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A meeting of the Educational Planning and Policy Committee of the Board of Regents was held on Thursday, July 10, 2003,

at 1:45 p.m. in the East Committee Room, 600 McNamara Alumni Center.

Regents present: Maureen Reed, presiding; Peter Bell, Anthony Baraga, William Hogan, Richard McNamara, and Patricia

Simmons.

Staff present: Chancellors Velmer Burton and Samuel Schuman; Executive Vice President & Provost Christine Maziar;
Executive Director Ann Cieslak; and Provost David Carl.

Student Representatives present: Gina Jennissen and Ann Miller (alternate).

 

CONSENT REPORT

The Committee voted unanimously to recommend approval of the following, as detailed in the docket materials:

New academic programs: Graduate School and School of DentistryCombined Doctor of Dental Surgery
(D.D.S.)/Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) degree program

College of Liberal Arts – Free-Standing Undergraduate Minor in English as a Second Language

Graduate School and Medical School – Free-Standing Graduate Minor 
in Human Genetics

Graduate School – Free-Standing Graduate Minor in Population Studies

Academic program discontinuations:

University of Minnesota, Duluth – College of Liberal Arts, Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) in Sociology/Criminology
Graduate School – Master of Arts (M.A.), Master of Science (M.S.), and Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) degrees in

Interdisciplinary Archaeological Studies.

ACCREDITATION AND ASSESSMENT

Executive Vice President and Provost Maziar introduced Arlene Carney, Associate Dean for Academic Programs, College
of Liberal Arts, and John Ziegenhagen, Director of Institutional Evaluation and Accountability Studies, and reminded the

committee that today’s discussion, a continuation from last month, would focus on assessment.

Carney explained the relationship between accreditation and assessment, noting that the accreditation process includes a

review of the University’s efforts to improve teaching through assessment. Therefore, the University has developed a three-
year strategy to plan, develop awareness, and fully implement assessments across classroom, departmental, collegiate, and



University levels. This strategy parallels accrediting body expectations about assessment, which range from Level 1
compliance (awareness) to Level 3 compliance (mature implementation).

The assessment process will not replace any current initiatives, but it represents a significant enhancement of previous efforts.
Also, to ensure that outcomes are measured, a critical component will be a study to measure faculty knowledge about

teaching and learning before and after the assessment process.

In response to questions from several Regents, Carney stated that assessment is expected to effect change as faculty receive

more mentoring or become more aware of effective teaching methods. She expects assessment to interface eventually with
faculty evaluations.

Maziar added that the primary focus of the assessment plan is the development of an evaluation tool to determine whether
students are learning more and learning effectively.

In response to a question from Student Representative Jennissen, Carney asserted that the incentives for faculty to participate
in assessment will be positive evaluations and improved interactions with students.

 

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS TO UNIVERSITY PLAN, 
PERFORMANCE, AND ACCOUNTABILITY REPORT

Executive Vice President and Provost Maziar and John Ziegenhagen, Director of Institutional Evaluation and Accountability
Studies, led the discussion. Maziar indicated that the University Plan, Performance, and Accountability Report (Plan)
integrates a number of separate reports and provides a more comprehensive picture of the University’s accomplishments,
challenges, and strategies for improvement. The Plan was designed to be in place over a two-year cycle, with opportunities in
Year 1 for assessing the need for structural improvements with changes in Year 2 limited to data updates. The Plan, now
nearing the end of its first Year 2, is before the committee for suggested improvements to the overall framework prior to

submission to the legislature in February 2004.

In response to questions from several Regents, Ziegenhagen emphasized that the 78 performance indicators evolved over the

last 10 years in several separate reports that have now been combined into the one Plan, which the legislature has agreed to
accept as the University’s official report. He also stressed that a preliminary effort is underway to standardize the 78
indicators so that the numbers are clear, definable, and defendable as well as comparable to other institutions.

Reed remarked that the Plan is critical for the University in communicating its story. She recalled that previously the
committee suggested the addition of comparisons to peer institutions and improvements in institutional efficiency and
effectiveness, civic engagement, and civic engagement’s role in the assessment of academic performance.

Maziar stated that the Plan would come back to the committee in the fall for final review of proposed structural changes.

 

GRADUATION GOALS AND TIMELINES,
ALL CAMPUSES

Chair Reed recalled that this topic was last discussed in February 2003 when committee members requested goals and
timelines for graduation rates. Executive Vice President and Provost Maziar introduced Chancellors Burton and Schuman,
Vice Provost Craig Swan, and Vice Chancellor Vincent Magnuson, who led the discussion.

Burton reported that the goal established for Crookston is 36% for four years. Since the current rate is 26%, this will require

an increase of 2% per year. The new goal is considered appropriate in light of the recent conversion from open to traditional



admissions, recent increases in the quality of students admitted, and the substantial proportions of students who receive

financial aid (85%), work (89%), and are first-generation college students (61%).

According to Magnuson, the 5-year graduation rate goal at the University of Minnesota Duluth has been established at 50%

in 2008. This goal is based on the current 5-year rate (46.4%) and a graduation rate of 47.7% at 53 comparable institutions
nationwide.

Schuman indicated that the current 5-year graduation rate at the University of Minnesota Morris (UMM) is 55%. About
61.5% of UMM students eventually graduate from within the University system. UMM has established 5-year graduation
rate goals of 65% at UMM and 70% within the University, goals comparable to graduation rates in the top tier of private
liberal arts colleges. 
Swan advised that the Twin Cities campus has set a 4-year graduation rate goal of 50%. With a current rate of about 28%,

50% is an aggressive 4-year goal, but it is where the Twin Cities campus should be relative to its peers. A 50% graduation
rate goal translates into a 5-year goal of about 70% and a 6-year goal of about 75%.

In response to a question, the presenters verified that all campuses track 4-, 5-, and 6-year rates, but that the 4- or 5-year
graduation rate goal presented to the committee was influenced by campus-specific particulars, such as appropriate peer
comparisons, degree program requirements (e.g., internships or teacher certification), and programmatic consideration (e.g.,
study abroad or double majors).

Bell recommended that all campuses select 4-year graduation goals in light of the positive results realized from 4-year
graduation incentives provided on the Twin Cities campus. Simmons suggested that tracking 4-, 5-, and 6-year rates is no
doubt a useful internal measure, but that for goal-setting purposes it is necessary to choose one goal that drives actions. Reed
expressed her belief that the public thinks of four years as the appropriate marker.

In response to a question from Hogan, Student Representatives Miller and Jennissen endorsed the 4-year goal, indicating that

students enter the University expecting to complete a degree in four years.

 

COMMITTEE WORKPLAN, 2003-2004: 

PRELIMINARY DISCUSSION

Reed announced that the chair and vice chair would meet to discuss a revised workplan for discussion in September. She
ADDED that the workplan can be amended if important topics arise mid-year, but it also will be important to prioritize the
work of the committee, which is always substantial.

Regent Bell suggested that the University Plan, Performance, and Accountability Report satisfy the committee’s oversight
function to allow more time to address clearly defined policy questions.

A number of Regents expressed interest in addressing longer-term issues, such as the development of new financing models,

and cooperative discussions across committees to identify appropriate topics and avoid redundancy.

 

INFORMATION ITEMS

Executive Vice President and Provost Maziar referred committee members to the docket materials.The meeting adjourned at
3:45 p.m.
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