
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, March 21, 2012 

2:00 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Thomas Brothen (chair), Emily Combs, Eva von Dassow, Norman Chervany, Alon 

McCormick, Robert McMaster, Kristen Nelson, Peh Ng, Peggy Root, Leslie Schiff, 
Elaine Tarone, Cathrine Wambach 

 
Absent: Kirsten Barta, Barbara Brandt, Lee-Ann Breuch, John Cwodzinski, Amanda 

Koonjbeharry, Jane Phillips, Henning Schroeder 
 
Guests: Ole Gram (Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs); Tina 

Falkner (Academic Support Resources); Amy Gunter (College of Science and 
Engineering advising) 

 
Other: None 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) report of the virtual subcommittee on student course information availability; 
(2) grading in context subcommittee; (3) transfer student admissions, Twin Cities campus; (4) high-
school preparation requirements viewed as a graduation requirement] 
 
 
1. Report of the Virtual Subcommittee on Student Course Information Availability 
 
 Professor Brothen convened the meeting at 2:00 and asked Professor Chervany to report on 
the work of his subcommittee.  Committee members were provided a written summary from Professor 
Chervany (excerpts from the document between the * * *) 
 
* * * 
 

SCEP formed a Virtual Sub-Committee to consider ways to improve the quality and 
completeness of information that Undergraduate Students have concerning potential course 
they may take.  This memo contains a draft synthesis of ideas discussed by a number of 
members of the Virtual Sub-Committee. 

 
The Issue: 

 
How can more complete information be made available to Undergraduate students about 
courses in which they are considering enrolling? 

 
A Constraint: 

 

                                                 
* 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. 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     2 
Wednesday, March 21, 2012 
 
 

 

The solution to provide more complete information to students about potential courses should 
strike an acceptable balance along three dimensions: 

 
(a) The accuracy and the thoroughness of the information made available 
(b) The effort required to acquire the information 
(c) The effort required to disseminate the information 

 
Proposal #1: 

 
To the greatest extent possible, all undergraduate courses should have a recent syllabus posted 
on the Course Guide.  This posting should have a caveat that states:  "The syllabus for the 
course may differ from that posted in the Course Guide; the posted example is meant to be a 
reasonable representation of the course." 

 
Implementation: We believe this proposal is an Administrative Proposal that does not require 
approval of the FCC.  While informing the FCC of its intent, the Office of the Vice Provost 
for Undergraduate Education should work with the Directors of Undergraduate Education in 
the Colleges/Departments throughout the University to develop the processes required to post 
the most recent course syllabi. 

 
While different Colleges/Departments should define the specific process to achieve this 
recommendation, the Virtual Sub-Committee believes that staff within the 
Colleges/Department should be able to collect and post the digital syllabi with a minimal 
amount of extra effort required by either the staff who support the teaching faculty and the 
teaching faculty themselves. 

 
Proposal #2: 

 
For the most recent offering a course, the distribution data for the nine "Student Release 
Questions" should be posted on the Course Guide. 

 
The nine student release questions are:  [listed in the report] 

 
Of these questions, the workload question [Item #1], when coupled with the most recently 
syllabi, is perhaps the most important question. 

 
Implementation:  Requiring the posting of the "Student Release Questions" will necessitate a 
change in University policy.  Currently, the decision to release or not release these data is up 
to the individual teaching faculty.   Thus, in order to move forward on this proposal, it will 
require discussion and approval of the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) and finally 
discussion and approval by the Faculty Senate.  [The Virtual Sub-Committee is unsure of the 
role, if any, the full University Senate should/must play in this decision making process.] 

 
Pending the decision to move forward by the FCC and the Faculty Senate, this proposal will 
require the Office of Measurement Services, the Office of Information Technology, and 
perhaps others to develop the processes for assembling the “Student Release Questions” and 
posting it on the Course Guide.   
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Required posting of the "Student Release Questions" would not lead to any additional effort 
by either the staff who support the teaching faculty or the teaching faculty themselves.  

 
The subcommittee provided the thoughts of two students on why the information would be useful for 
them. 
 
 Proposal #1 "is a no-brainer," Professor Chervany commented.  There are concerns about how 
to provide the most recent syllabus so there is need for a caveat:  "This was last year's syllabus and 
there could be changes."  That option will not work, obviously, for new courses.  For a course with 
multiple sections, an example of the common elements could be provided with a caveat that specific 
sections may vary.   
 

There is also a concern about adherence to the requirement; in his view, Professor Chervany 
said, Vice Provost McMaster can work with the associate deans for undergraduate education and with 
department chairs to see that the syllabi are available.  He said he did not know if the system could 
identify courses for which no syllabus was posted.  It can—one can look by department in the online 
course guide, Professor Schiff reported.  If the undergraduate deans buy in to the proposal, Professor 
Chervany said, the syllabi will be a helpful resource for students. 

 
Professor Brothen inquired if the subcommittee had received any feedback about the 

procedures and structures needed; would it be easy to upload syllabi?  If the undergraduate associate 
deans accept the advice of the Committee, and Vice Provost McMaster supports it, the procedures 
would need to be developed, Professor Chervany responded.  It is not difficult for faculty members to 
upload their syllabi; the question is whether they will remember to do so.  If the University wants 
faculty teaching courses, it will develop a system to get this done.  He added that he did not believe 
there would be substantial resistance to the proposal. 

 
Dr. Gram said that Vice Provost Carney's office supports the proposition that there should be 

more widespread posting of information to the Course Guide by faculty/instructors.  The Course 
Guide allows uploading of syllabi.  But the public display of syllabi, both at the University and around 
the country, is a tricky issue.  Some faculty members do not want their syllabi displayed to the entire 
world—and there are legitimate issues that arise.  He suggested that the Committee work with Vice 
Provost McMaster and Academic Support Resources and added that he suspected any requirement that 
syllabi be posted will be met with resistance. 

 
Professor von Dassow said she had no problem with the proposal for posting syllabi; the 

History Department, for example, has an adviser who asks for copies of all syllabi.  Some are 
concerned that others will steal and use materials from syllabi (something that is not a concern to her).  
There are concerns that are not addressed by the proposal, however, such as courses being taught for 
the first time; in many cases, the syllabi are not ready until the beginning of the course. 

 
Professor Chervany said that any staff member who asks for syllabi should ask for them 

whenever they are ready and tell the instructors they will be posted.  The subcommittee is only 
recommending that faculty be asked to post syllabi, not that they be required to do so.  He said he did 
not believe there would be that many who would refuse to allow their syllabi to be posted, and even if 
80% of instructors did so, that would be a significant advance in the amount of information available 
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to students.  He said he would leave it up to the deans and chairs to decide what to do if a faculty 
member refused to post a syllabus.  For new courses, the syllabus would have to be posted when it is 
ready.  He said he would not recommend interfering with how the colleges choose to carry out the 
subcommittee's recommendation. 

 
Professor Schiff commented that the recommendation ties into the desire to provide students 

with more information.  In her college, the faculty are asked to update the course listing each cycle—
and only the faculty member can actually do that.  It is all in one place, including the course workload 
and the place to upload the syllabus.  It would be great if all the liberal-education courses had that 
information posted—it is a crime to require students to take courses for which there is no description 
the Course Guide.  The Committee should encourage deans to ask faculty members to update course 
descriptions and to post syllabi for liberal-education courses; that should not be threatening, certainly 
not as threatening as releasing the student rating data.   

 
Why would faculty members not post syllabi, Vice Provost McMaster asked?  They are not 

secret.  Why would faculty members not post syllabi, Vice Provost McMaster asked?  They are not 
secret.  Professor von Dassow said that faculty may change their syllabi, and those for new courses 
may be under development.  The syllabus is often a work in progress and may not be the same for 
each instructor for a course.  The faculty will object to presenting courses as if they take fixed form, 
represented by the syllabus, like so many cans of soup.  There must be an acknowledgement of 
flexibility built into any message or note about syllabi. 

 
Professor McCormick asked if the undergraduate associate deans have been asked about the 

proposal.  They have been and they are supportive, Dr. McMaster responded.  Department chairs and 
heads would be responsible for implementing the recommendation, so support from them would be 
needed (which the associate deans would be responsible for seeking). 

 
The view of the subcommittee is that the faculty should focus on the courses and have support 

staff in the department or college collect digital syllabi and get them posted in order to minimize the 
extra work involved, Professor Chervany said.  The faculty member can say that it is last year's 
syllabus, that it could be modified, or anything else they want to say about it. 

 
Ms. Combs said she has never taken a course without a dated syllabus and with the caveats 

that have been noted.  This issue has been discussed in the Student Senate and it is very interested in 
whatever the Committee could do to help provide additional information to students. 

 
Professor Wambach asked if the Course Guide is behind the x.500 firewall.  (It is not.)  It 

might then help, she said, if it were in order to protect intellectual property (in a syllabus) if that is a 
concern.  Or certain people outside the university could have a political agenda in examining syllabi.  
Professor Chervany commented that his syllabus is the frontispiece for his course:  It contains the 
topics, the readings, assignments, etc., and the intellectual property is behind the firewall.  Professor 
Wambach said she agreed with that approach, but if an objection is because of intellectual property or 
a concern about collecting syllabi for political purposes, putting it behind a firewall could address 
them. 

 
Dr. Gram said that if the Committee focused so much on the syllabus, the effort could 

backfire.  As it is they have difficulty getting everyone to provide course descriptions by March for the 
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following fall semester.  Syllabi have evolved to quasi-legal documents that students rely on [it was 
clarified that syllabi are not legal documents that are contractually binding, and the Committee was so 
advised last year].   It would be better to focus on getting good course descriptions available for 
students, he said.  Professor Brothen said it is easier to focus on the syllabus than a description of what 
he's going to teach next fall.  Professor Tarone and other Committee members concurred with 
Professor Brothen.  The legalistic approach by both faculty and students remains, Professor 
McCormick commented, so any posting of syllabi should allow faculty members to cut and paste and 
take out what they are uncomfortable posting. 

 
Professor Ng said she liked the first proposal but said it is necessary to be mindful of small 

units and requiring the posting of syllabi for all undergraduate courses; this is an unfunded mandate 
and staff members are already stretched beyond what they should be.  With all of the work they must 
do at the beginning of a semester, this could have resource implications.   

 
It was agreed that the proposal would be reworded slightly and that Vice Provost McMaster 

would take it to the undergraduate deans.  If the deans are uncomfortable with it, he will bring it back 
to the Committee, Dr. McMaster said.  It should also be brought to the Faculty Consultative 
Committee (FCC) for discussion, Professor Chervany suggested. 

 
The Committee turned to the second proposal from the subcommittee, "For the most recent 

offering a course, the distribution data for the nine "Student Release Questions" should be posted on 
the Course Guide."  Professor Chervany said that the recommendation is the extreme case; another 
option would be to make it easier.  Ms. Phillips has suggested that the easiest solution would be to 
have an "opt out" process, not "opt in."  The other end of the spectrum is "do nothing."  So there are 
four choices: do nothing, make it easier to release the results, adopt an "opt out" system, and fight the 
battle to make release of the data required.  These are questions, the answers to which the 
subcommittee was told the students would find helpful. 

 
Committee members discussed the difficulty of getting the results of the questions released.  

Professor Schiff expressed doubt that the faculty her department could do so, and she could only 
because she knew exactly where to go.  Ms. Combs said she could not figure out how to do it.  
Professor von Dassow recalled that the faculty always used to receive a form, and one choice was to 
approve release of the results until one changes one's mind—but she always kept receiving the form 
even after she indicated a permanent release.  Then the form stopped coming and it is not clear how to 
get to the link to release the results. 

 
Dr. Gram said that his office has asked the Office of Measurement Services to create a better 

link for instructors to release the results and to have it featured more prominently on the faculty one-
stop.  He said he hoped the process would be much clearer to the faculty in the future.  Professor 
Schiff pointed out that many faculty members do not use the faculty one-stop.  The other thing the 
Committee could think about, Professor Wambach said, is requiring that if a course is to be approved 
for meeting liberal-education requirements, the instructor must agree to release the data from the 
student-release questions.  Professor Schiff said that the task force had enough controversial issues 
surrounding liberal-education courses so did not take on that issue.  It would create an uproar, she 
predicted.  It is voluntary on the part of faculty members and departments whether a course will be 
submitted to meet liberal-education standards, Professor Wambach pointed out, and it is for those 
courses that students make the most choices.  In majors and specialized courses, there is no choice 
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because there is only one faculty member who teaches them, but students do have choices in liberal-
education courses.  The Committee could say that if one wishes to teach a liberal-education course, 
one must release the results of the student-release questions.  Dr. McMaster agreed that there would be 
a lot of resistance to that proposal.  It is the same as what departments receive from a faculty 
committee (CLE), that it must do X and Y to meet the requirements, Professor Schiff observed, and 
she said she did not disagree with Professor Wambach's point.  That is where information is most 
important, not in upper-division courses, Professor Wambach repeated. 

 
Professor McCormick said that in terms of what the Committee could encourage with the 

undergraduate associate deans, it could encourage them to ask faculty members to retroactively release 
the results, and it can be done by course.  Faculty members might be willing to do that if it were easy 
to do so.  It is not easy now. 

 
Professor Ng agreed that it is difficult to find the link, and she found it only after much 

digging around.  Then she tried to see where the released information was posted and could not find it.  
Faculty also want to know what the data look like when people see it on the web.  Presumably it will 
get easier to do all this, Professor Brothen commented.  Professor Ng emphasized that it must be easy 
for faculty members to release the results and it must be easy for them to see the results.  Professor 
Chervany said there should be two buttons that faculty can push:  Yes/No on releasing the data (it 
could be all or it could be for selected courses); and Yes/No on seeing the data.  And there needs to be 
a system for allowing continued release of the results.  Instructors should not have to search five links 
into a website to find the release information.  There needs to be a message from the department chair 
or undergraduate dean that identifies the right buttons.  Professor Chervany said he did not believe it 
worth it to fight the battle to make release mandatory, but it can certainly be made easier.  (Professor 
Nelson asked Dr. Gram to permit Committee members to try out the new system before it is rolled 
out.) 

 
Ms. Combs commented, in response to Professor Wambach, that the data from the student-

release questions are always relevant, even for required courses, because they provide students 
information about expected workload.   

 
Professor Chervany said he proposes that the University leave the system optional, work hard 

to make it easier to release the results, and that the undergraduate deans call the release to the attention 
of the faculty.  The Committee can see what happens and revisit the issue in a year.  Vice Provost 
McMaster asked if the "opt out" alternative was being dismissed.  It would be a big change, Professor 
Nelson said, and should not go through without discussion.  First keep the status quo and make the 
system easier, she suggested.  Dr. McMaster said he believes there is a moral obligation on the part of 
faculty members to release the information and that it should be made more difficult not to release it.  
Professor Nelson commented that that is a great argument but it is not a decision. 

 
Part of the problem is the lack of a reminder, Professor Schiff said.  An opt-out system would 

require that faculty members not delete the email telling them they could opt out.  She urged staying 
with the current system for now but consider the opt-out alternative.  These are technical points, Dr. 
McMaster responded; intellectually and morally, faculty should be encouraged to release the results.   

 
Professor von Dassow said that she likes the opt-out alternative.  As for the moral obligation 

to provide what students want, she said she was uncomfortable with the idea that students' desires 
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determine what we should do; students may learn more from a "hard" teacher who requires significant 
work of them—but students may avoid taking classes from those instructors.  Right now the students 
have the worst possible situation, Dr. McMaster said; some instructors release the information (less 
than 10%), some do not, so students have disparate information.  It would be better if none released 
the information. 

 
 Professor Tarone agreed with a two-step sequence.  Faculty cannot now find how to release 
the information; that must be made easier.  If they receive an email requiring an opt-out, but don't see 
it or delete it, and the information is released, there will be objections.  The question is whether 
someone is lazy, can't find the release website, does not care, or does really care, Professor Brothen 
said.  Dr. McMaster surmised that most faculty members do care.  This is an issue of transparency, 
Professor Tarone said; first it must be transparent how to voluntarily release information, and then it 
must be transparent if the rules change so that one has to actively opt out from releasing information. 
 
 Ms. Combs said the Committee should encourage faculty to release the results and see what 
happens, and then reconsider whether to change the policy.  Professor Nelson said the release 
information must be widely advertised, and there needs to be consultation about an opt-out system—
through the Faculty Senate and the administration. 
 
 Professor McCormick said he liked the idea of positive reinforcement to release the data from 
the undergraduate associate deans to the chairs and heads, but the process must be given time.  And 
the Committee needs to receive feedback from those who are doing the encouraging.   
 
 Professor Wambach said she would like to try releasing the information for courses with 
multiple sections (e.g., Composition).  Release the results for all sections and see what happens.  That 
is where there is the greatest concern (courses with multiple sections):  Will students try to enroll in 
sections that have the highest ratings and programs will have to deal with unhappy students who 
cannot—even though there may be only trivial differences in the different ratings?  If there were a 
department brave enough to release all the results for some courses, to see if there were a popularity 
contest, that would inform the decision.  If there is no popularity context, there would be justification 
for releasing the results more broadly.  But if students constantly email departments or instructors to 
try to get into the higher-rated courses, that would be trouble that departments would not want. 
 
 Professor von Dassow agreed that there would be value to experimentation but suggested it 
should be curriculum-wide and happen after consultation with the Faculty Consultative Committee 
and the Faculty Senate so that there would be opportunity for faculty members to air objections and 
modify any proposal.   
 
 Professor Chervany repeated that the process should be easier and that deans should encourage 
chairs, the Committee should inform FCC what it proposes, indicate that it may in the future forward a 
proposal to change to an opt-out system, and also tell FCC that it is unacceptable to do nothing. 
 
2. Grading in Context Subcommittee 
 
 Professor Brothen asked for volunteers for an ad hoc subcommittee on grading in context; 
Professors McCormick and Schiff, Dr. Falkner, and Ms. Combs volunteered to serve. 
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3. Transfer Student Admissions, Twin Cities Campus 
 
 Professor Brothen next asked Vice Provost McMaster to discuss a change to the standard for 
admitting transfer students to colleges on the Twin Cities campus.  Dr. McMaster provided 
background information for the Committee (between the * * *): 
 
* * * 
 
Current practice:  
 
New undergraduate students are admitted to Twin Cities colleges in one of two student categories:  
NHS (New High School), typically called “new freshmen” and NAS (New Advanced Standing), 
commonly referred to as “new transfers.”  A student is defined as a transfer student if he/she has 
previously enrolled in any course for college credit at another institution after graduating from high 
school. High school students who have enrolled in PSEO, College in the Schools, or have earned AP 
credit are considered NHS. 

 
Currently, there is no campus-wide minimum college credit threshold for students who wish to 
transfer to the U of M Twin Cities from another college or university.  Research shows that students 
who transfer with low numbers of semester credits are less successful at completing their U of M 
degrees than those who come in with greater numbers of credits.  Data on retention of NAS students 
on the Twin Cities campus for the 2001-2008 entering cohorts show that after one year, 21.6% of the 
NAS students who entered with 1-24 credits had left, compared to 17.2% with 25-48 credits and 
14.1% for 49-72 credits.  After 4 years, 48.5% of those with 1-24 credits had graduated, compared to 
60.3% for 25-48 credits and 70.3% for 49-72 credits. 

 
A survey of the transfer admission practices of Big 10 and peer group institutions shows that only 
Illinois, Washington, and Minnesota admit transfer students with no minimum credit requirement.  
Most of our peer institutions require a year of college coursework, and some require 60 credit hours.   
 
The policy on Admissions for Undergraduates, available at 
http://www.policy.umn.edu/Policies/Education/Education/ADMISSIONS.html, states that each 
college can set criteria and standards for admitting new high school and new transfer students to the 
college.  Currently, U of M Twin Cities colleges’ criteria for transfer students admission range from 1 
to 60 credits. 
 
Change to practice/procedure: 
 
The University of Minnesota Twin Cities would use a minimum threshold of 26 or more college 
credits for students to be admitted as degree-seeking transfer students, effective with Fall 2013 transfer 
admissions.   
 
This change would be well publicized on the Admissions web site and also communicated to 
prospective transfer students and institutions from which students typically transfer to the U of M 
Twin Cities.  Students with fewer than 26 credits (including credits in progress), would be advised to 
reapply after completing additional credits, and would be advised about applicable transferable 
courses.  These students may also have the option to take courses at the University of Minnesota as 

http://www.policy.umn.edu/Policies/Education/Education/ADMISSIONS.html
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non-degree-seeking students, registering through CCE.   Exceptions to the transfer credit minimum for 
a college would be possible; those decisions would be made by colleges and processed by Admissions, 
under limited, special circumstances.   
 
* * * 
 The general idea, Dr. McMaster explained, is that they have clear data that transfer students 
with a low number of college credits do not do well at the University in terms of GPA, retention, or 
graduation.  The colleges have their own guidelines for transfer admission and most call for 26-60 
credits.  This proposal, for information to the Committee as a change to administrative practice, is to 
set as general campus procedure a requirement that to be admitted as a transfer student, a person will 
be highly advised to have at least 26 college credits completed or in process at the time of application 
(although it would not be an inflexible rule).  The University will discourage students from 
transferring to the Twin Cities campus until they have completed a full year of college coursework.  
He noted that most of the University's peers have such a policy, and he maintained that it would be 
better for the students and better for retention—and it would make the practice more consistent across 
colleges. 
 
 So at present a new high school student who was not admitted could take a 2-credit summer 
course and apply as a transfer student, Professor Brothen asked?  That is correct, Dr. McMaster said.  
Any post-high-school credits makes one a transfer student.   
 
 Professor McCormick said that he liked the idea that the proposal is part of a procedure, not 
policy, and that it allows exceptions. 
 
 Professor Wambach inquired why the threshold is set at 26 rather than 24 when there is a 12-
credit minimum for federal financial aid.  A student could be taking 12 credits for each of two 
semesters and only have 24 credits.  Dr. McMaster said most of the colleges require 26 credits and 
they followed the college practices.  While it is consistent with the University's 13-credit rule, 
Professor Wambach agreed, the procedure could also exclude students who should be admitted.  Dr. 
McMaster said he did not believe that difference is a big deal and that they would look at changing it 
to 24 credits. 
 
 Professor Ng asked if the procedure includes students who transfer from (for example) the 
Morris campus to the Twin Cities campus.  It would, Dr. McMaster said; they want to see one year of 
coursework.  But it is a guideline; if a student is doing well at Morris and wants to transfer to the Twin 
Cities after one semester, he or she would be given serious consideration. 
 
 Professor von Dassow also wondered why not use 24 credits and fit better with the external 
world rather than the internal University world.  If retention is worse for students with fewer than 24 
credits, what are the reasons?  Dr. McMaster said the colleges are most concerned about students with 
only 6-9-12 credits, students who don't have enough of a track record to prove they can do a year of 
college work and who may not be sure what direction they want to go in. 
 
 Professor Brothen asked if there is a threshold number of credits, above which the odds 
change.  Professor Wambach said that national studies suggest a student must have 10 credits at a 
community college to show the student's commitment.  Professor Chervany asked if there are 
comparative data on completion depending on the GPA the student brings in; there are, Dr. McMaster 
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said, but it is not normal for the University to take transfer students with a GPA of less than a 3.0 
GPA, so they would be above the cutoff.  There could be exceptions; a Minnesota student perhaps 
goes to Wisconsin, completes 12-15 credits, has done well there, but wants to come home; the 
University would admit that student. 
 
 Professor Wambach asked if they consider students who start at a community college and are 
put in remedial courses.  (They do not.)  A student could have been placed in them, not receive college 
credit for them, and might thus only have 12-15 credits after required remedial courses—but be ready 
for transfer to the University.  Would those students be a good fit with the University, Dr. McMaster 
asked?  Some could be, Professor Wambach said.  This is a political issue because the change will 
require students to spend more time in community colleges; a private college would might not require 
remedial courses—they would treat the courses differently than community colleges—and they would 
count for the transfer students applying from private colleges. 
 
 Professor Brothen inquired if it is the sense of the Committee that it endorses the proposal.  
There was no dissent from the suggestion that it did so. 
 
4. High School Preparation Requirements Viewed as a Graduation Requirement (Twin 

Cities Campus) 
 
 Vice Provost McMaster turned next to a change in the University's treatment of missing high-
school preparation requirements (for students on the Twin Cities campus).  He provided background 
information (between the * * *): 
 
* * * 
 
Current policies and practice on the Twin Cities campus:  
 
If undergraduate students (both new freshmen and new transfer students) are admitted without having 
completed the stated high school preparation requirements for the campus, they are required to make 
up the missing requirements during their undergraduate career prior to being cleared for graduation.   
 
The policy on High School Preparation Requirements for Undergraduates,  
http://www.policy.umn.edu/Policies/Education/Education/HIGHSCHOOLPREP.html, states the 
current HS requirements for students seeking admission to the Twin Cities campus. The FAQs 
following the policy note the current practices regarding if students may be admitted with a missing 
requirement and how missing requirements are tracked and made up.  
 
The policy on Admissions for Undergraduates, 
http://www.fpd.finop.umn.edu/Policies/Education/Education/ADMISSIONS.html, mentions 
conditional admission and uses missing high school preparation requirements as a possible example of 
“conditional admission to graduate.”   This policy notes in #2 that “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 are in addition to the HS preps 
(e.g., CSE requires specific levels of calculus, physics, and chemistry). 
 
Proposed change to policy language and practice:  

http://www.policy.umn.edu/Policies/Education/Education/HIGHSCHOOLPREP.html
http://www.fpd.finop.umn.edu/Policies/Education/Education/ADMISSIONS.html
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If a student has been admitted with a missing HS prep, do not require the student to satisfy it as a 
requirement for graduation.  HS preps will continue to be tracked and noted on a student’s record by 
Admissions.  The “missing HS preps” service indicators will still be visible to advisers, to help inform 
the advising considerations for each student.  
 
In High School Preparation Requirements for Undergraduates, make two changes:  First, delete the 
FAQ regarding making up the missing HS requirements. Second, in the Responsibilities section, for 
the Academic Adviser, remove the requirement of checking on the HS requirements as part of 
graduation clearance.  Academic Adviser responsibilities would read “Advise students on the 
coursework needed to satisfy their campus, college, and degree requirements, taking into account the 
student’s prior coursework and background, including high school and any courses at the college 
level.”  
 
In Admissions for Undergraduates, delete the sentence referring to missing high school preparation 
requirements as an example of conditional admission to graduate: (e.g., that any deficiencies in 
satisfying high school preparation requirements are made up). 
 
Background and Reasons for Change:  
 
Fundamentally, we admit students because we believe they can be successful, based on a holistic 
review of their application materials, and using the standards developed by the University and the 
colleges.  The high school prep requirements were developed for each campus to assure a minimum 
level of preparedness and a breadth of knowledge, and most NHS students admitted will have met all 
of them.  However, we regularly admit some students who do not meet all of the high school 
preparation expectations, often because their high school did not offer courses that met all of the exact 
requirements, or due to other special circumstances. 
 
For fall semester 2011 and spring semester 2012, 93.1% of the new freshmen students and 85.4% of 
the new transfer students had met all of the HS preps.  Only 371 of 5,375 new freshmen and 418 of 
2,862 new transfer students had not; the vast majority of the missing requirements were either the 
visual/performing arts or the two years of a single second language.   
 
The University of Minnesota Liberal Education and Writing Intensive requirements ensure that 
students have been exposed to and developed skills and knowledge in a breadth of areas by the time 
they graduate, along with demonstrating through major coursework and grades that they have 
mastered the body of knowledge related to their major(s).   
 
In the case of transfer students, their holistic review also includes their college coursework at other 
institutions.  A logistical problem is created for advisers and students because the high school 
transcripts for transfer students are often transmitted to the Office of Admissions well after the 
admissions decision is made and even after orientation and registration have occurred; this delay 
means that our transfer students may not be aware that they could face additional requirements based 
on missing HS preps.  
 
* * * 
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 This is a change in policy that requires vigorous discussion, Dr. McMaster told the 
Committee.  The change is that if a student is admitted without one or more of the high-school 
requirements fulfilled, the University will not insist the student take the equivalent course at the 
University.  It will be assumed that if someone can enter and complete a degree, complete the liberal-
education requirements, plus two years in a language if a CLA students, and complete major 
requirements, the University does not need to nitpick high-school graduation requirements that could 
hold up the student's graduation.  Moreover, enforcement of high-school preparation standards as a 
graduation requirement is uneven across the colleges. 
 
 Ms. Bardouche said the preparation-standards policy lays out the requirements for the Twin 
Cities campus.  After holistic review, students are either admitted or not—there is no conditional 
admission, which some other campuses use.  After review, a student is admitted because of a judgment 
that he or she will be successful.  At present the FAQ for the policy says that one must make up 
missing high-school preparation requirements before one can graduate from the University.  This 
proposal would change that language.  For example, there are transfer students who had not planned 
on coming to the University, but after some number of years at another institution and perhaps out of 
school, they decide to seek admission to the University—this policy proposal would mean that 
University would not go back to those students' high-school records and insist that they make up what 
might be missing.  Or a student may not have had two consecutive years of a foreign language (the 
same language), or were home-schooled and missing a requirement, or came from an underfunded 
district that could not allow students to fulfill all the requirements, or came from abroad from a high 
school that did not offer the courses needed.  .  Right now the high-school preparation requirements 
are used as a University graduation standard.  This proposal does not change the admissions 
requirements, it changes how colleges would have to treat missing pieces.   
 
 When freshmen apply to the University, they are still in high school and may not be able to 
complete the preparation requirements.  The University will continue to track the missing 
requirements, Ms. Bardouche explained, and the information will continue to be available for advisors 
and colleges, but the University will no longer hold up graduation because (for example) a student 
from Thailand is missing the visual/performing arts requirement from high school. 
 
 Vice Provost McMaster reported that the undergraduate associate deans unanimously support 
the proposal.  He also noted that it is not a large number of students who come to the University 
without completing the high-school preparation requirements—over 95% have done so.  Given that all 
students must complete the liberal-education courses, students will be exposed to whatever they may 
have missed in high school.  The proposal also came from the advisers, Dr. Falkner reported, after 
discussion of the inconsistent application of the graduation requirement.   
 
 Ms. Gunter from the College of Science and Engineering (CSE) agreed that the policy was 
enforced differentially across colleges.  CSE held up a degree for a year because a student had not 
completed the visual-arts course in high school, and then she learned that other colleges do not do that. 
 
 Professor Tarone said she had issues with waiving the language requirement for admissions in 
this way.  She said she feels very strongly about it, as she does about failing to include a language as 
one of the liberal-education requirements.  In the 21st Century, language study prepares students to 
deal with an international world.  The University needs the requirement for a second language and 
there is no discipline that is not improved by a student knowing one.  Admitted multilingual immigrant 
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students by definition have the required level of proficiency in a second language (English), and also 
can be tested in the public schools and the U for proficiency in their home language.  Her concern is 
with monolingual English speakers—if an outstate student could not take a language in high school, he 
or she must take one at the University. 
 
 Ms. Gunter said that question arose in a discussion among collegiate advisers about policies, 
and they thought it was not appropriate to deal with the question of language in an admissions rule; it 
should be dealt with by the college or department, or the entire University or campus.  The advisers 
did not believe the University should enforce a high-school preparation requirement as a degree 
requirement.  Dr. McMaster added that CLA expressed no concern about the proposed change as it 
applied to the language requirement.  That is because CLA already has a 2 year language graduation 
requirement and so isn’t affected by a changed admissions requirement, Professor Tarone responded; 
one would think that students in other colleges such as business would be helped by admitted students 
knowing a second language.  She said again that she would like to see a language as a part of the 
liberal-education requirements; Americans see the world through a language (English) that biases their 
views.   
 
 Professor Brothen observed that the discussion at hand was about separating admissions 
requirements and graduation requirements.  If students are let in without meeting all the requirements, 
it is an admissions issue; it is a separate question whether language should be a graduation standard.  
Professor Tarone said there is a washback effect; if the University says a student needs three years of 
math to be admitted, and then word gets out that students with fewer years of math are actually being 
admitted, the high schools will not take the stated admissions minimum seriously. 
 
 Professor Wambach said she liked the proposal.  It allows alternative ways to consider student 
experiences.  One can see that in music, for example, where a student may have a significant musical 
experience outside school but not have a performing arts course.  Holistic admissions allows 
consideration of experience—and the same can occur with the language proficiency experience of 
immigrant students. 
 
 Ms. Combs said she believed that one can test out of the language requirement at the 
University; those who speak a second language should not have a problem.  This change, however, 
does hold students who do not take a language in high school to a higher standard, two years of 
language at the University versus two years in high school. 
 
 Professor von Dassow said she agreed with Professor Tarone on the question of language, 
especially for Americans, and learning another language gives one access to one's own brain and 
allows one to understand the world through other grammatical structures, not only other cultural 
structures.  She said she also agreed, however, with separating admissions and graduation standards.  
But if a language is good, it should be good beyond CLA.  If the University waives the high-school 
requirements, however, does it really have high-school requirements? 
 
 Dr. McMaster said the University must be flexible (e.g., with students from rural 
communities) who may not have access to a fourth year of math.  There is an equity issue.  Professor 
von Dassow agreed, and said they also have the least opportunity to learn a second language—so it is 
unfair not to insist that they learn it at the University. 
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 Ms. Gunter related that she worked in the admissions office at one time, and the message to 
students is that the University is looking for the strongest, best-prepared students, and while it might 
admit a student who was missing one of the high-school preparation requirements, admission is very 
competitive.  Most students have the four years of math and most also have 3-4 years of a language.   
 
 For those who are missing the language or math requirement, Professor Tarone said, it is the 
University's obligation to provide what the students could not get in high school.  The University has a 
good language-testing system in the CLA Language Center that can certify when students have 
proficiency at the one-year or the two-year level of university language study, and students can also 
study abroad and test out of the requirement.  Two years of a language in high-school equal one year 
at the University level.  That is the way it is treated, Ms. Gunter confirmed. 
 
 Professor Chervany related that he has taught overseas and that he only speaks one language.  
He said it is a good idea to separate admissions and graduation standards and allow students to 
graduate.  But the University owes future students a discussion about whether language should be 
required.  The Carlson School (where he is appointed) is a great example—one cannot compete in the 
world without understanding other languages.  He said he is of the view that the University should 
require a language if a new student does not come already knowing one.  Dr. McMaster observed that 
the Carlson School could adopt a language requirement as a collegiate requirement.  It could but it 
won't, Professor Chervany said, but the members of this Committee are obligated to think as 
University citizens and he believes that everyone should have a language.  Would he privilege 
language over math, Dr. McMaster asked?  Professor Chervany said he would consider the 
incremental benefit of each for a citizen and would argue that a citizen is more enhanced by a 
language than a fourth year of math. 
 
 Professor Schiff said she thought the discussion was about separating admissions and 
graduation requirements.  This passion about languages is not the issue before the Committee.  Each 
college can require a language.  If people feel passionately about the issue of languages, it should 
come up locally, not centrally. 
 
 Ms. Bardouche noted again that colleges and degree programs set requirements for a degree.  
The high-school preparation requirements have not been uniformly enforced and students know it.  
The Carlson School, she agreed, could require a year of language if it chose.  The colleges will not 
spend their energy on the issue, Professor Chervany said.  He said he worried about the small number 
of students who do not have a second language if it is not required by the colleges.  This Committee is 
responsible to the students at the University.  There could be 500 students disadvantaged by a 
requirement.  Dr. Falkner repeated that colleges can set the criteria and can say there is no wiggle 
room.  They can tell the admissions office that.   
 
 Professor Nelson asked what the majority of students are missing.  The visual/performing arts 
course, Dr. Falkner said, because those courses are limited in high schools.  The other one that some 
are missing is the second consecutive year in the same language.   
 
 Ms. Gunter told the Committee that the reason the conversation started was because there was 
a lack of equity for students across colleges, so there was a sense that the University should not say 
that colleges can or cannot enforce requirements.  Her college provides the admissions office with 
what it requires; if that is what it believes students need to be successful, within the degree programs 
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in that college.  But it does not make sense to require these standards when the student is graduating 
from the University.    
 
 Professor Tarone said her worry is that saying this is a requirement for admission, but then 
admitting students without it will result in the recommendation to take a year of language at the U 
being largely ignored.  Dr. McMaster said he did not agree.  There are a certain number, year to year, 
who do not meet all the requirements, but a very high percentage do.  Professor Tarone responded that 
if there is a reason for requiring them, there should be advising insistence that students should make 
them up early and not wait until the senior year to endanger graduation—if the University believes 
they are important for the student's education.  She said she worries about the slippery slope of saying 
that something is a requirement but not requiring it.   This change could affect what high schools 
teach.  On the last point, Dr. McMaster said he doubted that the high schools will conclude the 
University is getting loose and not encourage students to complete the requirements.  Ms. Bardouche 
added that the number of students who are missing one of the requirements is declining. 
 
 Committee members continued discussion briefly and then voted 11-1 in favor of the 
proposal. 
 
 Professor Brothen adjourned the meeting at 3:55. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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