
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 Thursday, January 4, 1996 
 12:30 - 3:00 
 Room 238 Morrill Hall 
 
 
Present: Carl Adams (chair), John Adams, Joel Bergstrom, Bruce Bromberek, Mike Davey, 

Virginia Gray, James Gremmels, Roberta Humphreys, Robert Jones, Paul Kluge, Corey 
Kopacek, Laura Coffin Koch, Melissa Lind, Geoffrey Maruyama, Fred Morrison, Helen 
Phin, Michael Steffes 

 
Regrets: Lester Drewes, Amber Strack 
 
Absent: Benjamin Duranske, Harvey Peterson, Malik Shabazz 
 
Guests: Peter Zetterberg (Academic Affairs) 
 
Others: Martha Kvanbeck (University Senate) 
 
 
[In these minutes:  Grading policy changes; provostal governance; reviews of administrators; semester 
conversion standards] 
  
 
1.  Grading Policy 
 
 Professor Adams convened the meeting at 12:30 and turned to Professor Koch to lead the 
discussion on the revised grading policy.  Professor Koch reviewed the actions that had taken place since 
the Committee last discussed the policy:  it went to the Senate, and SCEP made changes as a result of 
points raised on the Senate floor. 
 
 A major point of contention is whether the policy should be system wide.  The majority of SCEP 
believed it should be, so proposes a motion to that effect for the Senate docket (MOTION I:  There shall 
be a University-wide grading policy (excluding the Law School and the two medical schools).  
Uniformity would mean greater ease of student transfer, shared definitions of grades, and reduced costs. 
 
 If the first motion passes, the second motion (labelled MOTION II) commends to the Senate the 
grading policy that SCEP has developed.  In that system, faculty are not required to use pluses and 
minuses (no one could be forced to do so), colleges and campuses could decide as a matter of policy not 
to use them--or could, for example, decide not to use a plus and minus with the D grade.  If it will not be a 
financial problem, the policy would allow one discretionary W per student during their undergraduate 
careers; the question is reporting so that it is only used once.  Colleges and campuses may be more 
restrictive than the provisions of this policy, but none may adopt provisions that conflict with it. 

                     
     *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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 If the first motion fails, then SCEP will recommend to each campus that the grading system 
proposed be recommended (MOTION III:  In the event that Motion I fails, the Senate Committee on 
Educational Policy recommends to each campus assembly that it discuss and adopt the grading 
policy contained in Motion II.  Included in any such discussion should be a consideration of the 
costs and benefits, both educational and financial, of not adopting a uniform grading system). 
 
 Committee members made a number of points about the proposed motions and grading systems. 
 
-- The rules for the W, withdrawal, are the same as those now in effect:  a student can withdraw up to 

the sixth week without a grade, but after that an F or N (depending on which grading system the 
student enrolled under) will be entered on the transcript if the student is failing the course.  There is 
no provision for extenuating circumstances, but any student can petition for an exception in 
emergencies.  What about the cases when a student simply disappears?  They are given an F or an 
N; some students may give up on a course and do not understand that they must officially 
withdraw.  (One Committee member observes that this is related to the presumption that students 
can read when they come to college.) 

-- The N is not a functional F; the N is to be awarded for any performance below a 2.0.  Neither the S 
nor the N carry honor points and neither are included in calculation of a gradepoint average. 

-- The Morris campus wishes to use an ABCDN system, and will say this is an autonomy issue. 
-- The Senate can adopt policies that apply to all campuses, including Duluth.  Faculty collective 

bargaining does not free the Duluth campus from following University rules. 
-- Students will be concerned about setting the N equal to any performance below a 2.0 (C), when at 

present the N equals performance of 1.67 (C-, because C- becomes a C on the transcript).  Students 
will also be concerned about the lack of uniformity if faculty members or units have the option of 
using pluses and minuses; one faculty member may use them while another may not. 

-- In the case of two faculty members teaching the same course, what if one uses pluses and minuses 
and the other does not?  Should a uniform system be required for the same course?  It was 
suggested that courses should be uniform, and the department or faculty teaching them resolve any 
variations.  These kinds of anomalies are frustrating for students, who may take the same course 
and have different syllabi.  One can call for uniformity within courses, and a faculty member may 
claim there were no plus or minus grades earned, so the policy becomes unenforceable in that 
sense.  (One Committee member observed there is a much greater lack of uniformity in grading for 
other reasons than pluses and minuses in the same course.) 

-- Faculty should be required to indicate in course guides and other publications, and on their syllabi, 
if they do NOT use plus/minus grading; otherwise it will be assumed that they do. 

 
 The Committee then unanimously approved the document for the Senate docket. 
 
2.  Provostal Governance 
 
 Professor Adams reported that students have expressed an interest in provostal governance and are 
thinking about how to design it properly.  As movement occurs on the faculty portion, there will also be 
forthcoming an analogous proposal for student provostal governance. 
 
 Mr. Bergstrom reported that there is a committee looking at student governance in general, with a 
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focus on representation.  It will probably also consider provostal governance, although that is not an issue 
with coordinate campus students.   
 
 The faculty portion will be presented soon for action to the Twin Cities Campus Assembly, with 
implementation expected to follow quickly.  This does not mean that the Committee and Assembly are 
unwilling to address student issues as well, and they will await recommendations from the students, 
Professor Adams said. 
 
 It was suggested that the issue of representation of graduate students is an issue in the Academic 
Health Center and that it would helpful if students could address that issue. 
 
 
3.  Administrative Reviews 
 
 Professor Adams reported that there is a policy on administrative reviews being reviewed by the 
Committee on Faculty Affairs and something will be brought forward.  He said he has asked Associate 
Vice President Carrier to find out what reviews have been taking place.  It appears that the Committee 
needs to ensure that someone is overseeing whatever policy is currently in force. 
 
 This is connected to the Adams tenure working group, said one Committee member.  Often 
difficulties attributed to the Tenure Code are in reality administrator missteps.  Once AGAIN, the faculty 
has recommended training for administrators and providing them feedback.  How often has this issue 
been on the FCC docket?  Perhaps the faculty need to take the position that if the administration and 
Regents want the tenure code changed to be made more flexible, the faculty insist that there be 
administrative training.  FCC has asked for this again and again, but nothing happens.  The Senate acted 
on the issue, in the workload statement, and nothing happened.   
 
 The Senate passed a policy, it was said, that the administration wanted to redo, but has not.  And 
there remains on the books a policy that is not being followed.  
 
 This is not a "get administrators" position, said one Committee member--they have short tenure, 
low morale, and no feedback.  Maybe this is a way to help them.  It is important, agreed another, that it is 
important to faculty that this all be put in a systemic context. 
 
4.  Semester Conversion Standards 
 
 Professor Adams turned once again to Professor Koch to lead the discussion of the revised 
semester conversion standards document that SCEP had prepared.  Professor Koch noted once again that 
this is only a DISCUSSION document and that no formal Senate action will be taken until April.   
 One subtle point to be communicated, Professor Adams suggested:  if departments want to begin 
work on something, they could treat these standards as the position of the moment, subject to change.  Dr. 
Zetterberg pointed out that April 1 has been set by the Change to Semesters Committee as the deadline 
date for decision in many of these areas; before that, one should not assume any of this is the final word.  
 
 Professor Koch began the discussion by drawing the attention of Committee members to the 
conversion standards: 
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1. There shall be two semesters, each of which shall consist of 14 weeks of instruction, at least 

one study day, and approximately one week of final examinations.  Colleges and campuses 
may authorize courses shorter than a semester.  Classes shall begin after Labor Day. 

 
 There shall be an additional instructional term of three weeks. 
 
 There shall be at least one summer term; colleges and campuses shall have the authority to 

offer other summer courses and enrollment periods to fit the needs of their students. 
 
 The standard class period during fall and spring semester shall be 55 minutes, with a 15-

minute change period between each class.  [Further policy needs to be developed with respect 
to classes of greater than 55 minutes in length.]  The standard class period during the 
summer term(s) shall be in proportion to the length of the summer term vis-a-vis the two 
semesters, with a 15 minute change period. 

 
She reported that SCEP had considered a 60-minute hour, but discarded it because it would either 
lengthen the school day by 45 minutes or would eliminate one class period; the 55-minute class period, 
with 14-week semesters, increases instructional time by a very small percentage, so SCEP found it 
acceptable. 
 
 The calendars that were included in the proposal, she pointed out, were intended to be examples, 
although SCEP preferred one calendar in particular: 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
EXAMPLE I  (May term, two 5-week summer sessions) 
 
 Fall Semester 1999 (70) 
 
 September 6  Monday  Labor Day 
 September 7  Tuesday  Fall Semester classes begin 
 November 25-26      Thursday-Friday Thanksgiving holiday 
 December 15  Wednesday Last day of instruction 
 December 16  Thursday Study day 
 December 17-23  Friday-Thurs Final examinations 
 
 Spring Semester 2000 (70) 
 
 January 10  Monday  Spring Semester classes begin 
 January 17  Monday  Martin Luther King holiday 
 March 20-24  Monday-Friday Spring break 
 April 24   Monday  Last day of instruction 
 April 25   Tuesday  Study day 
 April 26-May 2  Wednes-Tues Final examinations 
 
 May Term 2000  (15 instruction days) 
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 May 8   Monday  May Term classes begin 
 May 25   Friday  Last day of instruction 
 
 Summer Term I 2000  (25) 
 
 May 31   Tuesday  Summer Term I classes begin 
 July 3   Monday  Last day of instruction 
 July 4   Tuesday  July 4 Holiday 
  
 Summer Term II 2000  (25)  
 
 July 10   Monday  Summer Term II classes begin 
 August 11  Friday  Last day of instruction 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 This calendar, Professor Koch noted, provides for a great deal of flexibility, and permits those 
many disciplines which rely on outdoor field work to use the late spring in ways they find beneficial.  She 
cautioned that the Committee and the Senate, at this point, are only being asked to approve calendar 
PRINCIPLES; the Assembly Committee on Educational Policy (the Twin Cities members of SCEP), next 
Fall, will make a recommendation for the 1999-2000 calendar for the Twin Cities campus that adheres to 
whatever semester conversion standards are adopted. 
 
2. There shall be no standard credit module, but departments are urged to prefer courses of 

either three or four credits, and to strongly prefer the three-credit module for courses which 
are taken by significant numbers of students from other fields. 

 
3. Baccalaureate degrees consist of a minimum of 120 semester credits.  The liberal education 

requirements (including writing skills), as established by the Council on Liberal Education, 
shall consist of at least 40 semester credits.   

 
 A baccalaureate degree program may require up to 130 credits without obtaining approval 

from outside the program itself.  Any department or program that proposes degree 
requirements in excess of 130 credits must obtain approval from the college and from the 
appropriate provost.  No degree program may require less than 120 credits. 

 
4. The Senate affirms the standard (first adopted by the University Senate on February 16, 

1922, and reaffirmed subsequently) that one semester credit is to represent, for the average 
student, a minimum of three hours of academic work per week (including lectures, 
laboratories, recitations, discussion groups, field work, study, and so on). 

 
 All courses proposed for the semester calendar shall include a student workload statement 

demonstrating how the course conforms to this policy.  College and campus curriculum 
committees and other approving bodies (e.g., the Council on Liberal Education) must 
consider the student workload statement in reaching a decision on whether to approve a 
proposed semester course, and should normally reject any course which does not meet the 
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requirement of three hours of academic work per week for each course credit. 
 
5. Generally, the number of contact hours per week for a course that enrolls undergraduates 

(this does not include any 8-XXX courses) shall equal at least the number of credits for the 
course.   

 A contact hour is defined for these purposes as formal instruction by an individual appointed 
for that purpose by the department or faculty member, including faculty members, graduate 
teaching assistants, teaching specialists, or, in unusual instances, advanced undergraduates.  
The student workload statement (required in the preceding section) must justify fewer 
contact hours per week than the number of credits for the course; contact hours of all types 
equal to or in excess of one hour per week per credit need not be justified.  College and 
campus curriculum committees and other approving bodies (e.g., the Council on Liberal 
Education) must consider the contact hours in reaching a decision on whether to approve a 
proposed semester course; such bodies should normally reject course proposals which have 
fewer contact hours per week than credits, barring significant evidence that reduced 
instructional contact hours are appropriate. 

 
 Explicitly exempted from this standard are correspondence courses and independent study, 

directed study or readings or field work, directed research, internships and practicums, 
honors thesis credits, and the variety of experiences faculty offer to students outside the 
normal laboratory or classroom setting (many of which include activities beyond the physical 
boundaries of the campuses).  Included in the standard are interactive video classes (which in 
practice should be no different from in-class instruction) and one-way transmission of 
instruction from the instructor to the students (it is assumed that other avenues of two-way 
interaction are used in this instance, such as email and the telephone). 

 
 Once this policy is approved by the administration, the provosts and chancellors would 

presumably be responsible for ensuring adherence to it.  They are asked to carefully and 
regularly review the exceptions granted by each college to this provision, and to bring to the 
Committee on Educational Policy any problems they encounter with the policy. 

 
 Committee members offered a number of comments: 
 
-- Some have asked for a trimester calendar; it is not addressed in the comments.  (SCEP considered 

it, but the information from Summer Session and the comments of Professor Kuhi suggested such a 
calendar would be undesirable and probably unsuccessful.)  No one on any of the committees has 
expressed an interest in trimesters. 

 
-- Does the examination period include Saturdays?  It should.  (It does.)  There should be simulations 

conducted, taking into account the number of courses students take, in order to identify the right 
number of days for the final examination period.  There may not be as many needed as at present. 

 
 If students are to take five courses per semester in order to graduate in four years, assuming most 

courses will be three credits, one study day may not be enough.  A student could have a final nearly 
every day of the final exam period. 
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 Should not final examinations be three hours? 
 
-- If the final examination period for Fall Semester runs right up to Christmas (which is acceptable), 

then there MUST be a change in the rule on when grades are due, because faculty and graduate 
students should not be expected to spend the three days over the holidays preparing grades.  The 
Registrar's office has indicated that if the Spring Semester does not start until January 10, for 
example, Fall Semester grades could be due on January 5.  If the faculty wish to continue the 72-
hour rule, that would be up to them, but it would not be required by the systems. 

 
-- How would the interim term be used?  SCEP has dropped the idea of a January term; the proposal 

is for a May term; it could be used in an enormous number of ways.  For any field-based discipline, 
such as Geography, Geology, and many of the fields in Agriculture, Natural Resources, and 
Biological Sciences, this would provide the option of a three-week period for work.  (Such field 
work could also be conducted during Summer Session, were there a January term instead of a May 
term.) 

 
 Many undergraduate will not use it; they will be done on May 2 and will not want to stay around.  

They would more likely stay enrolled in the winter.  That will be up to the students; the possibility 
of a winter interim term met with widespread dislike. 

 
 How would the interim term fit into department workloads?  In any number of ways, including 

possibly as overload or as part of the regular teaching load.  SCEP does not propose to dictate that, 
nor is it necessary that it be decided here. 

 
 There are three arguments against a January term at this kind of institution, Dr. Zetterberg 

commented:  (1)  one reason to change to semesters is to have a common calendar with other 
semester schools, and that objective is lost if the start of the Spring Semester is delayed until 
February;  (2)  the time students need to work in the summer is abbreviated by a January term, 
while the May term gives them options; and (3)  January terms are typically used at small 
undergraduate colleges, and it is not clear what graduate and professional programs would do with 
a January term.  In addition, since it would not be mandatory, an interim in January would mean 
keeping the University open for a small percentage of its capacity at the most expensive time of the 
year. 

 
 The interim might have an impact on student employment; there are already a lot of unfilled 

student jobs, and if students leave in May, there may be even more. 
 
 The interim in May would allow some students (e.g., Morris) to carry four rather than five courses 

during one semester, and to take the additional course during the interim.  It would also allow 
faculty to do more individual courses, although it is not clear how many students would stay to take 
advantage of them. 

 
 Another advantage of the May interim would be that graduate students might have an easier time 

assembling committees for examinations. 
 
-- A shift in academic appointments must be contemplated with the change to semesters.  For the 
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calendar recommended, it would be 9/1-5/31 or perhaps 8/20-5/20.  This needs to be addressed 
later. 

 
-- The proposed calendar must be compared to the present system:  if under the quarter system a 

faculty member taught 12 credits per quarter, he or she could do 6 credits one semester, 3 credits 
another, and 3 credits during the interim--or 6 credits each semester and none during the interim.  
Or 6 and 6 and overload during the interim.  Or some other combination.  The advantage of the 
interim is that it gets the University out of a fixed format and is more flexible so that departments 
can do what makes sense for them. 

 
 It should be understood that faculty members are expected to perform during their term of 

appointment--teach, be present, doing their routine, unless the chair has authorized differently.  
This would not be INDIVIDUAL faculty members deciding on their contributions in this flexible 
calendar; they have a contract and a relationship with the institution, and the workload would be 
worked out with the unit. 

 
-- It must be recognized the University is adopting this calendar because the legislature asked it to, 

and the legislature wanted consistent calendars in public higher education; can it be assumed that 
the preferred calendar will be consistent?  (That is being negotiated; at present it appears no one 
has any idea what calendar the other public systems will adopt.  The preferred calendar is 
consistent with Wisconsin, except for the May term.) 

 
-- Students would be able to earn the normal 15 credits during the two semesters, so would not NEED 

to attend during the May interim in order to graduate.  The University must consider tuition policy, 
assuming there will be tuition charged and registration for the May term.  (That has been assumed.) 

 
 The possible disadvantage of the May term might be for students who enroll in both Spring 

Semester and the May term:  they might not be within the tuition band in Spring Semester because 
they plan to enroll in May.  It will be necessary to consider if a 12 credit/3 credit enrollment pattern 
for the two terms would require the same tuition payment as 15 credits in Spring Semester.  One 
way to solve this might be to have students register for both Spring Semester and the May interim 
term at the same time. 

 
-- The interim term--with the early semester finish--allows students to go home and work, increasing 

their changes of finding a job; it also provides an opportunity to finish school early.  It also allows 
them to avoid paying an additional months' rent if they choose not to enroll in the May term. 

 
-- The interim term could be incorporated in Summer Session, in that departments could offer a term 

that extends over the May interim as well as the first summer term.  Conjoining the interim with 
both summer terms and making other minor calendar adjustments would also permit a department 
to offer a full semester-equivalent term, and effectively have a trimester system.  This will 
challenge departments to consider what they need. 

 
-- The flexibility in the calendar would not be for the entire year; for the most part there would be two 

relatively inflexible sessions (the Fall and Spring Semesters) and then the more flexible sessions. 
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-- SCEP makes no recommendation about the number of credits that might be offered or earned 
during the interim.  A course could meet seven hours a day if the faculty member designed it that 
way.  All offerings during the interim, however, would be expected to conform to the semester 
conversion standards requiring three hours of academic work per credit per week and the minimum 
contact hour provision. 

 
-- Would units be permitted to offer half-semester courses?  The language of the standard now 

permits flexibility; if shorter courses were offered on a limited basis, and targeted to professional 
audiences, there would not be a problem.  If short courses were widespread, the impact on the use 
of classrooms would be horrendous. 

 
-- A 60-minute class period would make the contact hour honest.  The 50-minute hour is used widely 

nationally. 
 
-- Who argued for three- rather than four-credit courses?  Students would prefer the latter.  (There 

will be no standard, but a strong preference is expressed for three-credit courses.  The problem is 
with the number of courses a student must take in order to graduate; if a majority of courses were 
four or five credits, students could take too few courses--from the viewpoint of those who want 
students to be exposed to diverse fields and faculty--and still earn sufficient credits for a degree. 

 
 This is an empirical question that could be checked.  What oversight mechanism would exist to 

control the problem?  Dr. Zetterberg said he has the data; any school that has been on semesters for 
a long time has predominantly three-credit courses, although none have them exclusively.  It 
should be learned what other institutions do in the way of a control mechanism; Dr. Zetterberg said 
that at Michigan the faculty are free to offer courses of whatever credit module they wish. 

 
-- Are students at other institutions the same as those who attend Minnesota?  The academic workload 

will increase, if students must take 5 courses, which will cause greater problems in academic 
progress because they must also work.  The evidence is CLEAR on what students do when a 
change is made from a four-credit quarter module to a three-credit semester module, Dr. Zetterberg 
emphasized:  students do NOT take five courses.  At Berkeley, they must, but Minnesota is not 
Berkeley.  Students think taking five courses is more difficult; it is not, but it is different.  It's a 
matter of what they are used to; if they start as freshmen taking four courses, chances are that is 
what they will take most of the rest of the time they are in college. 

 
 There is a slight increase in work, because 5 classes of three credits over 28 weeks is not the same 

as the equivalent number of credits spread over 30 weeks. 
 
 This is an attempt to make academic work at Minnesota equivalent to that at other institutions, and 

quarters or semesters do not matter.  If students go straight through, they can finish in four years; if 
they must work, it will take longer.  These issues are not a function of the quarter or semester 
system, but rather of full-time versus the working student.  This is important; there is not a 
necessary linearity between credits and workload; the statement about three hours of work 
equalling one credit is important, both as a minimum and as a general maximum.  This will be 
particularly important for the sciences and engineering.  It would be establishing a process for 
undergraduate courses that already exists in the Graduate School. 
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-- The change to semesters may increase course size and faculty workload.  Committee members 

debated this point, but it did not bear directly on the semester conversion standards developed by 
SCEP. 

 
-- The preference for three-credit courses should be made stronger.  Dr. Zetterberg pointed out that in 

some courses, the three-credit module will NOT work; in introductory calculus and language 
courses, for example, insisting on three credit courses will make those sequences a year and a half, 
rather than one year.  The common practice around the country is not to have these be three-credit 
courses.  These kinds of sequences should be acknowledged in the standards.   

 
 The Change to Semesters Committee is considering a campus oversight mechanism, a group to 

ensure that student workload is in line with credits. 
 
-- The 130-credit limit on degree program requirements not requiring approval outside the department 

should be changed to 132, for arithmetic reasons if no other. 
 
-- One must reluctantly agree with standard number 5; it defines confining a student to a chair as 

getting an education, but with less time in the chair, they are even less educated. 
 
 Is the presumption that the department would exercise the oversight?  SCEP explicitly rejected that 

alternative, because the practices now, in some units, vary greatly from this standard, and it has 
been in the hands of the departments; this puts the oversight mechanism outside the departments.  
The deans should be included in this oversight; the deans have the responsibility for departments, 
and the provosts are to watch over the deans. 

 
 Writing intensive courses may need to excepted; students may be required to write for seven hours 

and receive instruction for only two.  Would exceptions be routinely granted?  Other Committee 
members did not concur with this suggestion, saying that students benefit from contact in writing 
intensive courses. 

 
 This is a good standard to set a norm; the problem has been that there is no one responsible for 

considering and granting variances.  Everyone probably agrees on the need for instructional time; 
the question has been the locus of authority to grant exceptions. 

 
-- Is there any evidence about optimal class length?  Why not 85 minutes?  Work with schools 

suggests more student engagement in longer periods. 
 
 Nothing in the standards precludes a longer class period.  One Committee member said an hour and 

a half is optimal, but that is one faculty member's experience; the burden is on those who want to 
change it to make the case.  There are also a lot of other factors to consider.  Most institutions use 
50 minutes, or 75 minutes, for practical reasons--they want 10 minutes between classes, for 
example.  Duluth uses 65 minutes; four-credit classes meet three times per week. 

 
 A tremendous factor is habituation; people are accustomed to the 50-minute period. 
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-- Why does the contact hour provision not apply to graduate and professional instruction as well, at 
least in standard lecture courses?  The logic is the same, and the persuasive arguments in its favor 
apply to those levels as well.  Those students also deserve to get their money's worth. 

 
 One Committee member, self-described as a troglodyte about the calendar, said the University had 
a good system in quarters and should not have capitulated to the demand for a change.  This proposal, 
however, is to be highly commended.  The calendar SCEP has recommended and expressed a preference 
for has a lot of possibilities and offers a great deal of flexibility.  The University should take up the 
suggestion from SCFA and others that people begin to think about a full-time University with a full-time 
faculty who have full-time appointments if they need them.  If the University persists in thinking of CEE 
and Summer Session as "extra," it will not offer what is needed.  A lot of students live and work in the 
Twin Cities year-round, but the University does not offer the curriculum they need.  One hopes the 
University will think about the reality of students and their connection with the calendar. 
 
 The questions of autonomy raised by the grading system are also raised by the semester conversion 
standards, pointed out one Committee member.  The difference, said another, is that the political 
imperative behind the change to semesters does not exist with grading:  the legislature wants all 
institutions on the SAME calendar.  Yet another pointed out that there are different issues on each 
campus; what if one wants a January term while another wants a May term?  The problem of graduate and 
professional education does not apply to all, while the logic of the January term might.  There are also 
revenue implications, because if on one campus students would stay in January but not attend the May 
term, the campus would lose up to 1/9 of its revenues. 
 
 The President will listen to the advice he receives from this Committee, from the campus 
assemblies, from the provosts, chancellors, and vice presidents, and then make a decision about 
uniformity of the calendar, Dr. Zetterberg said.  Professor Adams expressed a contrary view:  the 
POLICY will be formulated by the Senate, he said, after its deliberation and that of its committees, and 
transmitted to the Board of Regents by the President.  The President may disagree with the decision, in 
which case he can ask the Senate to reconsider.  One must be careful in talking about the structure of 
decision-making, because on this issue the Senate is not an advisory group to the President; it makes a 
decision and presents it to the President.  The calendar is delegated by the Regents to the Senate, observed 
another Committee member. 
 
 The Committee was very positive about the calendar, suggested some commentary be removed or 
changed, and asked that Professor Koch make changes along the lines discussed by the Committee.  She 
agreed to do so. 
 
 Professor Adams then adjourned the meeting at 2:50. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


