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Golden, Karla Hemesath, David Karjanen, Thomas Michaels, Savio Poovathingal, Henning 
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1. DISCUSSION ON POTENTIAL MODELS FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF 
GRADUATE RECRUITMENT FELLOWSHIP TO ADDRESS CURRENT 
CHALLENGES 
 
Henning Schroeder, Dean of the Graduate School, joined the meeting to discuss the Graduate 
Student Fellowship program (GSF).  From the handout, the history of the program is that through 
2010-11 there was a centrally-coordinated, competitive process to select fellows from a pool of 
admitted students nominated by their graduate programs for 1, 2, or 3-year fellowship awards.  
As the $3.5 million per year was a centrally-funding pool, it allowed the number of fellowship 
offers made each year to be several times the budgeted amount.  However there was a concern 
that the review process was too cumbersome, took too much time, and removed the decisions 
from the colleges. 
 
Starting in 2011-12, the deans were informed of the decision to shift the responsibility of the 
packaging and administration of recruitment fellowship from the Graduate School to the 
colleges.  The decentralization of the funds meant that collegiate budgets were adjusted based on 
the average fellowship awards (actual expenditures) for the previous five years.  In the last four 
years, fellowship packages and administrative processes adopted by the colleges vary 
significantly. Some offer “full” fellowships that are equivalent to a 50% graduate assistantship 
appointment and some offer “partial” fellowships to supplement other types of funding support. 
At the college level, very rarely have the fellowship offers been multi-year full awards.  
 
When there was a central risk pool, the University could afford to make three to four times the 
number of offers as it had funds as the risk was spread among all the colleges and the average 
acceptance rate was 25-30 percent.  This is the most visible and negative outcome of the 
Graduate School restructuring.   
 
Henning Schroeder said that they have a model that was almost used in a pilot program.  It 
would have allowed colleges to voluntarily give funds back to a central reservoir which would be 
available if a college was in a deficit situation.  Any funds that a college used one year would be 
deducted from their allotment the following year or over a longer period of time.  This plan 
would require both large and small colleges to sign up to spread the risk.  He questioned whether 



this proposal should be reconsider and whether it should be optional or mandatory. 
 
Members made the following comments: 

● College recruits the very best but the acceptance rate is low since they are competing 
with many other institutions for the best students.  A risk pool is essential to being able to 
expand the footprint of the college and recruit on a national basis. 

● Programs still need to act responsibly even if there is a central risk pool 
● Changes should be made only if they help the decentralized system succeed 
● Departments might not always want to attract the best students 
● Current system leads to a disparity in student support 
● Most departments are conservative when taking on more graduate students 
● Overlap in GSFs can keep a program moving forward and help avoid gaps 

 
Q: Is the intent of the GSFs to recruit the best students irrespective of the program size or equity 
within the college? 
 
A: GSFs are seen as a driver for change as they allow the program to negotiate with the students.  
However there are not enough offers being made now, to keep acceptance rates high, and there is 
gaming of the system by departments to retain funding. 
 
Q: What percentage of graduate students accept the GSF? 
 
A: The acceptance rate used to be 25-30 percent which meant that if there were funds for 100 
positions, 400 offers were made.  The Graduate School also offered three-year GSFs, but those 
had a lower acceptance rate. 
 
Q: How are GSFs assigned within a college? 
 
A: This depends on the college.  In large colleges, there is usually a recruitment fellowship 
committee that makes the determinations.  In smaller colleges, the fund might simply be divided 
between the departments.  The total allotment for a college is based on multi-year success rates 
for usage. 
 
Q: What is the risk to the colleges? 
 
A: Without the central risk pool, they are only willing to make offers up to the funds that they 
have. 
 
Q: Was the $3.5 million spent last year? 
 
A: No since not every college spends their total allotment. 
 
Q: Do colleges want to make more offers? 
 
A: Yes since more offers translate to more acceptances. 
 
Q: What is the downside to making a central reservoir fund mandatory? 
 
A: The only downside is the colleges not wanting to have to comply. 
 
Q: How would a central reservoir be different from the previous system? 
 
A: In the proposed model, central would not be part of the offer decisions.  It would only manage 
the reservoir resources. 



 
Q: How would multi-year offers be addressed under the proposal? 
 
A: The risk pool would also allow a college to offer a multi-year award, knowing that the central 
reservoir would cover that overage as well. 
 
Q: Is there data available to compare results before 2011-12 and after? 
 
A: GSFs were just added to the compact process last year so there is little data for the first few 
years, and the details in each college are different.  They do know that there have been no multi-
year awards made as departments have to find their own funds for the second or third year. 
 
In closing Henning Schroeder agreed that what constitutes the best student has to be determined 
locally since the departments know what they need, not central. 
 
2. DISCUSSION OF UPDATE ON THE WORK OF THE CAMPUS CURRICULUM 
COMMITTEE 
 
Leslie Schiff, Associate Dean for Undergraduate Education, spoke about the Campus Curriculum 
Committee (CCC) which is a Twin Cities body that reviews all new undergraduate curriculum 
course proposals to see if they overlap or duplicate current offerings.  It also works with the 
colleges to mediate curriculum conflicts.  Its members are appointed by the deans. 
 
The process for a course proposal is that the colleges will forward courses to the ECAS system, 
including the syllabus and evidence of consultation.  Each proposal is reviewed electronically by 
a team with the goal of one week for a decision.  Since April 2013, 150 proposals have been 
reviewed with 100 coming last academic year and 16 this summer. 
 
One of the weak links in the process is the unit not providing the consultation documentation in 
ECAS or the syllabus.  They are working to make sure that colleges know what information is 
required.  Another weak link is where/with whom the consultation with other colleges occurs.  
This has been helped by copying the associate dean in each college on the list of courses under 
review. Consultation correspondence should include the associate dean of the consulted college.  
 
When the committee was established,  there was no mandate from the Provost on what courses to 
review.  The CCC decided to review all new, regular, undergraduate courses.  This means that 
topic courses, freshmen seminars, independent study, study abroad, and graduate/professional-
level courses are currently not being reviewed.  Many times a course in one of these areas 
becomes a fixture in the department’s offerings, without having been through a review. This is a 
potential weak link. 
 
Leslie Schiff stated that when the Provost met with the CCC last week, she expressed an interest 
in having the CCC review topics courses.  These courses are meant to be temporary or rotating 
and the perception is that there is a University policy on how often they can be offered.  In 
reality, no policy exists and many of these courses are taught repeatedly, as a form of shadow 
curriculum, and may not relate to the mission of the University or college. The Provost thought 
that if the same course would be refused for credit on a transfer application, then the University 
should not be awarding credit either. 
 
The CCC discussed having some control over these courses, but with an expedited review 
system and different standards.  They realize that topics courses can serve as a incubator for 
evolving subject matter, but at some point the course needs to be incorporated into the main 
curriculum, changed, or dropped. 
 



Q: Would a proposal qualify for an expedited review based on the number of times it would be 
offered? 
 
A: Yes. 
 
Q: Would only new or current topics courses be included in the review? 
 
A: All topics courses would need to be resubmitted. Topics titles get submitted and resubmitted 
each time they are taught. 
 
Q: How many topics courses are there? 
 
A: There are thousands, but they make up only 20 percent of the offerings since they are not a 
staple in most colleges. 
 
Q: Is there a concern about the quality of topics courses? 
 
A: Yes, at the undergraduate level since currently a syllabus is not submitted, only the title and 
description.  Topics courses are much more common at the graduate level, so there is less 
concern about their quality. 
 
Members made the following comments: 

● Consultation has positive benefits 
● Some topics courses are only one credit which may be useful for students to meet 

enrollment requirements 
● It does not serve departments to keep topics courses in the long term as they do not allow 

a student to plan for their major 
● What does someone outside the University think if they see a student transcript with 

many topics courses 
● Some students are taking many topics courses in the same semester 
● Topics courses are meant to allow faculty to teach beyond the normal scope, but if a 

course works well it should be redesigned for the standard curriculum 
 
3. 2018-19 TWIN CITIES AND ROCHESTER CALENDAR 
 
Stacey Tidball, from Academic Support Resources, reviewed the following slides regarding 
calendar rules and the process to date (available at: 
https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1VjFaA238vAgLpcObbYBlWr0LdNS4VVvUp5OXkeB
yKMA/edit?usp=sharing).  She then opened the floor for questions and comments. 
 
Q: Can summer session start earlier? 
 
A: That would be possible if spring semester ended sooner. 
 
Q: Why does May session not start for one week after the end of spring semester? 
 
A: The retention of this break was requested by faculty and students in the survey done this 
summer.  It is a chance to prepare for upcoming courses and to travel to study abroad sites. 
 
Q: Could each semester be 74 days? 
 
A: While this might be ideal, it is not possible given the constraints on fall semester. 
 
Members made the following comments: 



● What is a justifiable reason to change the length of the semester? 
● The difference between 70 and 74 days is too large; it either leads to information being 

cut or fluff added when a course is taught in both semesters 
● Should a changed schedule discussion continue or should SCEP seize the opportunity to 

make a change for 2018-19? 
● Should spring semester start a week early in the year when MLK is the latest day possible 

in January? 
● Consistency is not enough of a reason to change spring semester 
● Inconsistency is fine with students as the burden to change a syllabus falls on the 

instructors 
● How many large courses are taught each semester? 
● Could the number of study days be increased if spring semester was shortened? 
● Would there be an impact on housing costs if the semester was shortened? 

 
Members then proposed that another survey be conducted with two specific questions: 

1. Should spring semester be 70, 72, or 74 days? 
2. Should spring semester in 2018-19 start before MLK? 

 
This survey should be conducted so that results can be reviewed before the November SCEP 
meeting and a final calendar can be approved on that date. 
 
4. OTHER BUSINESS 
 
With no further business, Professor Wick thanked all members for attending and adjourned the 
meeting. 
 
Becky Hippert 
University Senate 
 


