
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
 Wednesday, March 27, 1996 
 1:00 - 3:00 
 Room 626 Campus Club 
 
 
Present: Laura Koch (chair), Anita Cholewa, Paul Cleary, Elayne Donahue, Gayle Graham Yates, 

Megan Gunnar, Robert Leik, Judith Martin, W. Phillips Shively, William Van Essendelft 
 
Regrets: Robert Johnson, Thomas Johnson, Jeffrey Larsen, Ryan Nilsen 
 
Absent: Avram Bar-Cohen, Darwin Hendel, Glenn Merkel, Helen Phin, Mark Schuller 
 
Guests: Dr. Robert delMas & Professor Cathrine Wambach, General College 
 
[In these minutes:  Closing General College; final action on semester standards, transition policy, grading 
policy, and Twin Cities Undergraduate Course and Curriculum Committee] 
 
 
1.   The Closing of General College 
 
 Professor Koch convened the meeting at 1:15 and noted that the agenda included discussion of the 
proposal to close General College and final action on several items for the Senate.   
 
 She observed that SCEP members had doubtless heard about the proposal to close General College; 
this Committee has a role to play in the process of collegiate reorganization. By Senate policy, SCEP is to 
be provided preliminary and final proposals, which are in turn to be brought to the Senate, for 
information.  In order to avoid the appearance of a conflict of interest, she told the Committee, she has 
asked Professor Martin to chair the portion of the meeting where General College will be the subject of 
discussion [inasmuch as Professor Koch is a faculty member in General College]. 
 
 Professor Martin accepted the gavel and turned to Provost Shively. 
 
 Dr. Shively said he will present a proposal to close General College, but it must be understood that 
it comes in the context of wide-ranging changes on the Twin Cities campus.  This includes, for example, 
reorganization of the biological sciences (which may be bigger than anything else going on, since by 
liberal definition of the term, one-third of the faculty on the Twin Cities campus are biologists), changes 
in the Academic Health Center, the reassignment of departments in the College of Human Ecology, and 
various department mergers.  A lot is up in the air, and will be for the next few years.  This is the first part 
of a period of transition that could be very good for the University.  All public institutions of higher 
education face trouble, but the University has advantages, such as the state (which has historically been 
generous in support for higher education), location in the metropolitan area, and the quality of its faculty.  
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 Everything must be looked at, as the institution faces severe financial pressures (the decline in state 
funding, deferred maintenance charges approaching $1 billion, a new steam plant, legal issues, the sale of 
the Hospital).   
 
 In the case of the General College, he said he evaluated its work and is looking at all factors.  He is 
not just considering financial issues; that is an approach he is trying to get away from.  He has asked the 
units that report to him to find 2.5%, either by increasing revenues or by achieving efficiencies, but not 
simply by imposing cuts, and has told deans he will not take back faculty positions simply for the sake of 
taking back positions.  The question is how effective a unit is in serving its purposes, and if it is serving 
those purposes in a cost-effective way. 
 
 On the first point, General College has a five-year graduation rate of 11% (from some unit of the 
University), with a 7% graduation rate for minority students, and 4% for African-Americans.  Those 
numbers made him think about whether alternative arrangements might better serve the students currently 
enrolled in General College.   
 
 On the second point, cost-effectiveness, the per-year costs of GC students are $8800, compared to 
$4200 in CLA and about $4000 in community colleges; the cost per student is higher than that of lower 
division IT, which is a fairly high-cost unit.  Part of that increased cost is because General College faculty 
have a research mission.  He has to make choices about research programs and the quality of the 
programs; this is not, he cautioned, a scientific endeavor.  The question is what research should be 
supported.   
 
 Faced with this information, and with a firm desire to do as well for educationally 
disadvantaged/minority students as the University has--if not better--he is looking at cooperative 
arrangements with a community college, which would have a program geared to transfer to the 
University.  Such a program might be on the University campus.  Expansion of CLA admissions might 
also be considered.   
 
 Dr. Shively said he wants also to work harder on recruitment of minority students; the best 
recruitment tool is retention and success of minority students.  He and Vice President Boston are leading a 
committee to set up a freshman seminar, University 1001, that would introduce students to the University. 
 
 In a way, he said, General College has let the rest of the University off the hook--through no fault 
of its own--by serving as the unit that admitted disadvantaged students into the University. 
 
 One basic principle is that few campuses have separate faculty, curricula, and administrative 
structures to deal with disadvantaged students.  Many institutions offer special summer programs and 
advising, mentoring, and lighter course loads--very much like the excellent academic advising program 
offered by intercollegiate athletics, but spread throughout the institution.  He said he does not want to 
have a separate unit for disadvantaged students. 
 
 The discussion of the proposal will take place between now and early June, and he will be open to 
alternative proposals.  In June the administration will decide what recommendation to make; it will be 
brought to the Board of Regents in July for review and for action in September. 
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 Professor Martin then turned to Dr. delMas and Professor Wambach for comments.  Professor 
Wambach explained that Professor Koch had asked the two of them to come and provide SCEP with 
information about General College outcomes.  She said that Provost Shively is correct in saying the 
decision is ultimately one about values, but another value is the symbolic value General College plays in 
the state.   
 
 A wide variety of students at risk come to universities.  General College faculty have done research 
about students at risk, and have a national presence in the field; they know what the alternatives are and 
what works.   
 
 Provost Shively is also correct in saying that many institutions do not have arrangements like those 
of General College--but institutions are beginning to develop them.  The national literature suggests that 
the more consolidated the efforts are to assist disadvantaged students, the more likely they are to be 
successful.  Before the University dismantles General College, it should consider that literature on 
developmental education for minority and disadvantaged students.  It is to be hoped that the discussion is 
well-informed. 
 
 The costs of General College are too high, she agreed; there is no argument that it must be more 
cost effective.  But if the University turns away 800 freshmen, it loses $2.4 million in tuition from 
General College, and probably an additional $1.4 million in tuition to CLA.  Data from the 1993 
instructional cost study suggest General College students paid about $3.6 million in tuition; the budget for 
General College is about $4 million; if the General College faculty are all retained, the decision would 
largely be revenue-neutral.  The decision will be made not about budget, but about values. 
 
 Dr. delMas concurred that General College has a research mission; he said GC looks at its students 
a great deal, and is a very self-reflective organization.  He then distributed to the Committee a memo and 
set of tables of data and explained them to the Committee. 
 
 The tables included data about the percent of entering GC freshmen who are students of color (over 
30%).  They also included comparative data about the percentages of the several minority groups, and 
white students, who enrolled in GC, CLA, and IT from 1987 to 1994 as well as the freshman cohort for 
1995.  A large number of the minority students who enter the University do so through GC (although that 
percentage is down slightly for 1995).  Professor Wambach commented that they provided these data 
because the Provost has said CLA has increased admissions of students of color; that is true, but it still 
admits far fewer than GC. 
 
 One Committee member inquired if there were any information about the different experiences of 
students in GC versus those in CLA who go through the MLK program.  If one is talking about 
mainstreaming, the experience of a major program should be considered.  Professor Wambach noted that 
the MLK students are better prepared than GC students; that experience would not be directly comparable 
to the experience of African-American students in GC. 
 
 One Committee member inquired if GC students come from a different socio-economic 
background.  Dr. delMas said over 50% of GC students are the first in their families to attend college.  It 
is NOT the case that most students come from below the poverty line, but GC does have a high 
percentage of urban high school students enrolled.  If the entrance characteristics are different, it was 
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noted, there could be a lot of other differences as well. 
 
 Professor Wambach said that GC students are a diverse group, and come from both affluent and 
disadvantaged backgrounds.  What they have in common is that they did not do as well in high school as 
those students who enter CLA. 
 
 The Committee looked next at retention data.  Dr. delMas commented on the high stop-out rate of 
GC students; many do not return the following fall term.  But about 75% return a second year, following 
their first year; about 53% for a third year.  These data, pointed out one Committee member, cover the 
years 1984-1988, a period when GC was offering 4-year degrees.  The last degrees were granted in 1991; 
the program was closed in 1986, Professor Wambach reported. 
 
 Professor Wambach reported that she and Dr. delMas recently identified all former GC students 
enrolled in another University college; they identified about 1100 people, some of whom originally 
enrolled in GC in the early 1970s; people come in and out of the University at irregular intervals, and it is 
difficult to identify them.  CLA students, observed one Committee member, behave the same way. 
 
 Dr. delMas then reviewed the five-year retention rates of GC freshmen within Minnesota post-
secondary institutions; five years after enrolling in GC, 62% of its students are registered at some 
Minnesota post-secondary institution.  These numbers, he said, speak to the issue of value. 
 
 He also highlighted five years of data on transfer rates to four-year Minnesota institutions, 
comparing full-time GC and metropolitan community college students.  Only 28% of the community 
colleges students transferred, compared to 40% for GC students.  These rates are not strictly comparable, 
he pointed out, because the community colleges are not necessarily from the lower half of their class.  But 
the data also suggest that fewer than 10% of community college students transfer to the University.  
Studies comparing the graduation rate of GC, community college, and other students who transfer to CLA 
show that students all graduate at comparable rates: about 43% graduate five years after transfer. 
 
 Asked about the percent of community college graduates who obtained the AAS rather than the AS 
degree, Dr. delMas said he did not know.  The national studies show that if one looks at full-time 
community college students, X percent say they intend to transfer, but most of them do not; they receive 
the AA degree.  The graduation rates are higher if students start at a four-year institution rather than a 
two-year school with the expectation of transfer. 
 
 This is especially true for minority students, Professor Wambach added; they are more likely to 
complete a bachelor's degree if they start in a baccalaureate-degree-granting institution.  There is a 
national expert on this subject on the campus who could be contacted, she noted. 
 
 One Committee member inquired if there were a difference in the age of students; Dr. delMas 
replied that most GC students are 19 and are recent high school graduates. 
 
 Dr. Shively questioned the comparability of community college and GC students.  He pointed out 
that community colleges have open admissions, while GC will only admit students above a certain 
admissions score (test score plus high school rank combination), except for 100 slots.  It would be helpful 
to have the distribution of scores for community college and GC students, to compare the two groups. 
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 Professor Wambach agreed that more information about community college students is needed.  
Using national data, it would appear that GC students are slightly more qualified than community college 
students but less qualified than students admitted to four-year colleges, with the GC numbers closer to the 
community colleges.  The community colleges have a wider range of ability levels.  The University will 
have to rely on the community colleges to provide information about the entrance characteristics of their 
students, and data on those who go on to graduate from four-year institutions. 
 
 Dr. delMas then briefly reviewed data on transfer rates for recent GC freshmen cohorts. Since 
1990, the three-year transfer rate has been steadily increasing from 25% to 41% for the Fall, 1992 cohort. 
He then noted percentage of CLA, IT, and GC freshmen who earned a BA or higher within 5, 6, and 7 
years after entering the University; the GC graduation rate is lowest of the three, and after 7 years is about 
17%.  Professor Wambach pointed out, however, that less than half the CLA students--who are a much 
more carefully selected group--have their degrees after 7 years.  One Committee member added that the 
data on high-risk students show that the number of such students who graduate doubles between the fifth 
and eighth year after entry into college; they simply take longer. 
 
 Professor Koch gave to Provost Shively a set of questions to which SCEP would like to have 
answers in a future discussion of this subject.  Professors Martin and Koch thanked Provost Shively and 
Professor Wambach and Dr. delMas for meeting with the Committee. 
 
2.   Policies for Final Action 
 
 SEMESTER CONVERSION STANDARDS:  Professor Koch resumed the chair and drew the 
attention of Committee members to the Semester Conversion Standards document.  The Committee 
discussed and made minor modifications to several parts of the document: 
 
-- rather than setting semesters equal to 14 weeks, fall semester will range from 70 to 74 days 

(depending on when Labor Day falls) and spring semester will almost always be 75 days 
(sometimes 74), and B-based faculty appointments would run (subject to review by other 
committees and the administration) from two weeks before Labor Day to roughly the middle of 
May; 

 
-- the interim would run for three weeks, but would be part of summer sessions, allowing departments 

great flexibility in how they wished to use the interim and two summer session terms, and the 
interim would not be part of the B-based faculty appointment term; 

 
-- the time allowed to turn in grades was changed to 72 business hours after an examination (or after 

the last day of class if there is no exam period), except that grades due December 24-31 may be 
turned in within two days after January 1; 

 
-- colleges and campuses are authorized to offer courses shorter than a regular term of enrollment 

(including summer sessions and the interim), with curriculum committee approval; 
 
-- a credit is to equal about 45 hours of academic work during any term of enrollment (because 1 

credit, for a 15-week semester, at three hours per week, equals 45 hours), but certain kinds of 
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education may exceed this standard (such as clinical experiences, studio activities, some laboratory 
work); 

 
-- departments are STRONGLY urged to prefer courses of three credits; 
 
-- college approval is required for any degree requiring more than 120 credits; provostal or 

chancellorian approval is also required for any degree requiring more than 132 credits; 
 
-- some additional exemptions are granted from the 1:1 ratio required of contact time (research 

seminars, studio courses, clinical experiences); and 
 
-- an additional standard was reviewed and approved again, calling generally for a reduction by one-

third of the credits and courses departments offer, and that degree requirements may not be 
increased as a result of the change to semesters. 

 
 Following approval of the changes, the Committee voted unanimously to recommend the revised 
standards to the Senate Consultative Committee for placement on the Senate docket. 
 
 TWIN CITIES UNDERGRADUATE COURSE AND CURRICULUM COMMITTEE:  the 
Committee reviewed the draft it had approved earlier, and deleted language calling for the proposed 
committee to review all course proposals once the change to semesters has occurred.  It was agreed that 
when concerns about duplication and multiple course offerings arise, colleges would bring the concerns to 
the committee for resolution.  The Committee then unanimously approved the proposal. 
 
 POLICY ON STUDENTS IN TRANSITION:  the Committee made minor changes in the policy 
and promptly approved it unanimously. 
 
 GRADING POLICY:  after clarifying one confusing point, the Committee made no substantive 
changes and approved the policy unanimously. 
 
 With that, Professor Koch adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


