
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, November 17, 1999 

1:00 – 3:00 
Nolte Library 

 
 
Present: Judith Martin (chair), Steve Fitzgerald, Darwin Hendel, Gordon Hirsch, Emily Hoover, 

Karen Seashore Louis, (George Green for) Christine Maziar, Kathleen Newell, Riv-Ellen 
Prell, Tina Rovick, Richard Skaggs, Suzanne Bates Smith, Rita Snyder, Thomas Soulen, 
Steven Sperber, Craig Swan 

 
Regrets: Wilbert Ahern, Marsha Odom (both because the telephone hook up failed), Lisa Wersal 
 
Absent: Bradley Wuotila 
 
Guests: University College Dean Gail Skinner-West; Dean Steven Rosenstone & Professor 

Stephen Gudeman (Budget Task Force) 
 
[In these minutes:  name change, mission, and governance of University College; budget task  
force; overlapping classes; class notes on the web; exams outside of class time; appeals of grades] 
 
 
1. Discussion with University College Dean Gail Skinner-West 
 
 Professor Martin convened the meeting at 1:00 and welcomed Dean Gail Skinner-West to the 
meeting to discuss University College. 
 
 Dean Skinner-West began by reporting that the Regents have approved a new name for the 
college, the College of Continuing Education (CCE).   
 
 Dean Skinner-West told the Committee that CCE needed a more focused, clearer mission.  She 
and her colleagues went outside CCE as well as consulted with staff to clarify with constituents what its 
mission is.  That mission, as developed, includes: 
 
-- providing “high quality continuing education and lifelong learning opportunities for professional 

development, personal enrichment, career transitions, and academic growth”; 
 
-- helping to fulfill the University’s outreach mission and facilitating access “for a diverse 

community of adult learners within Minnesota and beyond by utilizing delivery systems and 
technologies that expand access”; and 

 
-- differentiating itself from other programs “by its primary audience of working adults who seek 

education on a part-time basis for career enhancement or personal enrichment.” 
 

                                                 
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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 Dean Skinner-West emphasized that CCE’s primary audience is adult students, particularly those 
in the workforce who may already have a degree but seeking additional education, those who are 
interested in personal and intellectual enrichment.  She reiterated that CCE has a responsibility to serve 
adult students throughout the state. 
 
 CCE intends to realign its structure and focus around the mission as it has been articulated, Dean 
West told the Committee.  One specific element of that new mission is creation of a Center for Career 
Transitions.  They heard, in listening sessions, that people in mid-career looking to make a major change 
want help in sorting out directions and educational options.  CCE can offer a linkage to the University for 
this purpose.  She said she hoped that this greater sharpness of purpose would be recognized, increase the 
clarity of what CCE is doing, and would put to rest rumors that CCE will be discontinued. 
 
 Dean West next spoke about the Academic Council that has been created for CCE, something that 
has been the topic of conversation with this Committee on several occasions in recent years.  The Council 
has now been appointed.  She distributed copies of a document outlining its purpose, context, principles, 
and membership.   
 
 The Council was created because CCE has now and will have in the future credit-based and non-
credit programs as well as degree programs that fit within its mission (the partnership degrees, the 
Program for Individualized Learning, the Inter-College Program, the Master of Liberal Studies).  CCE is 
the VEHICLE for offering the programs, but does not have its own faculty, so it is incumbent upon CCE 
to have rigorous oversight and review.  The Academic Council was created to fill that role, and in 
addition to faculty includes adjunct faculty, staff, and students. 
 
 The Council has met once thus far, in an orientation session.  It will next take up the proposal to 
have only ONE title for partnership degrees, something this Committee recommended.  Dean West asked 
Associate Dean Green (sitting in for Dean Christine Maziar and a member of the Council) for his 
impressions; he said he believed it a healthy addition that will intensify contact with faculty, review 
programs more effectively, and better integrate CCE programs with the rest of the University.  Dean West 
added that the Council will be chaired by a faculty member and that it is her intent the Council be a body 
outside CCE to monitor existing programs, review new program proposals, and consider other curricular 
and student affairs issues. 
 
 Committee members offered a number of comments and exchanged views with Dean West. 
 
-- There will be conversations with Dean West about the continuity of the programs in the "historic" 

University College (PIL and ICP programs). 
 
-- The CONTENT of courses (evening, distance education) will not be the subject of overview by 

the Council; content will be determined by the departments and their faculty.  The Council is a 
policy-making body that will consider, e.g., whether there is a match between the courses being 
offered and the CCE mission.  She affirmed that, for example, an English course offered through 
the English Department but as distance education that had gone through departmental and college 
review would be accepted by CCE.  The Council can perform an oversight role in places where 
the role is not being filled. 
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-- The relationship of the Council with existing CCE advisory groups has been clarified.  The 
individual bodies that oversee the partnership degree programs, PIL/ICP, and the Master of 
Liberal Studies will continue to function. 

 
-- There will be additional conversation with the colleges about non-credit programs.  CCE should 

play a leadership role but the strategic plan will guide in the development of the focus of non-
credit programs.   

 
One Committee member said that there ought to be principles to guide in the development and 
offerings of non-credit programs; CCE should not have to negotiate arrangements with each 
college.   

 
-- With CCE taking a market perspective, its role is to start with the business/private sector and find 

out what is needed.  The University should respond to those needs, with CCE as the liaison and 
entrepreneur that brings opportunities to the colleges.  The unique CCE role is to work with 
interdisciplinary efforts that do not fit with the mission of the other colleges.  The Bachelor of 
Applied Business, for instance, has a very different target audience than does the Carlson School.  
Deliberations will come on a case-by-case basis; applied and interdisciplinary responses to 
workforce issues should be what guides CCE decisions about the programs to deliver.  This is in 
addition to CCE serving as the link to the other colleges. 

 
-- Distance education is implicit in the strategic plan.  One of the goals of CCE enunciated in its 

strategic plan is to expand access for working adults.  To accomplish this, CCE will need to be 
very active in distance education and will need to do considerable realigning.  

 
 What does the Committee think about what has been presented, Dean West inquired  
at one point?  Committee members spoke strongly in favor of the organization that Dean West outlined.   
 
 Is CCE systematically obtaining information from the colleges about what they expect from CCE, 
asked one Committee member?  An advisory board that included deans was created during the strategic 
planning process; the deans brought good conversation to the process from a broad perspective.  Dean 
West anticipated developing memoranda of agreement, compacts, or some other formalized 
understandings with colleges in the future. 
 
 Professor Martin thanked Dean West for joining the meeting.  
 
2. Budget Task Force 
 

Professor Martin now welcomed Dean Steven Rosenstone and Professor Stephen Gudeman, from 
the budget task force.  [For a summary of the questions the task force is dealing with, see the minutes of 
the October 28, 1999, Faculty Consultative Committee, http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/fcc/99-10-28.html, 
item 3.  These minutes will record only those points that were new at this meeting.] 
 
-- There are three high priority items in the University budget for which rising costs are outstripping 
revenues:  compensation, technology, and facilities.  These three amount to about 85% of the University’s 
incremental costs.  As long as they are priorities, they must be paid for.  In addition, commitments and 
other costs accumulate during a year, creating a list at the end of the year of items that need to be funded.  
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How are these priorities and commitments to be funded when there are not revenue streams attached to 
them and when, under IMG, the central administration has less flexible money?  Further, how is it 
decided what is on the list of priorities, and who decides what the colleges should pay for rather than the 
central administration?  The task force will not create a definitive list, but will rather suggest a set of 
principles as well as the consultative processes that should take place. 
 
-- Even if it is decided what will be paid for collectively, where will the money come from?  There 
might be a mix of ways to fund such items.  There must also be accountability and efficiency, so that 
costs are not created that end up elsewhere, or if they do, it is only with good reason and with 
consultation. 
 
-- There are “missing voices” that are not heard, such as for classrooms, libraries, and staff 
infrastructure, supplies and expenses, items that keep the University working.  Few deans, for example, 
lobby as hard for classrooms as they do for the academic priorities of their colleges. 
 
-- The final report to the President will share the task force’s understanding of the University’s 
budget and contain concrete recommendations about who is responsible for implementation.  It is 
intended that the report will be perhaps a 15-page document that people can read to help them understand 
what the task force learned. 
 
-- So far, the group has managed to achieve consensus on the major issues.  Dean Rosenstone said 
he hoped to see recommendations for each question the task force has identified and a framework on how 
to make decisions.  He said the task force is trying to build consensus, and he is optimistic the report will 
have unanimous support. 
 
-- The task force is not moving in the direction of charging units for the infrastructure, nor toward 
separate mechanisms to raise money for various support units.  There will not be 24 taxes, because the 
transaction costs are too high. 
 
-- One Committee member inquired if the costs of the three major budget items have rising costs 
that are outstripping inflation, how will the task force report solve that problem?  It will not; it will 
address how to pay for them.  The task force has talked about the difficulties with the legislature (and 
does not know what to do about them), and also about the capital campaign.  But if the University says 
salaries, technology, and facilities are priorities, it must follow through and pay for them.  There is no 
“efficiency bullet” that will provide $30 million more per year. 
 
-- A decision could be made, it was said, not to meet the costs of inflation in some areas. For 
example, it may be that the information and computer infrastructure costs are not escalating, but the 
LEVEL of technology is escalating at a constant price.  Has there been discussion when enough is 
enough?  Not specifically, Dean Rosenstone said.  There is a seven-year amortization on the Enterprise 
Systems Project, but there will be other things at the end of that period that need attention.  It has never 
been said there has been a need for a recurring commitment for these costs, but even the ESP is not a fix 
forever. 
 
 One possibility, it was said, would be to expand the concept of depreciation beyond physical 
assets to a new set of assets.  One could set a three-year replacement cycle, and then save money by 
moving to a four-year cycle. 
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-- Another major issue, Professor Gudeman said, is funding for public higher education and 
addressing the gap between public and private institutions.   
 
-- The task force is not looking at tuition, Professor Gudeman said.  It is looking at how to expand 
the size of the budget.  This is a relatively rich university; where is all the money going?   
 
-- There has been discussion of buildings.  One Committee member pointed out that there is a 
process in place to upgrade classrooms, but no one talks to the faculty.  There are decisions made about 
buildings that become a fait accompli, observed another.  Mr. Fitzgerald commented that classrooms 
involve both technology and facilities, and technology in classrooms is not optimal.  Student demands, 
however, will require it be upgraded, and the faculty want it upgraded.  Demand will not be fully met, 
said one Committee member, when only 70 of 300 general purpose classrooms have adequate technology. 
 
-- The task force is not fine-tuning IMG.  The presumption has always been that a wise provost and 
president will move state dollars around to meet priorities.  That is very difficult to do, because of the 
limited state dollars and the internal and external political costs of moving them on a regular basis.  The 
task force is not starting with the premise that the system is broken; it is better than it has been in a long 
time.  The system should be more open so thoughtful people can work together; that is the test of whether 
or not the system is healthy.  There is a lot more information on the table than there has been in the past, 
and there is more room for compromise. 
 
-- One Committee member said, about the request for advice, that it is presumptuous of Committee 
members to give advice when the task force has so thoroughly studied these issues.  What the task force 
can do is contribute a readable report, because there is a need for a larger number of people to understand 
the budget as well as task force members have come to understand it.  One policy recommendation might 
be that there be an ongoing learning process for people.  That will not be without cost, but it will be a 
worthy investment of time in ongoing oversight and interaction with the budget process.  It would do 
wonders to help break down the paranoia and divisions. 
 
-- One conclusion that emerged from data that Dr. Zetterberg presented to the Committee on 
Finance and Planning, Professor Gudeman said, is that the University is very inefficient in the way 
students move through it.  Dean Rosenstone noted that CLA has about 15,000 students (head count) but 
only about 11,000-12,000 students (full-time equivalents); that is a huge inefficiency that requires more 
advisers, parking, modems, dorms, and so on.  It is a very cost-inefficient way to educate students. 
 
 Professor Martin thanked Dean Rosenstone and Professor Gudeman for their report. 
 
3. Overlapping Classes 
 
 Professor Martin next turned to Mr. Fitzgerald to provide additional information on overlapping 
classes.  
 
 Mr. Fitzgerald distributed a handout showing the standard class hour schedules (50 minutes and 
75 minutes) prescribed by Senate policy.  There are to be 15 minutes between classes.  The system does 
not flag immediately chronologically adjacent classes (which occur (1) as a result of the juxtaposition of 
the 50-minute and 75-minute schedules and (2) because units schedule classes at times different from the 
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regularly-scheduled periods).  PeopleSoft will bar students from registering from classes that actually 
overlap, but not from registering for classes that are back to back.   
 
 One fix that will help considerably is to shift by 15 minutes the start times of the 75-minute 
classes.  It will mean that St. Paul 75-minute classes are shifted 15 minutes later in the day, but that need 
not result in the loss of a class period.   
 
 What is impossible to enforce is the Senate policy requiring that (1) students not be permitted to 
register for courses with a passing time of less than 30 minutes if the back-to-back classes are on the 
Minneapolis and St. Paul campuses and (2) students not be permitted to register for back-to-back classes 
on any one campus with less than the normal passing time between them. 
 
 PeopleSoft also allows students to register for four writing-intensive courses the same term; can 
nothing be done about that?  It was pointed out that the old system would not have prevented that from 
occurring, either; that is an advising issue, it was said.  If PeopleSoft were not a new system, added 
another Committee member, this problem would be blamed on advising.  It still should be. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously in favor of the change in the start times for 75-minute classes.  
It was agreed that the change would be reported to the Senate (action is not required).  The change will be 
effective for the 2000-2001 academic year.   
 
4. Class Notes on the Web 
 
 It was agreed that a policy should also advise faculty how to fixate their lectures so that copyright 
could be protected.  These would not be guidelines for students, but for faculty on how to protect 
themselves.  Committee members made several other editorial revisions, and then asked that the draft be 
circulated to deans and department heads for comment. 
 
5. Exams Outside Regular Class Periods 
 
 One source of difficulty for some students has been Chemistry, which schedules a common exam 
time for all of the sections.  Senate policy provides that accommodations must be provided for students 
who have a conflict with another class; Chemistry is making the accommodations. 
 
6. Appeal of Grade 
 
 It was agreed that the policy limiting the time of appeal for a grade should be set at one year. 
 
 Professor Martin then adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


