
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, December 12, 2007 

1:30 – 3:30 
EE/CSci 2-260 

 
 
Present: Cathrine Wambach (chair), LeAnn Alstadt, (George Green for) Gail Dubrow, John 

Kieffer, April Knutson, James Leger, Richard McCormick, Claudia Neuhauser, Peh Ng, 
Emily Ronning, Paul Siliciano, Donna Spannaus-Martin, Craig Swan, Molly Tolzmann, 
Douglas Wangensteen  

 
Absent: William Bart, Jane Phillips, Joel Weinsheimer, David Zeller 
 
Guests: Steve Fitzgerald, Nancy Peterson, John Knowles (Office of Classroom Management); 

Martha Johnson (Learning Abroad Center) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) new classroom and classroom scheduling information; (2) study-abroad programs 
and the Learning Abroad Center; (3) tuition-band cap; (4) a thank-you]  
 
 
1. New Classroom and Classroom Information 
 
 Professor Wambach convened the meeting at 1:30 and explained that the meeting was being held 
in a unique facility.  They have talked about trends in the use of classroom space and its interface with 
teaching as well as ways in which faculty can have a voice in the kinds of classrooms to be built in order 
to be sure that there are different kinds of spaces available for different kinds of pedagogy.  She turned to 
Mr. Fitzgerald to lead the discussion. 
 
 Mr. Fitzgerald began by explaining that the Office of Classroom Management (OCM) works to 
meet the needs of faculty and students in classrooms.  This room is one of two new pilot-project "Active-
Learning Classrooms"; he explained the technology of the room.  There have been significant gains in 
classroom projection technology, he said, and on that score the University has gone from the bottom to 
the top of the Big Ten.  These new rooms are designed as additions to the diverse inventory of centrally-
managed classrooms across campus. 
 
 Mr. Fitzgerald explained that the pilot rooms were designed to demonstrate new construction 
techniques and materials that would promote flexibility in classroom (solid, de-mountable walls, for 
example, that would allow room size to be “flexed” on a semester basis to better match course demands).  
Moreover, the rooms were designed to promote integrated, student-centered, interactive learning using 
round tables and extensive technology (enhancements based on the existing University of Minnesota 
Projection Capable Classroom model with which faculty are familiar).  A major goal of the pilot rooms is 
to make them available for use and to seek faculty and student feedback. OCM has partnered with OIT’s 
Digital Media Center, he noted, to conduct a formal assessment of these new classroom designs and 
outcomes. (Additional information and photos of the Active Learning Classroom initiative may be found 
at http://www.classroom.umn.edu/active-learn-room.asp ). 
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 Mr. Fitzgerald then provided an update on classroom supply, demand, and utilization (Twin 
Cities campus).  He noted that non-conforming scheduling practices are creeping back into departmental 
course submissions—the campus is backsliding in this respect.  Courses that do not conform to the 
schedule affect everyone in terms of availability, student course access, and space and financial resources.   
 
 What is amazing, Mr. Fitzgerald related, is that at the time of the change from quarters to 
semesters, there were about 10,000 class sections per quarter.  There are now about 17,000 class sections 
per semester.  In the period from 1999 to 2007, the demand (number of class sections) increased from 
about 10,000 to nearly 17,000 while the classroom supply decreased from 340 to 297.   
The Provost has taken the position that there should be a smaller inventory of higher-quality classrooms.  
He reviewed with the Committee the hour-by-hour demand for general purpose classrooms on the MWF 
schedule and the TTH schedule.  On the latter, they are nearly at capacity, but there are more non-
standard classes being offered, which affects supply.  In general, there is high utilization in the middle of 
the day (9:00 – 2:30) and available capacity at the end the day.   
 
 Dean Green inquired if Friday demand is lower than MW; it is, Mr. Fitzgerald said. 
 
 There are three major factors that create artificial demand because policy and guidelines are not 
followed:  non-standard or non-conforming course times, over-projected enrollments (asking for a 150-
seat classroom and ending up with only 80 students in the class), and excess scheduling in peak times.  
The campus is backsliding, Mr. Fitzgerald said, and he would like to have a conversation with the 
Committee about the phenomenon.   
 
 Ms. Peterson reported that for Fall, 2007, there were 1,315 non-standard/non-conforming course 
sections and 2,272 sections that exceeded the projected-versus-actual enrollment standard (plus or minus 
10%).  There were also four colleges and 54 departments that exceeded the 60/40 guideline (no more than 
60% of classes offered during the peak hours).  There were also 1,288 course cancellations.  The OCM 
Scheduling office provides classrooms to non-standard sections, but only on a space-available basis, and 
they are reaching a dangerous position, she related.  Professor Siliciano asked if OCM could not reject a 
department's class schedule if more than 60% of classes are during the peak time; Ms. Peterson said they 
will if they need to because they are losing rooms to construction.  The inventory of classrooms is large 
enough but there must be close adherence to classroom policies, especially on the Minneapolis campus. 
 
 The bottom line, Mr. Fitzgerald said, that they are at the limit at peak times and cannot in the 
future support both true demand and artificial demand created by non-standard classes.  The current 
classroom inventory is being reduced because they lost classrooms in Jones and Nicholson, they will lose 
1701 University with the termination of the building's lease, and they will lose the Science Classroom 
Building and Folwell during construction.  To deal with this shrinkage, they need to fully use the 
inventory, spread courses over the day and week, follow scheduling policies and guidelines, and leverage 
Resource 25 (the scheduling program) to better use departmental classrooms (which OCM does not 
control but which are included in the scheduling data of Resource 25).  
 
 The schedule for Spring, 2009 is now being prepared, Ms. Peterson related.  They expected 
departments to be self-conforming so are allowing extra time to review room assignments, but if 
necessary OCM will tell departments they must change their schedules.  Dean Green asked if there is a 
way to identify in advance instances where classes are put into rooms that are too large or too small.  
There is, Ms. Peterson said.  Can OCM push back on those classes, Dean Green asked?  They can, Ms. 
Peterson responded.  Mr. Fitzgerald said that with the development of the electronic course-scheduling 
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system, information is available both to Ms. Peterson and to those in departments who schedule courses, 
such as where they stand on the 60/40 rule and the number of classes over and under projected 
enrollment.  The information is available on demand to chairs and schedulers and they are trying to get 
associate deans to review it as well. 
 
 Professor Siliciano said he thought OCM has done a good job managing classrooms; are 
department classrooms well-managed?  Ms. Peterson thought there are opportunities for improvement.   Is 
there any way for OCM to get control of them, Professor Siliciano asked?  It is frustrating to look for a 
room and not be able to figure out who owns it.  They are utilized about 50% of the time, Ms. Peterson 
said, but they are on the Resource 25 schedule.  Dean Green wondered if they are not used for other 
purposes, such as department meetings and oral exams.  Those events should show up on the schedule, 
Ms. Peterson said.  If departments have priority, but use the rooms only occasionally but want to have the 
space available, there will be less constant use, but they would not be available to the department if 
classes were scheduled in them, Dean Green observed.   
 
 Professor Wambach asked if there is any evidence that since colleges are now charged for space 
they giving up department classrooms.  Mr. Fitzgerald said there is, and when a college does give up a 
departmental classroom, OCM brings it up to standards (makes it projection-capable) and begins to pick 
up life-cycle costs.  OCM will still let the department have first priority, so it's a win-win situation.   
 
 Professor Wambach observed that the campus may reach the point that there are competing needs 
for different kinds of spaces and faculty and students will have a problem with scheduling because of 
family demands; there would then be a clash with the goal of making the University a family-friendly 
workplace because faculty could be coerced into teaching late in the day because of space demands.  
There is a tradeoff, Mr. Fitzgerald agreed.  Maximum flexibility requires a larger inventory of classrooms 
while maximum efficiency decreases flexibility.  Those lines have crossed, he said, because the escalation 
in demand for classrooms in the middle of the day has pushed usage to its limit.  This is a University 
policy question:  if it wishes to keep the inventory low, it cannot allow non-conforming classes, but if it 
wishes to increase flexibility, it must increase the classroom supply.  They are now at capacity in the 
middle of the day and need help from the Committee, departments, and the associate deans.  Which way 
is OCM to go?  The directions they have received are to maximize use, which requires compliance with 
the guidelines.  Ms. Peterson is looking at what the University's peer institutions do to see what best 
practices might be chosen.  Minnesota is quite liberal in what it will allow; some institutions do not allow 
departments to choose the time of large-enrollment classes. 
 
 Professor Leger said that Dean Green made an important point:  some department classrooms 
need to be vacant some of the time because things come up and they need space.  Is there any attempt to 
share these spaces?  There is, Mr. Fitzgerald said, which is one reason they brought the department 
classrooms into Resource 25, even though the rooms are owned by departments.  Colleges are empowered 
to tell departments to work together on using these rooms.  Everyone benefits from transparency 
regarding the actual use of departmental classrooms, for whatever activity, Mr. Fitzgerald noted.  He 
agreed that there will always be a need for department classrooms because they often have narrower 
pedagogical applications whereas OCM needs general-purpose classrooms.  In the 1970s and 80s, 
however, the University didn't provide the classrooms that were needed so departments grew shadow 
systems.  There are now about 300 classrooms scheduled by OCM, about 270 departmental classrooms, 
and about 1800 meeting/conference rooms on the Twin Cities campus.   
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 Professor Neuhauser asked if there is any effort to get more ITV classrooms.  Those are not 
managed by OCM, Mr. Fitzgerald replied, but as more and more in-room technology is developed, it will 
be a major issue.  Web-based video-conferencing can do a lot of what used to require a lot of equipment 
and staff.  They are on the verge of having web-based interactive video-conferencing classrooms.  Is there 
a movement to centralize control of the ITV classrooms, Professor Neuhauser inquired?  The technology 
is changing and with it comes organizational change, Mr. Fitzgerald said; they probably will be 
centralized at some point, but not soon.   
 
 Mr. Fitzgerald thanked the Committee for the time and urged Committee members to contact him 
with ideas about classrooms and pedagogical strategies.   Professor Wambach thanked him for the 
demonstration of the new classroom and for his presentation. 
 
2. Learning Abroad Center 
 
 Professor Wambach next welcomed Martha Johnson, Associate Director of the Learning Abroad 
Center. 
 
 Ms. Johnson informed the Committee that the Learning Abroad Center is an amalgamation of a 
number of offices that were previously separate.  She was invited to join the Committee because of the 
press attention in the last year to problems in study-abroad programs. 
 
 Study-abroad has grown exponentially, she reported.  Many campuses do not do their research 
well; they send students around the world but do not work with the programs they send the students to, 
some have unilateral decision-making, some rely on programs that allow access to a wide range of 
opportunities that a campus could not offer.  But some providers are not the most ethical and the 
conversation about study-abroad is overdue because of the enormous growth that has taken place and 
people in positions with responsibility do not know enough to ask the right questions. 
 
 Their guiding principles are these: 
 
-- Use a range of program providers; they use many providers by also run many of their own 
programs, but they could not provide students the options they do unless they relied on other providers—
and it is a cost-effective approach.   
 
-- There must be a transparent process for adding programs and funding, and they pass discounts 
along to students. 
 
-- No agreements with a provider can have a headcount requirement. 
 
-- Maintain outside programs; about 10% of students use programs their office is not affiliated with. 
 
-- Conduct site visits; they do send staff and faculty on site visits.  They cannot do their job without 
them; sometimes the site visits are subsidized by the program but the University always pays part of the 
cost.   
 
 Professor Wambach asked how they monitor companies.  One problem elsewhere has been that 
study-abroad staff accept trips from providers and then push students toward those programs.  Ms. 
Johnson described LACAC (Learning Abroad Center Advisory Council, a representative group appointed 
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by the Vice Provost and Dean), which has the final say on agreements with providers.  They do critical 
reviews and will say when they are not happy with a program.  There is not a problem at the University 
because the process here is transparent; it can be cumbersome but it has prevented problems that have 
occurred at other institutions.   
 
 There is a professional organization, the Forum on Education Abroad, that has established 
standards for good practice and it has a committee drafting a code of ethics (with which she is involved).  
The financial aid climate has an impact (e.g., the investigations by the attorney general in New York).  
The problems are as much about perception as reality and they are tweaking their rules to ensure 
maximum transparency.   
 
 Professor Siliciano said he was confused about how to steer students to study-abroad programs 
and so are students.  Her office runs them, but there are also department-to-department programs and 
students can also develop their own program.  Ms. Johnson said students should be directed to a first-step 
meeting, of one hour, to talk about the program options (e.g., department-led, how to find things on their 
own, etc.).   
 
 Professor Ng asked if her office intervenes when a student wishes to go to country that is on the 
State Department's warning list.  Students are told there is a process for applying to study in one of those 
countries, Ms. Johnson said.   
 
 What happens with students who are stranded in some country because the program did not pay 
enough, Ms. Wambach asked?  Ms. Johnson said that should not really ever happen with a group that had 
worked through correct channels, or an individual who went with a reputable program.  A recent article in 
The Chronicle of Higher Education told an extreme tale about a faculty lead program from another 
institution that had been stranded due to individual negligence on the part of the leader. Vice Provost 
Swan observed that Ms. Johnson and her colleagues maintain a 24-hour cell phone number available 
world-wide and students or faculty leading groups can call any time for help, which is why students 
should not be going without working with the LAC.  There are students who go on their own and 
something happens; it helps if the study-abroad staff knows where students are so they can identify 
resources if a student gets in trouble.  Ms. Johnson added that the Office of International Programs 
facilitates an Education Abroad Suspension Committee that reviews requests to destinations under State 
Department Warnings.  That committee is willing, in appropriate cases, to approve independent programs 
but they just want to know where students are. 
 
 Dr. Knutson reported that she has used the services of the study-abroad staff and said they are 
outstanding—she said she cannot praise them enough.   
 
 Professor Wambach noted that there is in effect fewer dollars for students to study abroad 
because costs have increased; she asked if they provide estimates for students on what their study-aboard 
program will cost.  They do, Ms. Johnson said, and they hold program providers to the fees they 
promised.  The impact of the weakened dollar has not been as great as they expected because they have 
had a record number of students studying abroad this spring.  They have also developed some cost-
effective options (e.g., South America rather than Spain for studying Spanish).  They try to keep options 
available where cost is a concern for the student.  They try to do off-season programs to keep airfares 
down and they also provide about $500,000 in scholarships.  She said she is sometimes shocked at what 
students are willing to pay for a study-abroad program. 
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 Professor Wambach thanked Ms. Johnson for joining the meeting. 
 
3. Tuition Band Cap 
 
 Professor Wambach next recalled that the Committee had discussed Ws at its last meeting and 
concluded there was not a problem with them.  It also concluded, however, that bracketing an F by re-
registering for a course S/N and receiving an N should not be permitted; the Committee will take up a 
policy revision to achieve that end, which should help satisfy some of the concerns of the Committee on 
Student Academic Integrity.  A third possible strategy is to discourage students from taking an excessive 
number of credits (such as requiring additional charges for any credits in excess of 20).  Advisors are 
supposed to approve enrollment for more than 20 credits but it may be that advisors do not pay close 
attention to patterns of Ws that might be associated with enrolling for high numbers of credits.  Students 
may also talk advisors into letting them enroll for more courses than they intend to complete.  What is the 
Committee's view, she asked. 
 
 If this problem involves 50 students, it is not a course-access problem, Dean Green said, but if it 
involves 500 or more, then it would be.  The Committee needs data to learn if enrolling for a large 
number of credits is a big problem, or if it is concentrated in certain programs, etc.  A frequency 
distribution would help the Committee.   
 
 It could affect large-enrollment, high-pressure courses, Professor Neuhauser said, and it may not 
be necessary to monitor every class but only the high-enrollment ones.  There can be problems in math 
and chemistry, Ms. VanVoorhis reported, because if a student fails one of those courses and needs it for a 
major, he or she has to retake it.  That is a separate issue from the question about a student taking more 
than 20 credits, Dr. Swan said.  If a student withdraws in the first week, another student could take the 
slot; in the aggregate it may not be a problem but one can ask if this efficient.  They have evaluated the 
end-of-second-week enrollment versus capacity and can also look at enrollment in weeks 5, 6, or 7 (if it is 
lower than second-week enrollment, then spaces are being taken from students).   
 
 The Committee concluded it needed data.   
 
4. Thank You to Vice Provost Swan 
 
 Professor Wambach extended thanks to Vice Provost Swan for his service on the Committee over 
a number of years and his role as a loyal champion of the work of the Committee.  She also thanked him 
for helping develop policies important to the University. 
 
 Professor Wambach adjourned the meeting at 2:45. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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