
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, October 6, 2004 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Emily Hoover (chair), (Shirley Nelson Garner for) Victor Bloomfield, Dale Branton, 

Vernon Cardwell, LeAnn Dean, Gretchen Haas, James Leger, Marsha Odom, 
Christopher Pappas, Karen Seashore, Mary Ellen Shaw, Craig Swan, Douglas 
Wangensteen, Joel Weinsheimer 

 
Absent: Shawn Curley, Alexander Valen  
 
Guests: Tina Falkner (Office of the Registrar) 
 
Other:  A Daily reporter 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) information required for requests for exceptions to the policy barring events 
during study day and finals week; (2) releasing students from class to vote; (3) residency (credits) 
requirement; (4) the three-final rule; (5) denoting teaching awards; (6) tuition policy options] 
 
 
1. Information for Requests for Exemptions from the Policy Barring Events Requiring 

Students During Study Day and Finals Week 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the meeting at 1:00 and began by asking Committee members 
what information they would want to see when a request is made to allow students to participate in an 
event during study day or finals week.  The policy provides that this Committee is the body to grant 
exceptions, and the requests usually (but not always) come from intercollegiate athletic teams.  
Inevitably the Committee decides it wants more information, she said, and last spring it was agreed 
that the Committee would develop a list of what it wants to know in order to decide whether to grant 
or deny a request. 
 
 Committee members identified information and data they wanted: 
 
-- the gradepoint average for each student involved 
-- the number of freshmen 
-- how important/competitive the event is—to what extent is it a premier event? 
-- the finals that each student would miss 
-- what arrangements have been made for study and for taking finals later (or, if taking them on 

the trip, who will oversee/proctor the exam)?  (The Committee will not allow coaches to 
proctor exams.) 

                                                 
* 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 represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or 
the Board of Regents. 
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-- (with the requirement that mid-term alerts be provided to all freshmen in 1xxx courses), the 
Committee could say that all freshmen must be in good standing on mid-term reports and that 
all other students must be in good academic standing. 

 
 If the information is provided, would the Committee say that "this student may go but this one 
may not," Professor Hoover asked?  Professor Seashore said if the Committee decides against 
approving an exception, it will be best to have documentation for the decision; she said she believed 
the Committee could, for example, direct that no freshmen go. 
 
 Professor Odom opined that the Committee could not get answers to every possible question 
for every group that might come forward; she wondered if it would be possible to develop a form to be 
submitted that is approved by an athletic director or whoever is responsible, with a report to the 
Committee.  It may not be that this level of Committee review is needed.  The academic success of 
students is the first priority, Professor Cardwell said, and the only reason that requests come to this 
Committee.  But it might be possible to have a form that someone signs and the Committee not decide 
each case.   
 

If the Committee approves the exception, the faculty must honor it, Dean Garner inquired?  
They must, Professor Hoover said.   

 
Professor Odom said the Committee might not be the right body to determine if the exceptions 

are being done fairly.  Professor Hoover said that approval from an athletic director or other 
administrator might not carry the same weight as the Committee decision, and that is important 
because the protection of the student is one goal of the exception policy.  The problem is that it has not 
had a standardized protocol for evaluating requests, Professor Hoover said.  Knowing that request 
must come to this Committee probably means there is a lot of self-policing going on, Professor 
Seashore commented; that the Committee does not often deny a request does not mean it is lax, only 
that units have screened their requests.  That screening would likely not happen if the Committee did 
not have to be involved. 

 
Any set of criteria assumes a one-size-fits-all approach, Professor Leger commented; is that 

usually the case?  Professor Hoover said it was.  The issue is all about student academic performance; 
missing finals could affect a student's academic career.  If the student is a freshman, he or she might 
not be able to negotiate the event without the Committee's help.  And the Committee can always ask 
for more information, she said.   

 
The written protocol provided to those who request exceptions should include an explanation 

of the goals of the process, Professor Cardwell said, and should make it clear that it has nothing to do 
with the student's activity. 
 
2. Releasing Students From Class to Vote 
 
 Professor Hoover reported that she has been involved in discussions with colleagues about 
whether faculty must let students out of class to vote.  One faculty member reportedly gives students 
extra credit if they vote.  (State law provides that colleges and universities may not sponsor special 
events on election days but may hold regularly-scheduled classes.)  Professor Hoover said her first 
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thought was that faculty should encourage students to vote but should not release them from class to 
do so. 
 
 Dr. Shaw noted that students will be able to register and vote on campus this year. 
 
 Professor Hoover said she thought it important that the Committee be on record that students 
should not be released from class to vote.  The Committee concurred.  Professor Odom noted that this 
position does not mean faculty are prohibited from letting students out of class to vote, only that they 
are not required to do so.  The point, Professor Hoover said, is that there is no University policy which 
says faculty must excuse students from class to vote. 
 
 Mr. Pappas asked if there should be a policy about giving extra credit to students for voting; 
that seems problematic, he said.  Professor Seashore pointed out that faculty members have broad 
jurisdiction over what they will award credit for; the only requirement is that the class opportunities be 
equitable:  if they are available to one, they must be available to all. 
 
3. Residency Requirement 
 
 Professor Hoover turned next to Vice Provost Swan for a discussion of the residency 
requirement.  This came up last year, Dr. Swan recalled, and it does NOT involve tuition residency—it 
is the amount of time a student must spend at the University in order to receive a University degree.   
The current requirement is this: 
 

(1) To be eligible for a University of Minnesota undergraduate degree, a student must present at 
least 30 semester credits awarded by the University of Minnesota.  

 
(2) These 30 credits must include at least 24 credits taken after declaration of or admission to 
the student's major or program, and these 24 credits must be taken from the college (in the case 
of the Twin Cities Campus) or campus (in the case of Morris and Crookston) offering the major 
or program.  It is up to the college or campus to decide if "declaration of" or "admission to" is 
the appropriate description of how a student's major is determined.  

 
(3) Of the last 30 credits earned prior to the award of a University degree, at least 15 credits 
must be awarded by the University of Minnesota.  

 
A student's college or campus may waive the requirements in sections 2 and 3 above, but not 
section 1.  

 
All credit awarded by the University, regardless of the type of instruction, shall count toward the 
credit requirements for the degree. 

 
A subcommittee of this Committee (Professors Cardwell and Sampson and Vice Provost Swan) 

worked on a revision of the policy last spring.  Their proposal has been reviewed by the Council of 
Undergraduate Deans.  The gist of the changes is underlined: 
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(1) To be eligible for a University of Minnesota undergraduate degree, a student must present 
at least 30 semester credits awarded by the University of Minnesota campus from which they 
are seeking to graduate. 

 
(2) .Students must complete at least half of upper division major work on the campus from 
which they are seeking to graduate. 

 
(3)  At least 15 credits of the last 30 credits earned prior to the awarding of a University 
degree must be awarded by the University of Minnesota campus from which a student is 
seeking to graduate. 

 
A student's college or campus may, under extraordinary circumstances, waive the 
requirements in sections 2 and 3 above, but not section 1. 

 
All credit awarded by the University, regardless of the type of instruction, shall count toward 
the credit requirements for the degree. 

 
 The first issue that gave rise to questions was the interpretation of the word "college" on the 
Twin Cities campus in the current (2).  There were cases where students did all of their coursework in 
while registered in one college and then changed late to another college; this is not a question of 
students transferring late into a major as they have taken major course work from the department in the 
college to which they transferred.  Are the students required to take more credits?  They should not be, 
Dr. Swan said.  This was more of a problem when there was differential tuition.   
 
 A second issue is that students must complete 30 semester credits at the University (which is a 
fairly typical requirement at the University's public peer institutions), but can they do most or all of 
their major credits elsewhere and transfer to the University to obtain a degree?  That does not seem 
right, Dr. Swan said, so the recommendation is to require that at least half of the upper division major 
work be done on the University campus from which students expect to obtain a degree.  There might 
be implementation questions, he said, but many of them may fall in the "I'll know if I see it" category 
and the spirit of the proposal is right. 
 
 Professor Odom said that because UMC is a small campus with a fair number of transfer 
students, they like to use various courses offered by other University campuses to help students 
complete a degree.  That has been very helpful; to change the rule to 30 credits at one campus will 
affect their ability to help students.  And while (2) and (3) can be waived by the campus or college, (1) 
cannot.  Ms. Dean said the UMM campus did not foresee the same kinds of problems.  Dr. Swan 
suggested that perhaps the Registrar's office could look at data to see how many students would have 
been affected by the requirement.  Dr. Shaw asked why a student could not petition for a waiver of 
section (1); Dr. Swan said it is because there is a minimum amount of work a student should do at the 
University before he or she can claim a degree from the University.  The feeling is that there must be a 
base or minimum number of credits, and 30 is the standard most public universities use.  Why not 
continue to use the system requirement, as in the present policy, Dr. Shaw asked?  Because there was a 
feeling that if one claims to be a graduate of the Twin Cities campus, Morris, Duluth, or Crookston, 
one ought to have 30 credits from the campus one is claiming to have graduated from.  Twin Cities 
students have lots of choices, Professor Odom pointed out; they have fewer choices at Crookston and 
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Morris; the current policy allows Crookston and Morris students to use Twin Cities credits.  Dr. Swan 
suggested the Committee look at the data. 
 
 Did he consult with Twin Cities programs that deal with adults trying to complete degrees, 
Professor Seashore asked Dr. Swan.  The draft was seen at the Council of Undergraduate Deans, 
which includes the College of Continuing Education, Dr. Swan said.   
 
 Professor Hoover said she would like to see the data on the impact.  Professor Seashore 
agreed, and said it would not be fair if all the exceptions were at the Crookston and Morris campuses; 
that would burden those two campuses unfairly.  (2) would be difficult to do retrospectively, Dr. Swan 
said.  The idea behind it is to prevent someone from getting 30 credits as a freshman, transferring, and 
then seeking a University of Minnesota degree.  This provision says that major work is defined by 
major requirements, and if a degree in X is from UMM, the student needs to do a significant part of 
the major work at the UMM campus.   
 
 What if one did all the major work as a sophomore, Professor Seashore asked?  Then the 
student would run afoul of (3), Dr. Swan pointed out:  15 of the last 30 credits must be earned at the 
University campus from which one wishes to get a degree.  Dr. Shaw expressed concern about (2) and 
study abroad; Dr. Swan said that would be counted as University credits.   
 
 Ms. Haas said that the more she hears interpretations of (2), the less certain she is about it.  Dr. 
Swan said that there will be a more definitive answer when PCAS is up and running.  [PCAS is 
Program and Curricular Approval System, which is a way of capturing in one place specific degree 
requirements.  This information will be fed electronically to the catalogue, APAS, and the Grad 
Planner.  It will be a basic reference for advisors so that they will have immediate access to current 
degree requirements in majors.  At the moment, printed material is quickly out of date; as programs 
make changes, those changes are not always communicated to all the places they should be.  APAS is 
the system students can use to see what requirements they have yet to meet.]  Advisors would know 
how to interpret the rules, he added. 
 
 Professor Cardwell said he agreed with Dr. Swan's opening comment:  the title of this policy 
should be amended to something like "undergraduate degree credit requirements."   
 
 Professor Odom said she has asked the Registrar and the Vice Chancellor for Academic 
Affairs at UMC to look into the proposal.  With respect to the potential problem of a student taking 
credits in one college and then transferring at the last minute to another college, she said she would be 
amazed if there were such course equivalencies across colleges that the student could meet 
requirements in the new college.  Dr. Swan said that with the BA/BS degrees in a number of sciences, 
there is not much difference in the course requirements.  A CLA student could take courses in CBS for 
the BA and then take one semester more in CBS and obtain a BS degree from CBS.  That is a 
peculiarity of the Twin Cities campus, he observed.  What is it that this policy is trying to prevent 
students from doing, Professor Odom asked?  It is not preventing STUDENTS from doing things, it is 
preventing COLLEGES from doing things, Professor Hoover responded; it does not bar students from 
graduating, it's a question of following the money. 
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4. The Three-Final Rule 
 
 Professor Hoover next noted that a question arises about when a student has three finals in a 
day and has the right to move one of them, and wants to move a particular final; does the faculty 
member have the right to say "no"?  There is no question about the policy, she said, but there is about 
implementation.  The policy reads as follows: 
 

Students with final examination conflicts, or with three (or more) final examinations 
in one calendar day, or who have agreed to reschedule a final (in accord with the provisions of 
section 3, above) will be expected to make the appropriate rescheduling arrangements with the 
instructors by the end of the second week of the term so that conflicts will be eliminated. 
Instructors must agree to give an alternative final examination to any student having 
examination conflicts or three (or more) examinations in one calendar day. 

 
 There is no implementation guide, Dr. Falkner said.  There is an informal policy among 
advisors.  CLA has a policy that students are to talk to instructors and if they have trouble getting one 
of the finals changed, they are to go talk to X to get help.  In other colleges there are similar unwritten 
policies:  if all three instructors say "no," an advisor will get involved.  This issue will be brought to 
CSAA, she said, because there ought to be a universal way to decide how to deal with the situation.  
At present the student must contact the instructor, and if there is a problem with all three, he or she 
contacts an advisor. 
 
 How many students run into problems, Professor Hoover asked?  Advisors do not hear a lot 
about it, Dr. Falkner said, but they could provide to the Committee data on the number of students 
who have three finals in one day.  If a student has three finals in one day, they will approach the 
instructor they think will be most amenable to changing the final, Professor Cardwell surmised.  He 
said he would prefer a rule that the third final is changed, or something like that.  That would be fairer, 
Professor Leger agreed, and said something like that could be the default rule if nothing else works 
out. 
 
 She has received emails raising the question about whether an instructor is REQUIRED to 
move a final, Professor Hoover said.  One of the three MUST accommodate the student, Dr. Falkner 
said, and it will likely be the one most amenable to moving it.  The problem with a default rule is that 
if the student does not want to take that final, he or she can say he or she contacted all the instructors 
and none would move the final.  It was speculated that many students might prefer to move the middle 
final.  Professor Weinsheimer said he was not opposed to the practice of the nice guy giving in.  But 
there are still emails, Professor Hoover responded, and she responds by telling instructors that policy 
requires that the student be accommodated.  Dean Garner asked if this is a big problem.  Dr. Falkner 
said that advisors are not hearing about it; she said she would bring information from the advisors to 
the Committee. 
 
 There is another concern about finals, Dr. Swan mentioned, and that is moving the final to the 
last week of classes.  It was noted that doing so is a clear violation of Senate policy.   
 
 With respect to the deadline for turning in grades, Dr. Swan reported that this fall Michigan 
will require grades to be reported by 2:00 p.m. on Sunday, December 26—the clock ticks over 
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weekends and holidays.  That is not a problem at Michigan, Dr. Falkner said, because that is the 
culture that has been established. 
 
5. Denoting Teaching Awards 
 
 Professor Hoover reported that she has received emails inquiring about noting in the class 
schedule teaching awards received.  There was a group that volunteered last spring to help develop 
guidelines but it never got to the work.  She asked again for volunteers.  Dr. Swan said the assignment 
would be very short, and would simply be to help develop guidelines on what awards should be 
included in the class schedule.  He said he would be uncomfortable making ad hoc decisions, and 
wants the awards included to be those that have staying power.   
 
 Professors Cardwell, Seashore, Weinsheimer agreed to serve, as did Dean Garner. 
 
6. Tuition Policy Options 
 
 Professor Hoover next recalled that the Committee heard last year from Associate Vice 
President Kvavik about tuition policy options the University might consider in the future.  The 
Committee received a report but did not have time to consider it; she said the Committee should revisit 
the report to determine if it had strong feelings about the options.  Presumably the options could be 
included as part of the strategic planning process or be incorporated in a new University budget model. 
 
 Dr. Swan said there were three things that might help structure the discussion.   
 
-- Should the University offer a tuition guarantee, and with what terms?  It does so now, but not 

many students take advantage of the offer because the Regents' policy says it must be self-
funding.  As a result, the first-year tuition is set high to anticipate high increases.  The 13-
credit rule makes it less attractive and the policy is administratively burdensome.  The 
question is whether it should be stopped.  The policy also says that students would be 
refunded the difference if they end up paying more than the actual tuition charges. 

 
-- Should tuition vary by program? 
 
-- Separate from the guarantee, should freshmen pay a flat amount for four years (the Illinois 

model)? 
 
 Is there any public relations value to the four-year guarantee, Professor Leger asked?  Dr. 
Swan said he believes there is, but some believe that given the small number of students who use it, it 
would not be worth the effort.  Can it be promoted before students come to the University, not just 
after they arrive, Professor Seashore asked?  It is mentioned in materials distributed to prospective 
students, Dr. Swan said, but if students are told they must pay (for example) $9500 under the 
guaranteed plan when tuition is only $8200, it does not appear very attractive.  But if the University 
guaranteed that students would not pay more in total than actual year-by-year tuition, it would be more 
attractive, Professor Leger commented. 
 
 It starts with recruiting, Professor Cardwell said.  In some areas without enrollment caps now, 
the programs are competing with other institutions.  Reciprocity affects some programs more than 
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others.  He said he opposed differential tuition by program but flat undergraduate tuition makes some 
programs uncompetitive with North Dakota, South Dakota, and some of the Wisconsin schools.  There 
can be up to a $3000-per-year tuition differential for some programs at the University and elsewhere.  
Students are concerned about the tuition rate increases and are less able to earn their tuition during 
summer employment. 
 
 Dr. Swan said that he has heard a lot about differential tuition by program; most people he 
works with oppose it.  The University's experience with differential tuition in the past was not good.  If 
students enroll in one college to avoid higher tuition but still take courses in another, they do not build 
up a relationship with the college they actually want to major in, Professor Cardwell said.  Professor 
Hoover said differential tuition created artificial barriers for students.   
 
 Professor Seashore asked if the Citizens League report will open a larger conversation about 
funding.  It will provide the opportunity for the conversation, Dr. Swan said, but the report itself will 
not likely contain the conversation.  The K-12 people are worried that the report will send 11th and 12th 
grade funds to the University, Professor Seashore said.  It does not make sense to fiddle around the 
edges, she said, and none of the tuition models will solve the problems.   
 
 Professor Hoover inquired if the Committee wished to take a position on differential tuition by 
program.  Professor Leger said he would move that the Committee take the position that 
undergraduate tuition should not vary by program or college on the Twin Cities campus.  From a 
global perspective, he said, it devalues the University as an institution and balkanizes the campus. 
 
 Dean Garner asked if the Committee had talked about tuition revenue and its affect on the size 
of classes, the creation of classes, and whether colleges create classes to generate tuition revenue.  
Professor Hoover said the Committee tried to create a campus curriculum committee to oversee 
proliferating classes but the proposal did not get through the Senate.  Dr. Swan said that his office has 
tracked undergraduate cross-college course-taking, including before the change to semesters; he 
promised to share the data with the Committee.  There is a subcommittee of SCEP that is to serve as 
an appeals committee on curriculum but no college has appealed.  He said he does not favor a campus-
wide curriculum committee, which could duplicate college committees; if the Committee wants to 
create such a body, it should have a narrow focus so that it does not review every course, which would 
not add value to the process.   The economic incentive to a unit is to offer high-enrollment courses; to 
duplicate an existing course would mean two smaller classes, Professor Seashore said.   
 
 Dr. Shaw said she would like any Committee statement to include opposing different tuition 
rates for different classes (e.g., freshmen, sophomores).  That is a very different matter, Professor 
Hoover commented.  She suggested the Committee first vote on Professor Leger's motion; it did so 
and voted unanimously to approve it. 
 
 Dr. Shaw said she did not favor a policy that might call for incoming students to pay higher 
tuition rates than junior or seniors, for example.  She moved that the Committee oppose such a policy. 
 
 Ms. Haas said she was not sure she would favor the motion because it could foreclose an 
option for the University to guarantee tuition.  Dr. Swan said that the problem is that if one cannot 
explain the tuition policy so people can understand it, the University probably could not bill for tuition 
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correctly, either, with a complex set of rules.  Dr. Shaw said she believed different rates for different 
classes would not be fair. 
 
 Ms. Haas said she was not opposed to the idea, however, because it could reinforce the 
message that the University wants students to graduate in a timely manner.  The question is marketing 
programs, Professor Cardwell said.  Once there is no longer flat undergraduate tuition, it will be 
difficult to explain to parents.  It is already harder to explain than the tuition at private institutions, 
Professor Seashore said, with all the extra fees.  When the structure is too complicated, it makes 
people angry, especially when they received unexpected bills.  The simpler one can keep the tuition 
plan, the easier it is to sell to the public and the legislature.  The question of fees is germane, Professor 
Cardwell agreed; units have implemented a whole series of fees for technology, labs, etc., adding 
several hundred dollars to the total cost, costs that are not upfront. 
 
 Professor Branton said he did not agree with Dr. Shaw's motion because this is a complicated 
issue; he said he would not be comfortable supporting it without additional information.  Dr. Shaw 
said a vote could wait; she said she was just uncomfortable with the idea of two students in the same 
class paying a different amount.  That is the argument against the Illinois plan, where freshmen pay 
more than sophomores, juniors, and seniors, Dr. Swan said.  He said he did not know the impact of the 
different rates on campus dynamics.  He said Ms. Haas might be right in that it could get students out 
more quickly—or it could be that the different rates would affect them some other ways. 
 
 To offer fixed tuition for four years, when the state support is at risk, puts the risk on the 
University, Dr. Swan said.  If the University is precluded from raising tuition, there are pluses and 
minuses.  The University tells students that tuition increases allow it to maintain its investments in 
students; without the increases, there would be course access and a variety of related problems.   
 
 Professor Seashore said it would be a mistake to institute a complex tuition plan on a 
unilateral basis so she supported Dr. Shaw's motion.  Professor Branton agreed that the tuition plan 
should not be unnecessarily complex, but it is not clear that differential tuition by student level would 
not be beneficial.  Professor Leger said that at gut level it seems right to set tuition across the board, 
but he said he was not sure he understood the issue well enough to favor the motion.  
 
 Dr. Shaw said she would withdraw the motion and hold it for the moment so the Committee 
could look at the issues.   
 
 Professor Hoover adjourned the meeting at 2:50. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
  


