
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, February 4, 2004 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Martin Sampson (chair pro tem), Wilbert Ahern, Roxanne Beauclair, Victor 

Bloomfield, Vernon Cardwell, Shawn Curley, Gretchen Haas, Frank Kulacki, Scott 
LeBlanc, Marsha Odom, Karen Seashore, Mary Sue Simmons, Craig Swan, Douglas 
Wangensteen, Joel Weinsheimer 

 
Absent: Dale Branton, Michael Edlavitch, Emily Hoover, Mary Ellen Shaw 
 
Guests: Associate Vice President Richard Pfutzenreuter, Julie Tonneson (Office of Budget and 

Finance); John Ramsay (American Council on Education Fellow); a DAILY reporter 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) tuition policy; (2) data on degrees with honors and with distinction; (3) 
electronic devices in exams; (4) syllabi policy; (5) new business (graduation and retention rates, 
decreased use of Fridays)] 
 
 
 Professor Sampson convened the meeting at 1:00 and explained that he was serving as chair 
because Professor Hoover was ill. 
 
1. Tuition 
 
 Professor Sampson welcomed Associate Vice President Pfutzenreuter and Ms. Tonneson to 
the meeting to discuss tuition policy.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter began by recalling that when the state  cut the 
appropriation to the University by 15%, or $185 million, the administration presented to the Board of 
Regents a two-year financial plan.  They asked the Board to look at two years, rather than one, and 
they made certain assumptions about tuition and the University Fee.  He and Ms. Tonneson are not 
presenting anything new today, he said, but there has been no final decision about tuition and the fee; 
the budget process is just beginning.  The administration will bring the President's recommendation on 
the budget to the Regents in May and June and will present an overview at the March meeting. 
 
 The situation now is as it was left last spring.  There will be a revenue forecast in February by 
the state; it is possible that the forecast will mean there is an additional budget problem at the state 
level.  In November the prediction was for a $185-million shortfall (the state has reserves of $600 
million); if it gets worse, the Governor will have to decide if there need to be more cuts.  The options 
are to use the reserve, raise taxes (unlikely), or make cuts, so it is possible the University could face 
more cuts, Mr. Pfutzenreuter concluded.  The current budget projections do not assume any additional 
cuts. 
 

                                                 
* 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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 Ms. Tonneson reported that the administration is in the process of preparing the 2004-05 
budget, which includes defining the "challenge," what the University MUST pay for, and where it will 
get the money.  They are modeling a combined undergraduate tuition (Twin Cities) and University fee 
increase of 14%.  All other units would be projected at 10%.  They are only creating the models, she 
added; it will be up to each of the units (e.g., professional schools, coordinate campuses) to propose 
tuition rates.  Colleges will react to the models over the next six weeks and the administration will 
bring to the Regents what it and the colleges/campuses agree on.  The Medical School this year did not 
increase tuition because of the market, Mr. Pfutzenreuter noted; he said he has not heard that any of 
the colleges have plans to do that next year, but it will be up to the colleges to make recommendations. 
 
 The Twin Cities undergraduate rate will not vary by college, Vice Provost Swan pointed out; 
the professional schools can set rates because their situations vary.  Crookston and Morris are in very 
competitive situations and there is also a concern that non-resident/non-reciprocity tuition has gone up 
to the extent that it may not be feasible to increase it at the same percentage rate as the others, so it 
may only increase by the same DOLLAR amount.   
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter also reported that the budget plan calls for holding harmless students who 
qualify for need-based aid, which the University has done for the last several years.   
 
 In response to a question from Professor Odom, Ms. Tonneson explained that coordinate 
campus TUITION is projected to increase by 10%.  The University fee is being modeled at increasing 
from $600 to $800.  Students in the professional schools pay the same fee, she affirmed. 
 
 How does the University stand in comparison to the rest of the Big Ten public institutions, 
Professor Sampson asked?  It is 3rd, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, but there is compression.  The most 
expensive schools are Michigan and Penn State and then Minnesota, Michigan State, and Illinois.  
Iowa is the lowest.  (The Committee was later provided a table of tuition levels for the Big Ten 
schools; these are the resident undergraduate rates. 
 

    
Percentage 

Change   
Campus 03-04  10 Yr. 5 Yr. 1 Yr. 
   
Penn State $9,706 101 57 13  
Michigan $8,481 66 30 7  
Minnesota $7,116 108 55 13  
Michigan State $7,044 58 37 10  
IL-Urbana $7,010 100 54 5  
Ohio State $6,651 126 70 17  
Indiana $6,517 118 60 23  
Purdue $5,860 117 64 5  
Wisconsin $5,139 102 51 16  
Iowa $4,993 112 74 19  

 
 Professor Cardwell said that COAFES relies on reciprocity with surrounding states; the tuition 
increases seem to have had a significant impact on the competitiveness of their programs.  The 
University is substantially more expensive than many of them.  It appears that tuition is a deciding 
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factor on where students attend; they have accepted students who decided not to attend the University.  
When tuition goes up, the University must be absolutely sure it is delivering quality to students, Dr. 
Swan averred.  Applications to COAFES have increased more than any other college.  The issue, 
Professor Cardwell said, is if they show up.  And students recognize that the University took a large 
state budget cut, Dr. Swan added. 
 
 What is the percentage of educational costs that students are paying versus what the state is 
paying, with the budget model that is being used, Mr. LeBlanc asked?  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said he did 
not know the answer to that question but told the Committee that tuition and fee income this year will 
be about $450 million; the state appropriation will be $483 million.  Mr. LeBlanc said that Dean 
Rosenstone reported last year that CLA students were paying 63% of the cost.  The percentage varies 
by college, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said.  But the tuition line and the appropriation line on the graph will 
soon cross. 
 
 Professor Ahern inquired if financial aid increases have paralleled the tuition increases.  The 
University (and the state) has done a terrific job for students who rely on need-based aid, Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said; the middle-income families are suffering the worst.  What has not been said but 
what is happening is that the state is moving to a "high tuition, high aid" policy, Professor Ahern said.  
If the state and University can keep the financial aid up, they are to be applauded.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter 
cautioned that a family cannot make a lot of money to qualify for the state grant program; it is the 
families in the $30,000 to $70,000 range that have not been taken care of.   
 

Does the definition of need rise with tuition or is it fixed, Professor Weinsheimer asked?  It 
starts with the cost of attendance, Dr. Swan said, which tuition drives up.  The student files a FAFSA 
(federal government form) which determines the expected household contribution.  If the income does 
not go up, the student is eligible for more aid.  And needy or not, loans are playing a larger role in 
financing student educations. 

 
Is there any evidence that as tuition goes up, needy students are covered but the news about 

the cost of higher education is nonetheless driving those students away, Dean Bloomfield asked?  Dr. 
Swan said it is his sense that the proportion of students eligible for Pell grants has been constant but 
that there is excess demand for the University.  One would need to look at numbers for the country to 
see if tuition increases have affected the attendance rate for low-income families. 

 
This will not be a terrific budget year, Mr. Pfutzenreuter concluded, or a terrific tuition year 

for students.  The President is committed to do as much as possible on the investment side in such 
things as financial aid and services to students and on the delivery of instruction. 

 
Professor Kulacki recalled that there was discussion when Dr. Infante was Senior Vice 

President for Academic Affairs about differential tuition rates, with higher tuition in higher-cost 
colleges.  That issue is on the table, Ms. Tonneson commented.  Dr. Swan said that he believed a 
unified undergraduate tuition rate better serves the institution; a multitude of rates causes large 
problems.  But some programs cost more, Professor Kulacki pointed out.  Professor Cardwell reported 
that he had been part of the group that had recommended flat-rate tuition.  They found that a 
significant number of students (in CBS and COAFES) did all but their last year's work in CLA 
because CLA tuition was lower.  This was a real disadvantage for them in terms of advising.  The flat 
rate allows students to go where their interests are.  Professor Kulacki said he understood but that the 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     4 
February 4, 2004 
 
 

 

University is now constrained by state policy and is setting a low price for a valuable product and 
entry to a career in a number of disciplines (e.g., engineering, the Carlson School, etc.).  Dean 
Bloomfield responded that one cannot assume a CBS major will have higher lifetime earnings than 
graduates from other colleges.  There is a connection in some fields between the discipline and the 
career, Professor Kulacki maintained.  There is a question of equity among colleges as well as one 
about students not pursuing their education based on its cost, Professor Ahern said; one question is 
how this is done across campuses (financial aid for CLA students is better than that for UMM 
students, he pointed out).  Individual campuses have a lot to say about their tuition increases, Dr. Swan 
said, and they know what the other units are doing; the chancellor's view weighs heavily in the 
decision.  The question is on financial aid within the University, Professor Ahern responded.  State 
and federal aid depend on family income, Dr. Swan said, and the University has nothing to say about 
them.  Scholarships and waivers are allocated on the basis of the number of students in the unit. 

 
Professor Seashore said that the idea of differentiated tuition is predicated on the assumption 

that the benefits from education accrue to the individual.  That is true to some extent, but it is 
attendance and degree are predictors of income.  The institution, on the other hand, must think about 
the benefits to the state, which primarily benefits from having a population of more educated people.  
When the University talks about the benefits to individuals, it undermines its own moral position.  
Professor Ahern agreed; this goes to the question of education as a public versus a private good. 

 
He is in a less expensive college, Mr. LeBlanc said, and he knows that a number of students 

changed colleges in order to avoid the language proficiency test.  He said that differential tuition 
would destroy some colleges or undergraduate programs.  He said he has not even thought about 
paying someone else's tuition [via subsidy] or helping graduate students do research--that is just part 
of coming to the University.  Professor Seashore said the Committee should urge the administration 
NOT to consider differential undergraduate tuition. 

 
Ms. Tonneson explained that every year when tuition is discussed, a lot of options are 

considered.  There is no serious proposal to change the structure of tuition, but differential tuition is 
part of a number of pieces of the puzzle being discussed.  She said she did not expect the University 
would return to differential tuition. 

 
With the tuition increases last year, there is a bigger base, Professor Sampson observed.  What 

has been the percentage increase the last several years?  [The precise answer was provided later in the 
table that appears earlier in these minutes--55% in the last five years, 108% in the last 10 years.]  He 
asked what goes through the minds of those who gauge tuition increases?  One of the recent principles 
has been shared sacrifice, Dr. Swan responded.  There are cuts in the budget, tuition increases, 
reductions in state funding, increases in health care costs for employees, and a salary freeze.  He noted 
a working paper from The Brookings Institution about the general decline in public education.  The 
University may be going counter to that trend because of the partnership with students in tuition 
increases--the University could not do that without the increases.  The University would be in deep 
trouble with respect to faculty salaries, recruitment of faculty, classes, and so one.  The University has 
so far been able to avoid that downward spiral. 

 
Professor Kulacki observed that increases of 10% will double an amount in seven years.  The 

University cannot keep up that rate of increase when family incomes do not match it.  That is why he 
brought up the question of the cost of programs.  He said he worried about scientific areas; to deliver 
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on the Governor's initiatives, the programs must be superb.  And they are VERY expensive to run.  
How does one reconcile that with tuition increases?  The Governor indicated it was acceptable for the 
University to raise tuition 15% per year for two years because he sees education as a private good, Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said.  That bears on what kind of institution the University becomes, Professor Kulacki 
responded.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said he has been trying to get people to pay attention to the cost of 
attendance; in CLA, it is about $15,000. 
 
 Professor Kulacki repeated that the University cannot keep increasing its price when family 
income cannot sustain it.  Dr. Swan said he questioned whether the University could continue to 
increase tuition forever or if the state will change its level of support for higher education; he said he 
did not know if the increases had reached a plateau or if they would continue.  Professor Kulacki 
expressed doubt that any state has indicated that support for higher education will flatten out in 2006.  
The University's appropriation was about 8% of the total state appropriation in 1989, Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter reported; now it is less than 4%.  The general trend is down and it may keep going that 
way.  In the next biennial budget session the University will make an aggressive move to keep tuition 
low and to seek investment from the state, but it will take a struggle to get more money for the 
University. 
 
 The discussion has focused on dealing with the budget problem via tuition, Professor Seashore 
said, but the biggest question is not in front of the committee:  the University must return to the issue 
of program cuts.  That is an educational policy decision and she said she was surprised it has not come 
up.  As expenses increase and funding shrinks, the University needs to look at cuts.  It has not been 
willing to do that and is starving itself in some areas.  She said she recognized that cutting programs is 
"a horrible discussion" but she did not see how the University could get through the next ten years 
without having it. 
 
 Mr. LeBlanc noted his own financial situation, including what he earns and help he receives 
from his parents, and asked "how much more can students pay?"  The University needs to look at how 
much students can make and how much parents can pay. 
 
2. Data on Degrees with Honors and with Distinction 
 
 The Committee next reviewed a table of data presenting the number and percentage of degrees 
granted with honors and with distinction.  Committee members had a number of questions about the 
data.  Dr. Swan noted that the Senate policy calls for Committee review of the data and suggests that 
the percentage of degrees with honors/with distinction should be in the 10-15% range.  Most colleges 
grant degrees either with honors or with distinction; a few grant both. 
 
 Last year there were questions about two of the colleges; the Chair of the Committee sent 
letters to the deans inquiring about the numbers.  Overall this year the colleges appear to be in line 
with the policy, Professor Sampson concluded. 
 
3. Devices in Exams 
 
 The Committee considered a question that had been raised about students bringing 
communications devices to exams.  Professor Sampson said the general assumption is that instructors 
can set policy about what occurs at exams.  The question is whether there should be a general policy to 
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authorize instructors to do so.  There is nothing to prevent or nothing to authorize instructors to do so.  
Professor Seashore said the general presumption is that if something is not prohibited, it is permitted; 
the Committee will have a lot of work if it must adopt policies to allow everything. 
 
 This question was precipitated by a call from a reporter about allowing picture telephones to 
cheat on exams, Dr. Swan explained.  His response was that there was no issue; faculty can prohibit 
them.  He asked the associate deans about the practices, which led to a brief series of email exchanges 
with one college about whether or not it would adopt a policy.  He said he kept telling the reporter that 
it was not an issue, and was very different from banning picture phones from locker rooms.  The 
instructor has the right to ban such devices from exams. 
 
 After additional discussion, the Committee concluded it did not need to recommend a policy.  
Dean Bloomfield, however, commented that some faculty may be unaware of the range of devices 
available on the market because they probably do not keep up with communication technology as 
much as students do.  This may be an educational matter for each department. 
 
4. Syllabi Policy 
 
 The Committee returned to the question of the possible ambiguity in language on the Senate 
web sites concerning syllabi.   
 
 Dr. Swan recalled that the grading subcommittee a number of years ago had recommended 
that the syllabus be required to address certain issues (e.g., grading standards) but that syllabus policy 
had not specified anything.  The "comment" to the syllabus policy when presented to the Senate for 
action did, however, note that grading policy should be included. 
 
 After review of the materials that Professor Hoover had prepared, Professor Ahern said that 
the proposed ambiguity in the policies and guidelines did not exist, but the hypertext language on the 
web site was confusing.  It was agreed that the web site language could be changed so that the 
difference between what is required and what is recommended would be clear. 
 
5. New Business 
 
 Dr. Swan said he had two matters to raise.  First, he distributed copies of tables of retention 
and graduation rate data by college.  He noted that if a student enrolls at one campus of the University 
but graduates at another, the original campus of enrollment is credited with the graduation (so a UMM 
student who transfers to the TC campus nonetheless counts for UMM).  He also provided data on the 
number of times students change majors AFTER they have declared a major (about 70% stick with the 
major they have declared, once they declare it). 
 
 Dean Bloomfield noted, apropos the graduation rate data, that the Twin Cities campus was 
heading up while Morris had been higher but was heading down.  Is that because there has been a lot 
more discussion on the Twin Cities campus about graduation rates?  Or a lack of such discussion on 
the other campuses?  All campuses have presented graduation rate goals to the Board of Regents, Dr. 
Swan said, so all are on record.  Professor Ahern said there is a concern at Morris about graduation 
rates and they have a group working on it. 
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The Committee also agreed that it wished to take up the issue of the decreased use of Fridays. 
 
Professor Sampson adjourned the meeting at 2:45. 
 
     -- Gary Engstrand 

 
University of Minnesota 


