
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, April 6, 2005 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Richard McCormick (chair pro tem), Victor Bloomfield, Dale Branton, Vernon Cardwell, 

Shawn Curley, LeAnn Dean, Gretchen Haas, Adam Hirsch, James Leger, Christopher 
Pappas, Karen Seashore, Mary Ellen Shaw, Craig Swan, Jenny Zhang 

 
Absent: Emily Hoover, Emily Ronning, Douglas Wangensteen, Joel Weinsheimer 
 
Guests: Professor Robert Pepin, Pamela Drake 
 
[In these minutes: (1) merging and closing programs; (2) strategic positioning] 
 
 
1. Merging and Closing Programs 
 

Professor McCormick began the meeting by noting that a copy of Vice Provost Bloomfield’s 
remarks regarding merging and closing programs had been sent to the Committee and he would like to 
provide time to ask any questions.  Past issues have been if the process is being done correctly and if 
students are properly involved since the policy calls for student input.  Occupational Therapy enrollment 
was suspended without Graduate School knowledge and when the other closures and mergers were 
announced it was because the newspapers had asked and the attorneys agreed to release the list.  Directors 
of Graduate Studies programs should be reminded to keep their students informed, especially in the 15-20 
programs currently under review. 
 
Q: Are all the programs released to the media still under consideration? 
 
A: Most are still being considered, but a few have been removed. 
 
Q: Are all graduate programs periodically reviewed? 
 
A: This is part of the strategic planning process and the Regents Educational Policy Committee wants an 
annual report on programs. 
 
Q; What happens with graduate degrees that are not under the Graduate School? 
 
A: These are the responsibility of the dean of the college in which they appear and would presumably be 
subject to the same guidelines. 
 
Q: What is the rationale for an annual review process? 
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A: The Graduate School practice has been to monitor programs.  The Regents would like annual updates 
to question why some programs are enrolling few or no students. 
 
Q: Is there a similar review done for undergraduate programs? 
 
A:  Yes.  These programs are reviewed every one to two years, with emphasis on the number of students 
enrolled in the major and the number completing the program. 
 
Q: What is the impact to students when programs are closed? 
 
A: There is no impact since enrolled students are allowed the opportunity to graduate from the program, 
so long as they make satisfactory progress. 
 
2.  Strategic Positioning 
 

Professor McCormick began the strategic positioning discussion by focusing on the Honors 
College proposal.  As director of the CLA Honors Program, he has been involved in debates about this 
issue at national meetings and would like the chance to clarify what is already being done.  He said that 
that CLA Honors Program was funded in 1965 and that the IT program was started in 1985, making them 
both well-established on campus.  He distributed a report he prepared, noting that 25 percent of CLA 
honor classes spring semester enrolled honors students from colleges other than CLA. 
 

He asked committee members what is the best model to serve high ability students.  He looks 
forward to a bold, central investment, but questions how best it should be done.  Does the University need 
a separate freshmen-admitting college?  Will it duplicate what is already in place in some colleges, such 
as CLA, but fall short of fulfilling specific needs, such as for IT? 
 

Professor Seashore said that the University is losing students to small liberal arts colleges because 
of honors opportunities.  She does not believe that this proposal would draw students away from existing 
programs.  Instead it would create a Morris-like atmosphere in the big University. 
 

Professor Pepin, Director of the IT Honors Program, said that the current system of honors 
programs is fragmented.  He would hope that this program would provide an umbrella designation for 
advertising all the collegiate honors programs.  It would not be possible to replace current courses with 
one umbrella curriculum for enrolled students.  While this proposal is admirable, it would not work cross-
college since students would have to choose between what they have to take and what they have room for 
in a semester.  Instead any proposal should highlight what already exists. 
 

Vice Provost Swan stated that  currently it is hard to talk about an honors program without talking 
about the college in which the student is enrolled.  He does feel that the University can better integrate co-
curricular activities across colleges.  The actual details of the recommendation are still unclear enough to 
leave room for interpretation. 
 

Professor McCormick said that while a more centralized image for honors is needed, he agrees 
that the problem will be how to design curriculum across colleges.  He noted that while the University no 
longer faces tough competition with most small liberal arts colleges, it does have to compete with other 
research institutions.  A unified honors program also is not the most important tool to recruit more 
students.  What are really needed for recruitment are more scholarship funds. 
 

Ms. Zhang said that while she is a Carlson honors students, she has friends that are CLA honors 
students.  While her friends may like the classes being offered, they feel that there is no sense of 
community within CLA.  Honors programs need to foster a sense of community, as well as provide 
increased access to advisors.  Students need to establish a connection with one person that they can 
continue to talk to throughout their career.  Overall, she is pleased with the proposal to focus on honors 



since this is an initiative that actually focuses on undergraduate students, while other concepts, such as top 
three ranking, do not appear to help undergraduates. 
 

Professor Cardwell said that the University needs to raise the quality of its students, and this 
proposal is one way.  Undergraduates also need a shared community which this program can accomplish.  
Administrators should look at the graduate-level MacArthur program as an example, since it integrates 
students from broad fields and provides them with shared experiences, if not shared classes. 
 

Vice Provost Bloomfield said that any curriculum designed for the program should focus on big 
intellectual and social issues that cut across colleges, and not just be centered around liberal arts offerings. 
 

Dr. Shaw said that General College students form cohorts which are useful when students need 
help from their peers.  She also noted that a student’s college identity is with their graduating college, and 
if the program proposed does not award degrees, then it should not be called a college.  She did agree that 
the proposed program should remain independent of any other college so that it remains interdisciplinary. 
 

Professor Leger said that the University should not underestimate external appearances and that 
this program might be better suited to all students.  This would allow more interdisciplinary studies for all 
students. 
 

Professor Curley questioned what the distinction would be between an honors program and the 
proposed program. 
 

Ms. Zhang stated that the proposed program should not be more selective but should be provide 
better resources to those students, as well as create the greater sense of community. 
 

Dr. Shaw felt that the proposed program should focus on outreach and service, both in terms of 
curricular and extracurricular activities.  The University could target students who have been previously 
involved in activities in high school. 
 

Vice Provost Bloomfield said that SCEP should look at the collegiate standards for all honors 
programs and examine the ratio of faculty to students involved. 
 

Professor McCormick commented that while CLA admits 12-15 percent of its students to honors 
programs, less than 10 percent actually graduate with honors. 
 

Pamela Drake, from the IT Honors Program, said that the number of students who would be 
eligible from the listed criteria would be much greater than the anticipated 300 entering the program.  
Therefore many qualified students would not be admitted.  How would these decisions be made? 
 

Dr. Shaw said that SCEP should summarize its concerns and approach as a program instead of a 
college, and then forward these remarks to the task force once it is appointed. 
 

Professor Cardwell said that this program might be an opportunity to not only attract high-ability 
students but also scholarship sponsors.  It should focus on cross-collegiate processes that allow 
participants to have a shared set of experiences beyond what is typically expected in the classroom.  It 
should also establish an honors standard across colleges so that students remain academically-focused. 
 

Professor Pepin said that IT honors students have nine courses together in the first two years 
which leads to incredible bonding.  He is not sure how to translate this to the larger institution.  If it can 
be done, it would be wonderful, but without a curricular base, what would shape the environment? 
 
Q: What was the faculty reaction when the IT honors program pulled the top students out of regular 
classes? 



 
A: The faculty missed the top students, but the program only takes 100 students.  Since 500-700 students 
apply, there are still many talented students remaining in the other classes.  IT also did a study to 
determine if not being admitted to the honors program affected a student’s decision to attend the 
University.  The answer was no, and some students who are accepted to the program decline the offer, so 
many students are not enrolled solely for the honors program. 
 

Professor McCormick then stated that CLA honors is a recruitment tool for many students. 
 

Professor Seashore wondered if graduation with honors will be recorded separately from 
participation in the proposed program. 
 

With the discussion of an honors college concluded, Professor McCormick asked members for 
other topics from the report that they wanted to discuss. 
 

Professor Seashore asked how the transition planning was to be handled as there is nothing in the 
document about it.  SCEP should have a statement ready next year about how this should be handled and 
how the committee will continue to be involved. 
 

Professor Cardwell agreed that a position statement should be drafted which lays out the proposed 
actions, their broad implications, and SCEP’s future involvement to protect the integrity of the faculty, 
students, and programs involved.  It should also ask who or which office will be responsible for oversight. 
 

Dr. Shaw said that she would like to speak about the proposal to close General College. It appears 
that many people misunderstand what the college does.  It has a recognized reputation in developmental 
education, which only works because the people working on this are all in the same unit.  If pieces are 
dispersed to different parts of the University, it will not be possible to accomplish its mission.  General 
College did not have any input into the decision that was made, which then destroys the functional 
integrity of the unit.  More discussions need to take place about what is being done, and the energy and 
talent that the college already possesses.  Its students need to be housed in a unit that has their well-being 
and success as a core value. 
 

Professor Cardwell did not deny that GC has talented faculty who are committed to teaching.  
However the question is how to build the University for the future.  He agreed that it hard to make a 
decision without all the details, but he believes that this plan is best for the faculty and students involved. 
 

Professor Seashore said that GC has been under review and the University has known for a while 
that a change needs to be made.  The question is where to put the great work that has been done to 
preserve help for the students and the intellectual coherence of the faculty.  As a faculty member in the 
College of Education and Human Development, the new home of GC, she does not want her college to 
double in size, but she realizes that synergies that should happen are not taking place with the current 
structure.  A new vision for GC and CEHD can be created around the new configuration and GC can be 
brought more centrally into what the University does. 
 

Dr. Shaw repeated that the process needs more collegiate input and needs to be more open from 
here forward.  She questioned whether plans can actually be finalized by May. 
 

Dr. Haas asked for the Committee’s input about the baccalaureate writing initiative in the 
proposal, and the discussion of a centralized program versus writing in departments. 
 

Professor Seashore said that this is the least fleshed out part of the proposal.  While the current 
writing program does not work for most students, and more funding is needed, what else should be 
considered?  Will there be effective student support for graduate students in the proposal? 
 



Professor Cardwell wondered what would happen to a department such as Rhetoric that has a 
national reputation in technical writing. 
 

Dr. Haas noted that if the proposal demands mastery of writing skills from students, is a 
proficiency test going to be needed? 
 

The Committee then discussed bringing in guests with first-hand knowledge about the issued 
discussed at today’s meeting, but determined that there would not be enough time to hear the breadth of 
opinions on these topics. 
 

Professor Cardwell proposed a committee of three people to review the report and identify items 
that would have implications for SCEP in the fall.   
 

Professor McCormick noted that this could be handled in the fall, once task forces are formed and 
have set agendas.  These are the bodies for which SCEP will need to provide input. 
 

With no further discussion Professor McCormick thanked everyone for attending and adjourned 
the meeting. 
 

 
--  Becky Hippert 

 
University of Minnesota 


