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1. Systemwide Strategic Plan 
Professor Jennifer Goodnough, chair, called the meeting to order and welcomed President Joan 
T.A. Gabel. Gabel thanked the committee for their time and provided an update on the status of 
the Systemwide Strategic Plan. Since she last visited the committee in December, she said, draft 
goals under each commitment had been identified. Before getting into the goals, Gabel spoke 
briefly about the methodologies and best practices used in strategic planning. These consist of 
first identifying the institution’s values, then what it would mean to express these values, what 
specific actions would fulfill these values, and how success would be measured. Under each 
goal, specific action items will be identified, she continued, which will be measurable and 
specific. 
 
Gabel informed members that the draft goals will be presented to the Board of Regents at the 
February meeting of that body, and that they will likely review the plan in May and vote on the 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1NbHtymDoJp880DjAQWDNY18Fb8Njq9FD/view?usp=sharing


plan in June. Once the regents approve the plan, added Gabel, it will be more or less final; now, 
there is still time for input and refinement. 
 
Gabel then outlined the draft goals under each commitment: 

● Commitment 1: Meeting all students where they are and maximizing their skills, 
potential, and well-being in a rapidly changing world. 

○ Attract, educate, and graduate students who represent the diversity, talent, 
workforce, and citizenship needs of the future. 

○ Enhance student experience, wellness, and success. 
○ Catalyze innovative and agile content delivery to reach students where they are. 

● Commitment 2: Discovery, Innovation, and Impact: Channeling curiosity and investing in 
discovery to cultivate possibility, innovate solutions, and elevate Minnesota and society 
as a whole. 

○ Increase high-impact discovery and scholarship. 
○ Drive creativity, collaboration, and entrepreneurial spirit. 
○ Engage Minnesota. 

● Commitment 3: MNtersections (health, food and environment): Improving the health of 
people and places at the intersection of our system strengths and opportunities inspired by 
Minnesota and impact the world 

○ Drive innovation for next-generation health. 
○ Build a fully sustainable future. 
○ Advance natural resources and agro-food systems to elevate human security and 

potential. 
● Commitment 4: Community and Belonging: Fostering a welcoming community that 

values belonging, equity, diversity, and dignity in people and ideas. 
○ Inspire belonging within a community of diverse people and ideas. 
○ Advance understanding and enduring partnerships. 
○ Foster an inclusive and positive campus climate. 

● Commitment 5: Fiscal Stewardship: Stewarding resources that promote access, 
efficiency, transparency, and collaboration through meaningful partnerships with the state 
and partners. 

○ Reduce financial barriers to student achievement. 
○ Invigorate revenue allocation to incentivize forward-thinking mission fulfillment. 
○ Build comprehensive long-range capital facilities and land-holding strategies to 

drive strategic growth. 
○ Re-envision risk management and safety. 

 
The president then opened up the floor for comments. Regarding the first goal under Student 
Success, Goodnough remarked that the first goal under Student Success read a little awkwardly 
to her. Bob McMaster wondered if there should be a reference to Minnesota residents, as the 
Board of Regents is very focused on serving the state of Minnesota. Gabel acknowledged that 
there should, and it may fall under the MNtersections sections, or as an action item. She added 
that how individual regents feel about how the University should serve the state of Minnesota 
varies. 
 



Stacy Doepner-Hove observed that the goals under Student Success seem mainly to pertain to 
undergraduates. Gabel agreed, as the University is mission-bound to serve undergraduates, but 
she acknowledged that the graduate and professional student experience is important, too, and 
said that it would be addressed. It may, however, fall under the Discovery heading, or as an 
action item in different commitments or goals. Doepner-Hove cautioned against seeing graduate 
students as discoverers only, as they are students, first and foremost students. She added that this 
definition puts professional students in a gray area where they seem forgotten. 
 
With regard to the third goal under Student Success, Sara Hurley said that the term “content 
delivery” did not sit well with her, and suggested focusing the language on education and how 
that is delivered.  
 
Scott Lanyon noted that in strategic planning, it is often easy to see each bucket (or commitment) 
as a separate entity, when actually they are very intertwined. He wondered if it is clear to people 
that some themes, such as graduate education and diversity, span all commitments and are, in 
fact, integral to the success of them all. Gabel agreed, and noted that this could be addressed 
through oversight and budget modeling. 
 
Thomas Chase asked whether the phrase “meet students where they are” meant physically or 
developmentally. Gabel replied that in the third goal under Student Success, it refers to the 
student’s physical location, but in general it refers to their development—the goal of higher 
education, she opined, is to help students better themselves in all areas, including intellectual 
development, social development, wellness, etc. 
 
Hearing no further discussion, Goodnough thanked the president for consulting with the 
committee, and the president thanked the committee for their input. 
 
2. Community-Engaged Learning Attribute 
Next, Goodnough welcomed Andy Furco, associate vice president; David Weerts, faculty 
director, academic planning and programs; and Amber Cameron, director, public engagement 
initiatives, Office for Public Engagement, who were present to discuss the Community-Engaged 
Learning (CEL) attribute.  
 
Furco gave some background on the CEL attribute, noting that it was created in about 2012 to 
provide a mechanism to account for courses and other learning modules that contain a 
community-engaged learning component. He defined community-engaged learning as “an 
instructional strategy that refers to activities integrated with or related to the course content that 
are conducted in settings external to the university (e.g., community or field settings, non-profits, 
businesses, governmental agencies, international settings, etc.).” SCEP was involved in that 
conversation, he noted. 
 
Furco went on to say that the essential components of a CEL course are:  

1. At least 25 percent of the course grade focuses on and/or incorporates 
community-engaged learning whereby student learning from community-engaged 
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learning experiences is assessed. The course or learning module also offers a method to 
assess the learning derived from the community-engaged learning experiences. 

2. Course objectives demonstrate an integration of an educationally meaningful 
community-engaged learning to enhance the academic focus of the course. The 
community experience also promotes the achievement of University of Minnesota student 
learning and/or student development outcomes. 

3.  Activities (e.g.., readings, discussions, projects, assignments) incorporate the 
community-engaged learning experience and how it relates  to the course subject matter. 
Students are also required to analyze their community experiences and synthesize these 
experiences with other materials in the course or learning module. 

4. Reflection on community-engaged learning experiences is ongoing and includes dialog 
about community issues as appropriate to the course or learning module. 

5. If a community-based agency is involved, there is an agreed upon set of expectations and 
outcomes for all involved. 

 
Furco stated that currently, there is no oversight for this attribute; faculty or department 
administrators self-select the attribute by simply checking a box in ECAS to designate a course 
as such. Recently, he tasked Weerts and the Faculty Committee on Community-Engaged 
Learning Curricula to review a sample of syllabi holding the CEL attribute designation. The 
purpose of the review was to assess the degree to which these courses met the CEL criteria. 
Laurel Hirt, Center for Community- Engaged Learning (CCEL) and David Weerts, Office for 
Public Engagement (OPE), co-chaired and staffed the committee, which concluded that there is 
significant variation among courses in meeting the CEL criteria. For example, he said, Rochester 
students are required to complete coursework with community-engaged learning components in 
order to graduate; some Rochester students were taking courses with this designation, but that 
turned out not to contain any community-engaged learning. 
 
Doepner-Hove asked whether for-profit entities count, and Furco said yes, any external entity, 
including a private business, qualifies. 
 
John LaVelle asked if the attribute was for undergraduate courses only, and Furco responded that 
most courses with the designation are undergrad level, but that graduate courses can also have it. 
It is also systemwide, he added. 
 
Leslie Schiff explained that CEL is not an “official” designator like Writing Intensive. The check 
box allows students to search for courses with that attribute. Goodnough commented she did not 
think it is searchable for Morris students. Cameron clarified that the CEL is available 
technologically to all five campus, but only the Rochester and Twin Cities campuses have 
decided to use it. Morris wants to make the requirements more strict, she added. Goodnough 
suggested that if the attribute is going to have a different standard at Morris than the Twin Cities 
and Rochester, perhaps Morris should use a different term in order to avoid confusion.  
 



Weerts then went over the recommendations of the Faculty Committee on Community-Engaged 
learning Curricula, regarding putting a review process into place. The proposed process is as 
follows: 
 

January 2020: Furco sends an email message to all instructors that have courses with a 
CEL attribute designation. The message will request a copy of course syllabi and briefly 
explain that the Public Engagement Council (PEC) seeks a review of these courses as it 
relates to meeting graduation requirements. 
 
February-May 2020: Syllabi are collected by OPE (139 total); Weerts and Hirt  conduct 
an assessment of each syllabus and determine whether it meets the standard for the CEL 
attribute designation. 
 
Spring-Summer 2020: Pending results of the internal review, courses will either be 
retained or deferred for the CEL designation. For those courses that are deferred, OPE 
will reach out to appropriate instructors to 1) notify them of the deferral; 2) ask them if 
they would still like the course to carry the CEL designation, and if so; 3) invite them to 
attend a consultation in Fall 2020 all to address ways that their course could meet the 
designation. 
 
Fall 2020: CCEL offers individual/group consultation for faculty that would like to have 
their syllabi considered (or reconsidered) for the CEL attribute designation. 
 
Spring 2020 and ongoing: Through the ECAS system, faculty requesting the CEL 
attribute 
designation will have their syllabi routed to OPE and CCEL for approval (to 
be reviewed by David Weerts and Laurel Hirt). On a case-by-case basis, CCEL will 
support faculty in their efforts to design courses in a way that will meet the CEL attribute 
designation criteria. 
 

McMaster agreed that oversight is necessary, but recommended, in order to minimize push back 
from the faculty, that a formalized mechanism be set up, with a larger group of faculty from 
across the University tasked to review the courses. Goodnough remarked that the framing of the 
review would also be important, and suggested including a reference to the desire to find and 
appropriately designate courses that would qualify for the CEL attribute, but that do not currently 
have it. Doepner-Hove pointed out that some instructors might welcome the opportunity to look 
at other syllabi for examples of how to do CEL well.  
 
LaVelle asked whether online courses are eligible for the CEL attribute, and if so, how would 
quality control be handled without the closer oversight of the faculty member. Furco said that 
more specific criteria may be necessary for some types of courses. 
 
Goodnough expressed concern that all campuses have their own oversight committee and 
processes; standards for the attribute should either apply across the system, she said, or different 
attributes should be used. 
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Lanyon commented that if there are any programs at the Twin Cities that require CEL for 
graduation, that is a good reason to call the question. Furco agreed, adding that data from the 
Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey shows that students want these 
types of experiences that connect with academic work is important to them.  
 
Sara Hurley asked whether the attribute was set at the course level or the section level, noting 
that sections of the same course can vary widely. Cameron explained that unless all sections of a 
course qualify for CEL, the course is not marked as such. She speculated that this might be why 
there are not a lot of 1XXX and 2XXX courses with the attirbutes, as these tend to have many 
sections. Schiff said that there are workarounds in the system to deal with that issue, and 
encouraged the guests to talk with the Office for Undergraduate Education. Members 
recommended working with department heads, as having courses with the CEL attribute may be 
more important to the department than to the individual instructor.  
 
Goodnough observed that most of the courses with the CEL attribute for Spring 2020 are 
internships, service learning, etc., as opposed to traditional classes. She speculated that people 
may be focusing too much on number five of the essential components (working with a 
community or public partner); traditional courses with community-engaged learning content 
might not realize they qualify. 
 
Furco expressed gratitude for the committee’s feedback, and promised to update the committee 
about the progress of this initiative. The guests departed. 
 
3. Chair’s Updates 
Next, Goodnough provided the following updates to the committee: 

● SCEP will hold an online vote on the Administrative Policy: Course Enrollment Limits 
and Cancellation before the next meeting. The options “approve,” “do not approve,” or 
“requires further discussion in committee” will be available on the online voting form. 

● The Faculty Consultative Committee meeting on January 23, 2020, will include a debrief 
on the liberal education discussion at the December 2019 meeting of the Twin Cities 
Delegation of the Faculty Senate. 

● The Senate Committee on Information Technologies (SCIT)’s February meeting will 
focus on instructional technology. SCEP has been invited to send a representative to 
participate in the discussion and report back to the committee. Hurley and Chase 
volunteered to attend and to report back to SCEP at its February meeting. 

 
Amber Bathke, senate associate, University Senate Office, suggested that SCEP recommend to 
SCIT to loop in the Classroom Advisory Subcommittee as well, as instructional technology 
frequently comes up in that committee. Goodnough said she would suggest this to the chair of 
SCIT.  
 
4. Policy Business 



Goodnough turned the floor over to Stacey Tidball, director, Continuity & Compliance, 
Academic Support Resources, who had several policy-related items to bring to the committee, as 
detailed below. 
 
Administrative Policy: Course Enrollment Limits & Cancellation 
Tidball reported that this semester, the registrar’s office has been keeping more detailed records 
of requests to cancel courses for low enrollment. Since the start of the week prior to the start of 
the semester, reported Tidball, there have been 30 such requests. All courses had five or fewer 
students enrolled. These requests were approved, as current policy allows for cancellation up to 
five days after the start of the term. However, when such requests come in, staff work to mitigate 
any adverse effects for enrolled students.  
 
McMaster asked how many seniors who needed the course for graduation were affected by these 
30 requests. Tidball replied that they look at every student on the roster, and if there are any 
second-term seniors for whom the course is fulfilling a requirement, they recommend that the 
course not be canceled, the department arrange a directed study for the student, or waive the 
requirement. Scott Lanyon asked whether they check for international students. Tidball said that 
they do, but they do not always know visa implications, so international students are instructed to 
contact International Student and Scholar Services (ISSS). 
 
Administrative Policy: Awarding Posthumous Degrees 
Next, Tidball directed the committee’s attention to the Administrative Policy: Awarding 
Posthumous Degrees, which specifies that “the University may grant undergraduate, graduate 
and professional degrees posthumously. If a college determines that a deceased student has 
completed sufficient coursework to be awarded a degree, the college (Twin Cities only) or chief 
academic officer (or designee) on each system campus has the authority to grant the degree 
posthumously. Graduate students must have completed enough work toward the thesis or 
dissertation, if required for the degree.” She reported that they would like to draft procedures, but 
that there were no proposed changes to the policy. By way of context, Tidball said that there are 
typically about 8-10 student deaths per year, and that posthumous degrees are not the only way 
the University honors a student who passes away; for example, families of newer students who 
would not meet the eligibility requirements for posthumous degree are given a certificate of 
attendance, presented at a ceremony at the end of each year. 
 
Goodnough wondered if people know this policy exists, and whether there are student deaths that 
are slipping through the cracks. She asked specifically about students who may be enrolled in fall 
but do not return in spring due to health issues, and therefore are not in the system. Tidball noted 
that if the student takes a leave of absence for medical reasons, they are still in the system, and 
that when a student passes away, there is typically a lot of contact between the University and the 
family. She did not feel that students were being overlooked.  
 
The committee had no objections to moving the policy along in the comprehensive review 
process without any changes. 
 
Administrative Policy: Enrolling in Overlapping or Back-to-Back Courses 

https://policy.umn.edu/education/posthumous
https://policy.umn.edu/education/posthumous
https://policy.umn.edu/education/posthumous


Finally, Tidball gave an overview of the Administrative Policy: Enrolling in Overlapping or 
Back-to-Back Courses and proposed changes thereto. Discussion ensued about the procedures 
related to obtaining approval from both instructors affected by the overlap. Members felt the 
narrative box in the online approval form was useful. 
 
Lanyon asked whether it matters if the student is taking one of the courses to meet a degree 
requirement. Tidball said that this issue was discussed with the registrars advisory committee, as 
often this is why students make such a request. Goodnough wondered, if a student is taking one 
of the courses for a requirement and one just for interest, whether there is a different threshold 
for approval. For example, if the student knows they will miss the non-required course once a 
week but is taking it S/N and would rather get 80% of the knowledge than none, is that okay? 
McMaster commented that as a faculty member he would not be comfortable with such a 
situation; other members remarked that it may affect other students in the course, as well. 
Goodnough argued that some students leave early or come late for other obligations (such as 
work), and the instructor has no control over that. Further discussion ensued about what happens 
when the finals are at the same time. Goodnough suggested requiring a contract between the 
student and the instructors for approval, similar to what is required for an incomplete. The 
contract could address issues such as overlapping finals. Members agreed. 
 
Tidball said that she would share the committee’s feedback with those who manage the 
workflow related to approving these requests. Hearing no objections to the actual policy, she 
asked for approval to move forward in the process. The committee agreed, and Goodnough noted 
that unless major changes are proposed later in the process, the policy need not come back to 
SCEP for approval. 
 
Hearing no further business, Goodnough adjourned the meeting. 
 
Amber Bathke 
University Senate Office 
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