
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, September 10, 2008 

2:00 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Cathrine Wambach (chair), (George Green for) Gail Dubrow, April Knutson, James 

Leger, Kristen Nelson, Richard McCormick, Robert McMaster, Peh Ng, Emily 
Ronning, Paul Siliciano, Donna Spannaus-Martin, Molly Tolzmann, Joel 
Weinsheimer 

 
Absent: LeAnn Alstadt, Norman Chervany, Jane Phillips, Michael Wade, David Zeller 
 
Guests: Susan Van Voorhis, Tina Falkner (Academic Support Resources) 
 
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) charge to the committee and issues pending; (2) review of redrafted educational 
policies] 
 
 
 Professor Wambach convened the meeting at 2:05 and called for a round of introductions. 
 
1. Charge to the Committee and Issues Pending 
 
 Professor Wambach reviewed the charge to the Committee from the Senate bylaws, which 
includes among other things:  to consult with and advise on all matters of educational policy and to 
recommend to the Faculty Consultative Committee and the Faculty Senate such actions or policies on 
educational issues it deems appropriate and necessary; to formulate policies governing calendars, and 
to set the calendar of the University with the approval of the Faculty Senate;  to consult with the 
executive vice president and provost on all matters of educational development; to recommend to the 
Faculty Senate and the president and senior academic officers policies concerning programs offered 
for students of high ability and achievement and advise on the operation of international education 
policies; to review undergraduate group distribution requirements and all proposals related to the core 
curriculum and to examine issues related to duplication of courses between colleges, the proliferation 
of courses that meet the group distribution requirements, and cross-collegiate cooperation; to receive 
reports on the quality and effectiveness of undergraduate, graduate, and professional education, and to 
foster improvement of teaching effectiveness and faculty evaluation and recognition of excellent 
teaching; to advise the senior vice president for academic affairs and provost on the ROTC program; 
and to advise the Faculty Senate and the Provost on matters relating to classrooms. 
 
 Committee members had no comment on the charge. 
 
 Professor Wambach next noted the list of pending issues and identified those she believes to 
be of high priority for this academic year:  review of educational policies, begun last year, including 
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receiving feedback from forums and other communications, so they can be cleaned up and reorganized 
to make them easier to find and use (ultimately they will go to the Faculty Senate for approval); 
review of the new student-evaluation-of-teaching form; the relationship between the number of credits, 
majors, and time to degree (data will be presented at the next meeting); the new writing initiative; and 
assessment of the pilot programs of the new Student Learning Outcome.   Other issues that it has been 
suggested the Committee should deal with include consultation about classrooms; the new honors 
program and Welcome Week; the fast-track programs; options when a student has been accused of 
academic misconduct; and funerals as a legitimate reason for absence from class. 
 
-- Professor Weinsheimer asked if the release of evaluation data would come up again.  He said 
he felt strongly about this subject and would like it discussed again.  
 
-- Professor Weinsheimer also suggested the Committee should pay increased attention to1XXX 
classes because they have a significant impact on retention.  Many are taught by non-faculty.  
Professor Wambach noted that the Committee will receive a report on "who teaches what" in the near 
future. 
 
-- Professor Ng asked what would happen with the discussion about the possibility of an 
increased math requirement for admission to the University.  Vice Provost McMaster reported there is 
a group working on it and it will come to the Committee; the University is also discussing the 
requirement with MNSCU, although it is not necessary that the University and MNSCU have the same 
requirement in this area—and, Dean Green observed, MNSCU may not want a four-year math 
requirement for community and technical colleges, perhaps not even for its four-year institutions). 
 
-- Dr. Falkner suggested the Committee needs to decide how to define credits for the major.  Is a 
pre-requisite for a major course a major credit?  Professor Wambach noted that this came up in the 
policy-review subcommittee:  can a student obtain a D grade in a course that is a prerequisite for a 
major?  Ms. Van Voorhis will work with the colleges on determining a consistent application of not 
allowing D grades in major work, as currently some colleges count prerequisites as part of the major. 
Additionally, she will work with the colleges to better define what is considered work in the major. 
She will bring the proposal to SCEP in the future. 
 
 What might also emerge from an examination of credits required for the major is a discussion 
of the required number of credits for the major, Professor Wambach said.  Some departments/majors 
may not count required prerequisites in their tallies of required credits.  When the University changed 
to semesters, departments were admonished to examine their prerequisites but there may have been no 
follow-up.  It could be time for departments to reconsider prerequisites. 
 
-- Dr. Falkner also suggested looking at progress to degree, in that students should have only so 
many chances to succeed in a major-required course (e.g., calculus); if they cannot, perhaps they need 
to be told they must change major.  This would help guide students to a major so that they can 
graduate.   
 
-- Professor Siliciano asked if the Committee had any role in discussing how often students must 
meet with a college advisor.  In his college they may only see a student twice during his or her 
undergraduate years.  Professor Wambach noted that the policy on the faculty role in advising 
provides that it is the faculty's responsibility to see that students are advised but it is up to the faculty 
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to decide how that will be done.  Ms. Van Voorhis said she would like her office to provide more 
information to advisers so they can identify students who have not done a grad planner or who are in 
trouble.  Professor Leger said he was troubled by the fact that a student might see an adviser only 
twice and agreed with an observation that the Committee probably cannot write a policy that would 
cover every college, but he said the Committee could play an oversight role to ensure that colleges 
have policies that work.   
 
 Professor Wambach said the University needs an investment in tracking progress to a degree.  
Such progress is tracked manually for student-athletes because the NCAA requires it.  The data are 
revealing and it would be best to do it for all students.  Vice Provost McMaster said that right now his 
office is working on identifying students who have 90 credits and their progress to a degree.   
 
 Professor Nelson wondered if there are unintended consequences from the emphasis on 
progress to a degree.  She sees depression and anxiety in students taking 18-19 credits in order to 
move along.  The Committee should take a look at the issue.  Ms. Van Voorhis noted that a report 
from Boynton Health Service indicates it is financial issues, not academic, that are causing students 
problems.  Dr. Falkner pointed out that colleges and universities in general are seeing more students 
with mental health issues.  Professor Leger reported that he is serving on a Provost's committee to 
consider student mental health issues and will provide an update from its work.  Vice Provost 
McMaster said the student-financial-aid task force is looking at the relationship between financial aid, 
retention, graduation, and satisfaction, and at the impact of financial issues on students.  As it does its 
work, he will report back to this Committee. 
 
2. Review of Educational Policies 
 
 Professor Wambach next drew the attention of Committee members to the revised educational 
policies that have been distributed for comment.  She suggested the Committee begin with the first one 
(alphabetically) and review them in sequence.  It did so. 
 
 
Academic Calendars:  Twin Cities, Morris, Rochester 
 
I.  Fall and Spring Semesters 
a.  There will be two semesters, each of which will include a minimum of 70 days of instructions, a 
maximum of 75 days of instruction, and approximately one week of final examinations (including 
Saturdays but not Sundays). 

b.  For the fall semester, the exam period will end no later than December 23.  

c.  Colleges and campuses may authorize courses shorter than the term of enrollment, subject to the 
approval of appropriate curriculum review committees.  

II.  Summer Term 

a.  Departments may schedule a three-week May session following the end of the spring semester and 
before the summer session. No department shall be obligated to offer courses or academic work during 
this three-week session.  
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b.  There will be a standard eight-week summer session. No department shall be obligated to offer 
courses or academic work during this eight-week session. Departments and programs may deliver 
courses over either shorter or longer periods of time and with starting and ending dates that differ from 
the standard eight-week and May sessions. 

c.  All calendars and any subsequent revisions or exceptions must be approved by the Faculty Senate.  
 Committee comment: 
 
-- Professional schools do not bring calendars for approval or for any changes.  There should be 
an additional item in the policy to acknowledge that difference. 
 
-- Item II (c) should be Item III. 
 
-- Should the policy acknowledge that courses may run longer than one semester?  It was agreed 
that such a provision should be in any policy dealing with courses, not the calendar. 

Academic Unit Authority over the Curriculum and Major & Minor Requirements: Twin Cities, 
Morris, Rochester 

1. Authority to Establish Requirements 

Subject to the final authority of the Board of Regents, departments, colleges, and campuses have the 
authority to establish their curricula and the requirements for majors and minors, and to add to or 
remove courses from both in accordance with rules established by the college or campus. 

2. Expiration of Old Credits 

In order to ensure that graduating students will be up-to-date in the discipline, an academic unit (a 
department or comparable unit) may decide not to accept course work towards satisfying requirements 
for the major or minor if the course was taken too long ago. Any such time limit must be clearly and 
regularly communicated to prospective and current students. 

3. Revisions of Courses Required for a Major 

Subject to the final authority of the Board of Regents, departments, colleges, and campuses have the 
authority to eliminate or substantially revise courses required for the major and to eliminate or revise 
prerequisites for the major in accordance with rules established by the college or campus. Such new 
requirements will not normally be imposed on currently-enrolled full-time students but may be offered 
to them as an option. If the faculty of a unit conclude that a new major requirement is essential even 
for currently-enrolled students, approval of the dean of the college must be obtained for imposing the 
requirement on current students. 

Units must clearly communicate to prospective and current students their policies and decisions 
regarding new or revised requirements for the major. 
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4. Enrollment Limits for Course Sections 

Minimum and maximum enrollment limits can be set for any course or any section of a course. 
Enrollment limits in course sections shall be established by a department or program and are subject to 
review by the dean. 

5. Cancellation of Low-Enrollment Courses (Twin Cities) 

Each Twin Cities college will develop a policy regarding the cancellation of low-enrollment courses or 
sections. These policies may allow variation by department within a college or variation by college 
within a campus. Any such policy must, at a minimum, take into account (1) the effect of cancellation 
of a course or courses on student academic progress and graduation, (2) the need for a course to 
contribute to appropriate program breadth and curriculum, and (3) commitments made to instructors 
that a course would be offered. 
 
 Committee comments: 
 
-- Departments should not be able to impose new requirements on students in the middle of an 
academic term.  Ms. Van Voorhis said she would develop appropriate language in consultation with 
the Collegiate Student Affairs Administrators (the directors of advising for the colleges). 
 
-- In item three, it was agreed that rather than reading " . . . will not normally be imposed on 
currently-enrolled full-time students. . . ," the language should read ". . . will not normally be imposed 
on currently-enrolled students who have been admitted to the major . . ."  The changes should not be 
made irrespective of whether a student is full-time or part-time, and would only affect students 
admitted to the major. 
 
-- There should be a time limit on when departments can cancel low-enrollment courses.  The 
Committee agreed with a suggestion from Ms. Van Voorhis that cancellations only be permitted up to 
the end of the first week of classes. 
 
-- Either the title of the policy is inaccurate (incomplete) or items 4 and 5 should be put in a 
separate policy.   
 
Admissions:  Twin Cities 
 
1.  Each college is responsible for proposing to the Admissions Office enrollment targets for the 
admission of New High School and New Advanced Standing students. These proposed targets are 
subject to the review and approval of the Sr. Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost for the 
Twin Cities campus and the Sr. Vice President for Health Sciences. This effort is to be coordinated by 
the Director of the Office of Admissions. 
 
2.  Each college will set the criteria and standards that are to be used by the Admissions Office in 
admitting both New High School and New Advanced Standing students to the college. These 
standards and criteria are subject to the review and approval of the Sr. Vice President for Academic 
Affairs and Provost for the Twin Cities campus and the Sr. Vice President for Health Sciences. 
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3.  Conditional Admission. Each college will have a written conditional-admissions policy that 
communicates to applicants both the matriculation and the graduation conditions that may be imposed 
on a student when they are admitted. Such policies apply to students new to the University, not to 
those transferring within the University. 
 
a.  Conditional admission to matriculate (begin taking courses toward a degree). Students are admitted 
subject to conditions (e.g., that they graduate from high school and others that may be imposed by the 
University). A student who does not meet the conditions required for admission will not be permitted 
to matriculate. 
 
b.  Conditional admission to graduate. Under circumstances established by the University and the 
student's admitting college, a student may be permitted to matriculate (or transfer to the University), 
subject to certain conditions that must be satisfied before the student will be permitted to graduate 
(e.g., that any deficiencies in satisfying high school preparation requirements are made up). Such 
conditions are in addition to other degree requirements. 
 
 Committee comments: 
 
-- The last clause in 3 (a) should be ". . . will have his or her admission revoked" because that is 
clearer in meaning. 
 
--   The penultimate sentence in 3 (b) should end with " . . . are corrected" because deficiencies 
are not "made up" and the language conveys the sense that the deficiencies were fabricated out of thin 
air. 
 
-- Dr. Falkner agreed to develop clearer language for the last sentence of the policy. 
 
 Professor Wambach thanked everyone for their contributions and adjourned the meeting at 
3:55. 
 
     -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


