
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 Thursday, December 4, 1997 
 2:30 - 4:00 
 Room 238 Morrill Hall 
 
 
Present: Victor Bloomfield (chair), Kent Bales, Jesse Berglund, Mary Dempsey, Gary Gardner, 

Virginia Gray, David Hamilton, Russell Hobbie, M. Janice Hogan, Laura Coffin Koch, 
Michael Korth, Leonard Kuhi, Jason Mattson, Amy Mertl, Fred Morrison, Kevin 
Nicholson, Matthew Tirrell 

 
Absent: Heather Aagesen, Carole Bland, Gary Davis, Ryan Falk, Eddie Kalombo, Marvin Marshak, 

Harvey Peterson 
 
Guests: Associate Vice President Frances Lawrenz 
 
[In these minutes:  Academic misconduct policy; action on grading policy change for the "I"; distance 
education/the virtual university] 
 
 
1.  Academic Misconduct 
 
 Professor Bloomfield convened the meeting at 2:30 and welcomed Dr. Lawrenz to the meeting to 
discuss the revised policy on academic misconduct. 
 
 Dr. Lawrenz recalled that there had been an emergency FCC meeting last winter, at which time 
FCC approved changes to the academic misconduct policy that had been required by NIH.  There was a 
suggestion made that the policy should be revised, to separate policy from procedure, so that regental 
approval would not be required to change procedures.  The proposal she is putting in front of the 
Committee is intended to accomplish that objective.  The Senate Research Committee and the Senate 
Committee on Faculty Affairs have both reviewed the changes and approve the policy. 
 
 Professor Bloomfield commended the definition of academic misconduct; he said it was vastly 
superior to that in the old policy.  He noted a set of questions about the policy that had been posed by 
Professor Bland, and reported that he had also posed questions about it, in his case to General Counsel 
Mark Rotenberg, because the role of the General Counsel is of considerable interest to faculty.  Mr. 
Rotenberg has told him he will be get back to FCC on the questions. 
 
 The discussion then turned to the points that Professor Bland had raised; Dr. Lawrenz went through 
them quickly, one by one.  It was agreed generally that Dr. Lawrenz would revise language to clear up 
any confusion or misunderstanding, or that an issue would be taken up with the General Counsel's office, 
or that no change was warranted.  Professor Bloomfield asked that the revised policy be brought back to 
the Committee for review. 

                     

     *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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2.  Grading Policy Change 
 
 Professor Koch next reported that the Committee on Educational Policy had learned that the new 
grading policy appeared inadvertently to change the long-standing policy of the Graduate School and 
professional schools with respect to an Incomplete (I).  For graduate and professional students, an I is to 
remain on the transcript until changed by the instructor or department.  SCEP proposed to clarify that the 
automatic conversion of an I to an F or an N, after one quarter, does not apply to graduate and 
professional students.  SCEP also found that it would be unnecessary to have a written agreement for an I 
between the instructor and the student in the case of graduate and professional students, so proposes 
eliminating that requirement for those students. 
 
 In order that no graduate and professional students be affected adversely, Professor Koch said that 
SCEP was asking the Senate Consultative Committee to exercise its authority to act on behalf of the 
Senate between Senate meeting and to approve the changes recommended by SCEP.   
 
 Professor Bloomfield noted that SCC has the authority to act, and that its action would be subject 
to confirmation by the Senate at its next meeting.  With no further discussion, the Committee 
unanimously approved the changes recommended by SCEP. 
 
3.  Distance Education/the Virtual University 
 
 Professor Bloomfield now welcomed Vice Provost Ann Hill Duin and Dr. Dan Granger to the 
meeting to discuss distance education and the virtual university.  Dr. Duin distributed a number of 
handouts; she and Dr. Granger began their presentation began with a series of slides.  The subjects of the 
slides included learner needs/realities, statistics about use of the internet, the mission of distance 
education, goals, technology enhanced learning and distance education, and examples of distance 
education course materials.  The slides also contained information about operating guidelines and 
procedures for distance education, the Digital Media Center, Educational Development Systems, 
University College, the libraries, Office of Information Technology, and Minnesota's Global Learning 
University.  One of the handouts was a memorandum outlining operating guidelines and procedures for 
distance education.  These include delivery method, content, partnerships, residency requirements, tuition 
rates, admissions, course requirements, approval system, record keeping, covering costs, college policies 
and practices, faculty and staff incentives, and student services. 
 
 Professor Bloomfield inquired about the status of the goals and mission; whose were they, and did 
they need review by the Committee on Educational Policy, this Committee, and the Regents?  Dr. Duin 
said this was a draft for discussion at all levels.  It is based on the statement by the Distance Education 
Council, which included representation from all colleges, but must be discussed more widely.  Professor 
Bloomfield concurred, noting that there needed to be broad discussion and support for the effort to go 
forward.  Professor Koch reported that SCEP is taking up the subject. 
 
 Dr. Duin commented that the goal is to build capacity for distance education and to provide 
training for people who need or want to use it.  "Minnesota's Virtual University," a temporary name, is to 
be a "front door" for all of the higher education institutions in the state, so students can compare and 
contrast them; as "anytime, anywhere" education increases, there is a need for on-line facilities to help 
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with courses, programs, sites, and so on.  This will include the University, MNSCU, and the private 
institutions.  The "front door" is to be in place by June, 1998.  Asked later about it, she said that the idea 
is to have one entrance to higher education in Minnesota, so students can get a sense of the resources and 
services offered in the state (e.g., registration, financial aid, catalogues).  All classes would be included, 
not just distance education courses. 
 
 Dr. Duin mentioned a proposed "hyperport" to be developed by the private sector, to be located in a 
new facility constructed to the north of the Mall of America, which would have "portals" and 
"microports" at different locations.  It would be a "learning city" of 2 million to 5 million square feet, and 
the first such facility in the United States (with others to be developed in Asia/the Far East, Central/South 
America, and Europe/the Middle East.  Should the University be a player in this development?  Stanford 
and Harvard have signed on, and it will be in the University's back yard.  Dr. Granger asked, if training is 
the hyperport's business, how should the University participate? 
 
 Professor Bloomfield recalled that in previous years, it was thought that the contract between the 
state and the University was that the state would provide 2/3 of the cost of four years of undergraduate 
education for a student, and that beyond that people paid for the cost of education.  Has that changed?  
Does the state now believe it should help provide life-long learning?  Or is this an opportunity for private 
investment and entrepreneurship for the University or for anyone?  Dr. Duin said that the private sector 
will make the investment; Dr. Granger suggested, however, that the lines between the two are blurring. 
 
 Asked if political leaders believe the state should participate, Dr. Duin said the Governor is 
interested in the subject.  There is activity at the national level, such as the Western Governor's University 
(WGU), and recognition that life-long learning is critical to economic growth.  The WGU is an attempt to 
accommodate a surging population and the need for life-long learning; Minnesota is not in that position, 
but there is an interest in the state in developing a common system for students. 
 
 Professor Koch asked how much distance education is intended to replace what is currently 
offered, or to enhance what is currently offered in order to attract more students.  What about capacity 
questions, and competition with the private institutions? 
 
 Dr. Granger commented that faculty say their classes are full, and why does one need worry about 
distance education?  Learning has become required through life, however, and with the land-grant 
mission of the University, to whom is it responsible?  An uninterrupted four-year education is becoming a 
luxury, and more than half of the undergraduate students in the country are non-traditional.  Certainly 
private and entrepreneurial institutions are going after non-traditional students; the University must 
decide what its role will be. 
 
 Dr. Duin said that technological enhancement is a major part of the effort, not simply provision of 
distance education.  The question is what to do to respond to unmet needs; otherwise the effort makes 
little sense.  Distance education also makes it possible to reach new students, Dr. Granger added, and 
provide a new range of skills. 
 
 Professor Bloomfield asked if this could bankrupt institutions.  People tend to think about the 
possibility of something like a Paul Samuelson course in economics offered on the web.  But how would 
it be handled?  Dr. Duin said that textbooks from such courses might be used, but the difference would be 
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in the mentoring, collaboration, and dialogue offered in smaller courses.  A CD has a lot of information, 
but much of education is in the delivery and the mentoring.  She also commented that there are not a lot 
of institutions delivering big courses on-line. 
 
 The worry is that introductory psychology will be taught by the Disney company from one source, 
Dr. Bloomfield pointed out.  Large companies are eyeing education, Dr. Duin agreed, especially in fields 
where large courses generate a lot of revenue.  She also agreed that if the course only offers content, that 
is little better than a book, and that there is a question whether a large-scale offering of a course could add 
the value that faculty provide, or what such courses might mean for a research university. 
 
 Dr. Duin said that faculty could work either with UC or with Educational Development Systems on 
distance education courses, and that quality control could be exercised either by the department or by a 
group within a college.  The capacity to deliver distance education needs to be built wherever it can.  The 
key to the operating guidelines and procedures, Dr. Granger said, is that the University must provide a 
seamless web of support for faculty and must involve all units, so faculty need not worry about obtaining 
the support they need. 
 
 Professor Hobbie expressed skepticism that large courses would ever be effectively delivered via 
the web.  He added that he had learned it was easy to put a course on the web, but that it requires a lot of 
additional work.  Professor Koch agreed, said that faculty are already pressed for time, and pointed out it 
will take a lot of effort from them to develop and teach such courses.  In the past, faculty wrote syllabi by 
hand and secretaries typed them, then they typed them themselves, and now they are formatted at a 
teaching and learning center.  The demands on faculty are just different, not less. 
 
 On the other hand, Professor Bloomfield observed, a lot of faculty like to work with computers, 
and this may be another career path for faculty and professional staff who like multi-media activities.  Dr. 
Duin agreed, but maintained that this is more exciting in that it is focused on the learner, and if it 
responds to unmet needs, it will make good sense. 
 
 This may be an unalloyed good, Professor Bloomfield concluded, but faculty will need to have new 
expectations of themselves in terms of what it means to be a competitive faculty; some will want to and 
some will not. 
 
 Professor Bloomfield thanked Drs. Duin and Granger for joining the meeting, and adjourned it at 
3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


