
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, May 5, 2010 

2:00 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Cathrine Wambach (chair), LeAnn Alstadt, Tom Brothen, Norman Chervany, Megan 

Evans, Kaleb Kalinowski, James Leger, Robert McMaster, Cody Mikl, Kristen 
Nelson, Peh Ng, Jane Phillips, Peggy Root, Henning Schroeder, Paul Siliciano, Donna 
Spannaus-Martin, Elaine Tarone, Michael Wade 

 
Absent: Joseph Bartolotta 
 
Guests: Tina Falkner (Academic Support Resources) 
 
Other: Suzanne Bardouche (Office of the Vice Provost and Dean of Undergraduate 

Education) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) makeup work for legitimate absences; (2) makeup quizzes; (3) enrollment-
management committee; (4)  issues from the Graduate School; (5) statement to the vice provost; (6) 
issues for next year; (7) congratulations] 
 
 
1. Makeup Work for Legitimate Absences 
 
 Professor Wambach convened the meeting at 2:05 and recalled that at the previous meeting 
the Committee had debated adding the illness of dependents as a legitimate reason for a student to be 
absent from a class.  The question was how wide the language should be. 
 
 Vice Provost McMaster noted that the suggestion came primarily from graduate students.  
Vice Provost Schroeder said he believed the existing policy to be oriented to undergraduate students 
(and recognized that undergraduate students could also have dependents).  A child could have pinkeye 
but it could be difficult to obtain doctor verification; must there be verification or does the University 
trust students as adults?  Ms. Alstadt said that every other student needs documentation, even if the 
University believes they are adults; should the standard not be the same?  In her opinion, one should 
not be able to skip class without verification.   
 
 The questions are about verification and the definition of dependents, Professor Wambach 
said.  The issue has arisen several times in discussions, Dr. Schroeder reported, and the goal is to have 
dependents mentioned in the policy because younger faculty are not sure they can allow that excuse 
(senior faculty tend to be more generous). 
 
 Professor Leger said the policy does need to be made broader and should allow Drs. 
McMaster's and Schroeder's offices to interpret the policy (for example, a dependent could be an aging 
or ill parent).   

                                                 
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of 

Minnesota Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views 
of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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 The Committee deliberated appropriate language for the policy and decided on the following 
amendments (new language is in CAPS, language to be deleted is in [brackets]): 
 

1.  Students will not be penalized for absence during the semester or finals week due to 
unavoidable or legitimate circumstances. Such circumstances include [verified] illness OF 
THE STUDENT OR HIS OR HER DEPENDENT, participation in intercollegiate athletic 
events (but see the policy Intercollegiate Athletic Events during Study Day and Finals Weeks: 
Twin Cities, which prohibits intercollegiate athletic competition during study day and finals 
week except under certain circumstances), subpoenas, jury duty, military service, 
bereavement, and religious observances. Such circumstances also include activities sponsored 
by the University if identified by the senior academic officer for the campus or his or her 
designee as the basis for excused absences. THE INSTRUCTOR HAS THE RIGHT TO 
REQUEST VERIFICATION OF THE REASON FOR AN ABSENCE.  Such circumstances 
do not include voting in local, state, or national elections. 

 
2.  It is the responsibility of students to plan their schedules to avoid excessive conflict with 
course requirements. 

 
3.  A student must notify instructors of circumstances identified in (1) as soon as possible and 
provide documentation REQUESTED BY [to] the instructor [to verify the reason for the 
absence].  In the event that the University declares a pandemic emergency (e.g., flu), the 
Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost or designee may waive the 
requirement that students are required to have documentation from a physician for illness. 

 
 Professor Chervany observed that it is not possible to eliminate hard decisions; faculty must 
make them and it comes with the job.  The Committee cannot write an exhaustive list; faculty 
members have to make a judgment call.  New faculty should consult with their department chair or 
senior colleagues, Professor Tarone observed. 
 
 Professor Siliciano noted that no documentation was required for the flu last fall.  Is there any 
sense of how faculty felt, and whether that was misguided?  Dr. McMaster said the issue of students 
using H1N1 as a phony excuse had came up but there were only a handful of such situations 
mentioned to his office.  .   
 
 Professor Chervany suggested the language providing that the instructor has the right to ask 
for verification.  Vice Provost Schroeder asked at what point trust comes into play, and when a faculty 
member can deal with the student based on the student's maturity?  He agreed on the need for the 
policy but added that if a student skips too many classes, he or she won't pass.  If the absence is 
verified and legitimate, the instructor must provide the opportunity for makeup work, Ms. Phillips 
pointed out.  Professor Siliciano commented that while in some classes one might say "let them skip," 
in others with labs and group work, absences affect other students.  Professor Leger said there is a 
need for balance between trusting students and making sure the policy is not abused.  He agreed with 
Professor Chervany:  The instructor should have the right to request verification. 
 
 Professor Wambach said that her concern, when she first learned of the proposal to include 
dependents in the policy, was that if someone is working and in school and a parent, he or she should 
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have plans for emergencies or illness and what to do when a child gets sick.  She also agreed that 
instructors should be able to make reasonable decisions, but that students should also make 
arrangements to be a student and raise a child.  Ms. Alstadt also agreed that instructors should be able 
to request verification. 
 
 Professor Siliciano said that a syllabus can indicate that the instructor may (or will) ask for 
verification when a student is absent.   
 
 The Committee voted unanimously in favor of the proposed changes. 
 
2. Makeup Quizzes 
 
 Ms. Phillips reminded the Committee that she had raised a question about a student who 
wanted to take makeup quizzes for pop quizzes missed because of an excused absence, even though 
the department involved routinely drops the two lowest scores out of the 12 quizzes (in this case, the 
student would not be able to drop the lowest scores but would instead not have the quiz scores for the 
dates absent factored into his/her points for the quizzes).  The department cannot offer makeup 
quizzes, so if forced by policy to provide them, it will drop the practice of administering quizzes—a 
practice it believes educationally sound.  The total points for all quizzes combined amount to about 
15% of the grade for the course. 
 
 Vice Provost McMaster said that the approach of the department was fine.  The Committee 
concurred. 
 
3. Enrollment Management Committee 
 
 Professor Wambach turned to Vice Provosts McMaster and Schroeder to talk about the 
enrollment-management committee the Provost has appointed and which they co-chair.   
 
 Dr. McMaster said the committee will look at short- and long-term enrollment management 
and will include a number of faculty members as well as one graduate and one undergraduate student.  
The basic idea, as the University moves forward on strategic planning, is that it must deal with 
enrollment and the appropriate balance between the number of undergraduate, graduate, and 
professional students.  The questions that have been asked of the committee are these: 
 
1.  What factors (such as quality, including diversity and international enrollments) should inform our 
enrollment goals at the undergraduate level, the graduate level, and the professional level?  Are there 
different factors applicable to different colleges or programs? 
 
2.  At the undergraduate level, how should we determine the correct balance between PSEO, new high 
school students, and transfer students? 
 
3.  What is the relationship between enrollment at various undergraduate levels and the curriculum?  
Where are the pressure points? 
 
4.  How do we determine the appropriate enrollment balances among the colleges?  What factors 
should be used to determine which colleges or programs should grow and which should be smaller? 
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5.  How do we view the transfer relationship between MNSCU and the U of M, in particular for 
community colleges? 
 
6.  How do we determine the optimum balance among undergraduate, professional, and graduate 
enrollment, college by college? 
 
7.  How do we determine the appropriate role and numbers of part-time students? 
 
8.  How do we determine the appropriate size of an academic graduate program? 
 
9.  What the appropriate metrics for monitoring the effects and success of enrollment management 
strategies? 
 
10.  What is the appropriate balance between financial aid and tuition, and what level is sustainable 
over the long term? 
 
11.  Given the size of the faculty, the campus and its facilities, what is the optimum number of 
students who can be accommodated and still maintain a high quality educational experience? 
 

As one looks forward to 2015 and 2020, one can ask how big the University should be and 
how many undergraduates it should have.  The University (Twin Cities) had 29,921 undergraduates in 
fall, 2009; a number of its peers have more and the University is below the Big Ten median.  If there 
were a decision, for example, to increase the number to 35,000, what would be the effect on faculty 
and on the infrastructure?  The committee will work this summer and fall; the Provost wants a 
comprehensive report by December.  They plan to talk about policies, not numbers. 
 
 The question of what should be the scope of graduate education came up in the working 
groups, Dr. Schroeder reported.  One metric is that the University of Minnesota is the second-largest 
provider of Ph.D.s in the country.  Is that appropriate?  Graduate students favor discussion of the issue 
based on issues related to research.  In one program, if a student wants to present data at a conference, 
the program has no money to support the travel, so the student came to the Council of Graduate 
Students.  Moreover, the University is losing graduate students to institutions that are not even its 
peers because it cannot offer competitive packages.  One point of the committee's work is to rethink 
the number of graduate students on campus (without establishing a specific number).  He said he has 
been surprised at how little resistance there is to this discussion at the Policy& Review Councils and in 
listening sessions. 
 
 Will the group get into nuts and bolts, Ms. Phillips inquired, such as the number of seats in 
classes and what units can afford?  It will, Dr. McMaster said, and will talk with the colleges about 
numbers.  Ms. Phillips noted that declining budgets start to affect graduate students because of the 
reduced number of assistantships.  That is one reason why there is a link between graduate and 
undergraduate education, Dr. McMaster said.  It can be problematic to shrink the graduate programs 
and grow undergraduate enrollment because there would be a shortage of TAs.  Vice Provost 
Schroeder observed that some programs cannot reduced because of size (they would be too small) 
because there is need for an intellectual community in which the student can grow.  In the end, there 
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will not be top-down commands but instead there will be discussions in the colleges—but it is 
important to discuss the issues at a University-wide level. 
 
 Professor Wambach thanked Drs. McMaster and Schroeder for their report. 
 
4. Issues from the Graduate School 
 
 Professor Wambach thereupon turned to Dr. Schroeder to ask if there will be issues from the 
Graduate School that will come to the Committee next year. 
 
 Dr. Schroeder said there will be a list of issues.  There is a committee looking at Graduate 
School policies that exist in various locations, with the idea of pulling them together online and to 
make clear whose responsibility is whose (college, department, Graduate School).  There will be many 
discussions at this Committee as well.   
 
5. Statement to the Vice Provost 
 
 Professor Wambach next noted the appointment of the enrollment-management committee, 
the data from Ms. VanVoorhis about the number of students graduating and the number of programs at 
the University, and the article on "curricular glut" that had been circulated to Committee members.  It 
is for the congeries of issues in those items that she proposed the following statement (this is the final 
version, adopted unanimously following minor editing at the meeting): 
 

The Senate Committee on Educational Policy encourages the Vice Provost and Dean 
for Undergraduate Education to work with the colleges, departments, and the Council on 
Liberal Education to identify ways to reduce the number of excess credits students take to 
complete an undergraduate degree (that is, credits that exceed the University's stated 
requirement of 120 credits for a degree).   
 

The Committee asks for a progress report at the end of fall semester, 2010. 
 
The point is to encourage Vice Provost McMaster to continue the work he has already begun in 
evaluating degree programs. 
 
 Dr. McMaster said that a number of programs formally require more than 120 credits; 
engineering degrees, for example,  require 128 credits; he would like to see that number reduced to 
120 credits.  In addition, in other majors he would like to see space freed up with fewer absolute 
requirements so that students are able to take electives.  Professor Chervany said he supported a shift 
to requiring only 120 credits and changing requirements so that could happen.  Dr. McMaster said this 
is not a problem with the Council on Liberal Education and he does not wish to start a conversation on 
liberal-education requirements.  Professor Siliciano said he would like to see the Council on Liberal 
Education included and see it have a role in ensuring that every department's requirements fit within 
120 credits.  Professor Nelson agreed.  Ms. Phillips also argued for leaving mention of CLE in the 
statement because it could help provide guidance on how to meet the standards and on being sure that 
courses are aligned with them, and how to get double-dip courses in the liberal-education course to 
help departments help students obtain degrees. 
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 This resolution is about excess credits, Dr. McMaster observed.  There are two issues 
involved, he said.  One, students take excess credits even though they may not want to or should not.  
Two, requirements for degrees need to be reviewed and streamlined in some cases. 
 
 Professor Leger said the point is excess credits, not that departments should cut the number of 
requirements.  Vice Provost McMaster disagreed and said that department/major requirements are part 
of the point. 
 
 Vice Provost McMaster said the statement would lend weight to the work he is doing. 
 
6. Issues for Next Year 
 
 Professor Wambach asked Committee members to identify issues the Committee should 
address next year.  She noted that graduate-education policies will be coming. 
 
 Dr. McMaster said he has several small items: 
 
-- the four-year high school mathematics preparation requirements proposal  
-- AP credits and a change in the score the University would accept t 
-- a conversation about PSEO credits. 
 
He also said there are five major items to take up: 
 
-- curricular analysis, which includes an analysis of liberal education requirements, the work 
being done by Ms. VanVoorhis's office on degree programs, the Writing-Enriched Curriculum) 
-- four-year graduation rates and how to nudge them higher (there is a committee working on 
this as well a number of other committees working on related issues, such as reserved seats, automatic 
graduation, and probation/suspension, as well as the removal of "phantom" courses); the goal is that 
60% of students who entered in fall, 2008, graduate in four years; there is a 90-credit problem (a large 
number of students earn 90 credits and then stall out) 
-- financial aid (a set of questions, including changes in federal, state, and University policies on 
financial aid, whether current aid levels are sustainable, how aid should be packaged, the increased 
financial pressure on students, and fiscal literacy among students) 
-- student support/advising (they have had a report on advising with a number of good 
recommendations; the report should come to the Committee in the fall 
-- classrooms and student study space, including use of the new active-learning classrooms by 
science teachers and creation of more student study space. 
 
 Professor Tarone asked where transfer students fit into the picture.  They will be addressed as 
part of the work of the enrollment-management committee, Dr. McMaster said, which should make 
periodic reports to this Committee. 
 
 Ms. Phillips said they recently had an external review of the curriculum of the College of 
Biological Sciences; the reviewers were shocked that the campus had no institutional oversight of who 
teaches what (who ensures that courses are being taught in the right place and are not duplicated).  
That should be considered, especially with the current budget model for distributing tuition that forces 
units to be more competitive than they should be.  Professor Wambach noted that there is a curriculum 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     7 
Wednesday, May 5, 2010 
 
 

 

subcommittee that she and Vice Provost McMaster are seeking to appoint.  Dr. McMaster is working 
with the associate deans, who support its appointment.  The subcommittee can try to find solutions to a 
problem that has been noted, when a department needs a course but the logical department to offer it 
won't do so.   
 
 Vice Provost McMaster asked what the students who have been members of the Committee 
this year saw as critical issues. 
 
-- Mr. Mikl mentioned cohort-only courses in the summer (at the graduate level), which 
prompted Professor Wambach to comment that the Committee needs to focus more on graduate 
education than it has in the past. 
 
-- Mr. Kalinowski said his was a somewhat vague issue related to his appreciation for the 
latitude students have in selecting elective courses. 
 
 Professor Wambach asked Committee members what issues they saw as important. 
 
-- Professor Siliciano mentioned classrooms, which can be tough to get, about half of which (for 
his department) are in the Academic Health Center, which will not assign classrooms before 
registration).  That makes it tough on students when registering, because they don't know where a class 
will be and whether they will have enough time to get to the next class.  All of their classes have 70+ 
students, and they might run them in two sections if they could get smaller rooms, so the new science-
classroom building won't help them very much.  The active-learning classrooms are not a help for 
classes with 200 or more students.   
 

Professor Nelson said the Committee should talk about the budget model and the incentives it 
creates.  Professor Chervany agreed and said the Committee should inform the administration of the 
effects on education.  He said he was nervous about this issue, because one can understand things from 
the financial perspective, but he is not sure the budget model is good for the education of students.  He 
also reported that he has heard that research-assistantship dollars will not be offered to MBA students 
to help undergraduate students.  This reduction in TA assistant support for undergraduate classes may 
very well change the delivery of classes and thus change learning opportunities of the students.  It is 
not a huge stretch of the imagination to think that these changes may negatively affect what students 
will learn in their classes.  The Committee needs to get out ahead on this issue. 

 
It was agreed that Provost Sullivan, who is leading a review of the budget model, should be 

invited to join the Committee in the fall.  Professor Wambach reported that the University has asked a 
peer-review committee to look at the budget model and how it can be improved, because it is said to 
cause perverse incentives (e.g., there is no incentive for the Carlson School to bring in new students 
because of the effect they have on the college's cost-pool charges—it reportedly costs the School more 
to bring in students than the School earns in tuition revenue for those students).   

 
Professor Chervany said that how the University is thinking about technology and online 

learning is unsettled and he does not feel good about the perspective he is seeing.  One can see it as a 
way to deal with productivity issues, which makes him very nervous.  Professor Wambach suggested 
the Committee discuss the consultant's report in the fall. 

 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     8 
Wednesday, May 5, 2010 
 
 

 

Ms. Phillips urged the Committee leadership, when reviewing the list of issues pending, to 
look at what is urgent AND important.  If there are other matters, perhaps a subcommittee of the 
Committee could take them up.  The Committee should do a few things very well rather a little bit of 
everything. 
 
7. Congratulations 
 

Committee members extended their congratulations to Ms. Alstadt, who has been a student 
member of the Committee for four years and who is now graduating.  The Committee gave her a 
round of applause.  Professor Nelson thanked Professor Wambach for her outstanding service as chair 
of the Committee for the last three years.  The Committee also gave her a round of applause. 

 
Professor Wambach adjourned the meeting at 3:45. 

 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


