduate biology in more fields.  It is a great step forward, he said.  As for whether people feel 
good about it, it helps that money is being poured in, and there are new positions after a period of 
relative starvation.  Professor Poppele agreed that people are supportive, and said it remains to be seen 
how everything works out. 
 
 One Committee member asked about a report that one faculty member was told not to 
participate in an introductory biology course because the individual's department was receiving none 
of the tuition revenue.  This is ironic, Professor Magee said, in light of the language in the CUBE 
charter about all departments freely contributing to biology education.  CUBE will address this 
problem, said one Committee member.  Shared teaching is working well in some areas and not as well 
in others.  It is clear that IMG is hurting some of the efforts.  Professor Poppele observed that IMG 
puts subtle restraints on collaboration, but that is often on the basis of perceptions rather than facts.  In 
either event, said one Committee member, departments will not offer an 8-student course if they could 
offer a 50-student course--even though IMG is supposed to be at the college level, not departmental.  
That is laid out clearly, said another, although it is not understood in some quarters.  And some faculty 
have been told not to teach a course with a designator different from their home department, Professor 
Poppele added, because it will not generate tuition revenue.  There is a lot of educational work that 
needs to be done, Professor Magee concluded, even at the level of administrators. 
 
 Professor Martin mentioned that the new task force on the budget may make recommendations 
for modifications to IMG.  Professor Soulen, who served on the IMG Oversight Subcommittee, noted 
that the subcommittee will forward a number of recommendations about IMG.   
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  Another part of biology reorganization, Professor Magee told the Committee, is the 
appointment of a faculty executive committee, starting next year, to look at larger biology issues.  
There is a very powerful faculty group like this at Madison, Professor Soulen commented, that does 
make policy.   
 
 Professor Martin thanked Professors Magee and Poppele for joining the meeting, and invited 
them to contact SCEP about any connection they believe CUBE should have with SCEP. 
 
3 New Versions of the 2000-2001 and 2001-2002 Calendars 
 
 Professor Martin next welcomed Chuck Dahl, from the Registrar's Office, to discuss further 
revisions of the proposed calendars for future years.  Mr. Dahl distributed copies; Committee members 
discussed them.  Several points were made: 
 
-- There is a rule, approved by the Senate, that summer terms should not start before the end of 
the K-12 school year in Minneapolis and St. Paul.  The Committee decided it would revisit the need 
for that rule, if those programs which offer classes to K-12 teachers have the flexibility to wait until 
after the school year ends. 
 
-- The use of the intersession and summer session are flexible for departments, and there was 
thought that the intersession should perhaps be more closely linked to summer session (for calendar 
purposes).  This would allow departments to offer the equivalent of an additional semester during the 
year.   This would have implications for financial aid for students, and some departments wanted the 
intersession linked to Spring Semester to allow field work. 
 
-- Some of the most successful intersessions are at institutions which combine it with summer 
sessions and offer three 4-week blocks; the 3-week sessions standing alone tend not to work very well. 
 
 Professor Martin thanked Mr. Dahl for joining the meeting, and adjourned it at 3:00 after 
reminding SCEP members that the final report of the IMG Oversight Subcommittee would be made at 
the Finance and Planning meeting on June 8.  She wished everyone a good summer. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


