
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, February 11, 2009 

2:00 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Cathrine Wambach (chair), Joseph Bartolotta, LeAnn Alstadt, Norman Chervany, 

Megan Evans, April Knutson, Robert McMaster, Kristen Nelson, Peh Ng, Donna 
Spannaus-Martin, Erin Sperling, Elaine Tarone, Molly Tolzmann, Michael Wade 

 
Absent: Shawn Friedland, James Leger, Richard McCormick, Jane Phillips, Emily Ronning, 

Paul Siliciano, David Zeller 
 
Guests: Professor Thomas Michaels (Chair, Classroom Advisory Subcommittee) 
 
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) update on undergraduate initiatives; (2) classroom needs assessment; (3) 
revision of educational policies] 
 
 
1. Update on Undergraduate Initiatives 
 
 Professor Wambach convened the meeting at 2:00 and turned to Vice Provost McMaster to 
lead a discussion of undergraduate initiatives.  Dr. McMaster presented a series of slides that he had 
used with the Board of Regents Educational Planning and Policy Committee at its meeting in 
December.  The content of some of the slides will be included in these minutes. 
 

1. The University is on an upward trajectory in undergraduate education, a trajectory that has 
been enhanced by strategic positioning initiatives.  
 2. The overall goal is to "recruit, educate, challenge and graduate outstanding students."  

3. Increasingly, we are using some basic metrics to measure all aspects of undergraduate 
education.   
 
 The long-term goals of the initiatives, aligned with the university’s strategic positioning, are 
these: 
-- exceptional students:   raising the academic profile of undergraduate students admitted to the 
university (admissions) 
-- outstanding  education:   providing a world-class educational experience for undergraduate 
students, in the context of a comprehensive research university (curriculum) 
-- timely success:   improving the four-year graduation rate for undergraduate students (student 
support and advising) 
 
 In terms of the progress toward those goals, Dr. McMaster noted the following. 
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EXCEPTIONAL STUDENTS 
-- Fall 2008 freshman:  83.1% in top 25% of HS class (compared to 33.1% fall 2003); average 
ACT 26.2 (24.8 fall 2003) 
-- 611 are enrolled in the University Honors Program fall 2008, with average ACT of 31 and 
average HS rank of 96.5% 
-- Increased the number of international student freshmen from 154 fall 2007 to 279 fall 2008 
with the assistance of the Office of International Programs 
 
OUTSTANDING EDUCATION  
-- Implemented successful Welcome Week program for over 5000 new freshman 
-- Began Peer-Assisted Learning in SMART Learning Commons; SMART now in expanded 
locations 
-- Began Writing-Enriched Curriculum in 11 pilot departments 
-- Began review of all Liberal Education courses in light of new Liberal Education Requirements 
-- Increased the number of UROP awards from 495 in 2004-05 to 653 in 2008-09 
 
TIMELY SUCCESS  
-- First-year retention of 88.5% for fall 2007 cohort (up from 85.8% for fall 2002 cohort) 
-- Over the past five years, improved the overall 4-year, 5-year, and 6-year graduation rates 
 
 Dr. McMaster reviewed the retention and graduation rates for the four campuses (not UMR, 
which does not have its own students yet).  First-year retention rates bounce around from year to year 
but are generally tending upward at the three coordinate campuses; graduation rates at those same 
three campuses have generally been improving since 2000, although they also see some fluctuations 
year to year and depending on whether one is measuring 4-year, 5-year, or 6-year graduation rates. 
 
 First-year retention rates on the Twin Cities campus, with the exception of a decline in 2005-
06, have been increasing every year since 2000, from about 83% in 2000-01 to about 88.5% in 2008-
09.  Also for the Twin Cities, four- and five-year graduation rates have increased since 2000 while the 
4-year graduation rate appears to have hit a plateau after increasing steadily between 1999 and 2004 
(from about 32% to about 45%).  The 2008 retention and graduation-rate goals for all four campuses 
have yet to be attained.   
 
 In 2007-08 the University granted 13,933 degrees (all kinds at all levels).   
 
 In terms of freshman applications on the Twin Cities campus, the number of applications has 
increased significantly every year for the six years beginning with applications for the fall of 2003.  
For the entering class of 2003 there were 17,000 applications; for the fall of 2009 there are 29,000 now 
and that number may increase.  Dr. McMaster said it is remarkable how the University has held its 
own, given the decline in the number of high-school graduates.  The size of the entering class has 
remained stable throughout the period and there are no plans to increase it except for allowing a slight 
increase in the number of high-ability students in some colleges.  The "yield" rate has dropped, Dr. 
McMaster noted, because the University is going after better students, most of whom have more 
choices about where to go to college.  The yield rate nationally is dropping, Dr. Falkner noted.  The 
lower yield rate makes it more difficult for the admissions office to make decisions because they are 
not sure who while show up (more students are even paying the appropriate fees to retain a place at 
more than one institution in order to keep their options open).  (The graph of November application 
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data for the Twin Cities, 2002-2009, show a steady increase from 4172 applications for 2002 to 19,013 
applications for 2009—up from 14.457 in 2008.) 
 
 Applications from international students (undergraduate) have increased significantly since 
2002--and dramatically last year.  There were 757 international applications in 2002, 1367 in 2007, 
and 2206 in 2008.   The percentage of undergraduates from Minnesota on the Twin Cities campus has 
declined, Dr. McMaster said in response to a question from Dr. Knutson, because the number of 
international and non-Minnesota applications has increased, but the actual number of Minnesota 
students has not decreased.   Professor Chervany asked what the target for international students is; Dr. 
McMaster said they would like to see 5% of undergraduates be international.   
 
 For the Twin Cities, the percentage of students who graduated in the top 10% of their class has 
increased from 33% in 2003 to 55% in 2008.  The ACT composite score has risen from 24.8 to 26.2 
over the same period—which is a huge jump.  The percentage of undergraduates who are students of 
color has held fairly constant over the six years, at about 20%.   
 
 Dr. McMaster outlined on a chart what the University's competitive advantages are:  a vibrant 
urban location, the ability to enroll in upper division colleges directly, the diversity of 
programs/majors (140), perceived value by students, R2000 tuition rates (non-resident, non-reciprocity 
students pay resident tuition plus $2000 per semester to attend the University), and the strategic 
positioning undergraduate initiatives.   
 
 At the same time applications have been increasing significantly, the number of projected 
high-school graduates 2008-2014 is expected to decline noticeably in Midwestern states, from a drop 
of 4.6% in Iowa to a drop of 13.6% in North Dakota and 13.4% in Missouri.  (Only Indiana is 
anomalous, with a predicted 0% decline.)  Minnesota is expected to decline 9.2%, Wisconsin by 7.4%. 
 
 Professor Chervany asked if there is another chart that contains the University competitive 
DISadvantages.  Dr. McMaster agreed there are disadvantages, such as climate and perceived size 
(some students see that as a drawback).  This is an urban community, which provides more 
opportunities for part-time work, which in turn can affect graduation rate, Professor Chervany said, so 
that is another risk factor the University needs to manage.  Dr. McMaster agreed and said the data are 
clear:  students who work 10-15 hours per week have a higher graduation rate than those who do not 
work or who work longer hours.  The graduation rate also increases if students work on campus.   
 
 Dr. McMaster reviewed the Freshman Orientation program and Welcome Week, both of 
which have been dramatically improved in recent years and which are now considered very successful.  
In the case of Welcome Week, in one college the faculty have noticed a difference in freshmen:  "they 
are more engaged, more talkative in class early in the term, more comfortable/settled in, and 'further 
along' than past freshmen."  Professor Nelson said that her colleagues have seen the same thing.  The 
proof of the pudding, Dr. McMaster commented, will be more students staying for their second year 
and graduating in four years. 
 
 Freshman seminars, begun as a pilot in 1998, were available to all full-time first-year students 
during 1999.  The first-year retention rate and four-year graduation rate for students who participated 
in freshman seminars (for students who entered in 2003) were higher than for those who did not.  One 
cannot say there is a causal relationship, Dr. McMaster observed, but one can conjecture that the 
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seminars may have contributed to the increased numbers.  Ms. Alstadt suggested that the students who 
chose to enroll in one of the seminars are already more engaged in the campus than those who do not; 
Dr. McMaster agreed, but even given that qualification, the University could increase the number of 
seminars and allow more students to participate.  But it is self-selecting and it is not inexpensive. 
 
 Dr. McMaster next reviewed the University Honors Program (UHP, Twin Cities campus).  In 
2008-09 it has 2406 total students, 611 freshmen, 28 transfer students, 88 UMTC transfers (not 
previously in an honors program or who changed colleges), and 1679 continuing honors students.  
Advisors for the students are expected to have a University-wide focus (which should be a model for 
all advisors).   The average ACT score for UHP students is 31 and the average high-school rank is 
96.5%; 13.6% are students of color and 56.8% are women.  The majority come from Minnesota 
(62%); the remainder from surrounding states (most from Wisconsin).   
 
 Dr. McMaster next noted the number of major scholarships and awards won by University 
students (Rhodes, Truman, Fulbright, etc.) and pointed out that Minnesota ranks second among public 
US universities in the number of Rhodes scholars since 2000.   
 
 Financial aid on the Twin Cities campus has more than doubled since 2001, going from about 
$215 million to $442 million in 2008.  Those numbers include aid to graduate students. 
 
 Dr. McMaster next reviewed the Graduation Planner and its increasing usage since December 
of 2007.  Ms. Alstadt reported that she was told, by an adviser, that "no adviser ever looks at that."  
Ms. Tolzmann said she has heard from students that it is a very useful tool, although she was too far 
along in her undergraduate work to use it.   
 
 The discussion turned briefly to the impact on students of changing majors.  Dr. Falkner 
reported that some students have more than one "grad plan," and while one may be their favorite or 
primary, the others allow them to look at what they would have to do if they wished to pursue an 
additional or different major/degree program.  They can then see how much longer it would take them 
to graduate if they changed majors or added one.   Professor Chervany inquired if it is necessary to put 
(for example) an 18-month barrier in the way of a student who changes his or her mind about a major.  
The undergraduate years are to be a time of exploration and the University encourages it.  He was told 
as a parent of a college student that student change majors 2.3 times.  If a change now creates delays, 
that may mean that colleges have barriers that are far too large.  All of education is sampling and this 
should not be different. 
 
 Dr. McMaster said he agreed, mostly, with Professor Chervany, which is the reason there are 
electives in undergraduate degree programs.  But the flexibility to change must be offset against the 
increasing cost of education.  They have modeled four-year versus six-year graduation costs, and the 
difference is about $250,000 when one factors in both the cost of the education as well as the foregone 
income.  The old rules about leisurely going through college may not apply.  Professor Tarone 
inquired if the new model takes into account the value of being broadly educated.  Students do explore 
within the four years, Dr. McMaster said, and the University should allow students to complete liberal 
education requirements, major requirements, and still have time to explore.  Most universities do.  
Professor Nelson said that a number of students also decide to double-major in order to increase their 
competitive edge in the job market, or they talk about the merits of a double major versus a Master's 
degree.  If a student plans effectively, he or she should be able to double-major and get through in four 
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years, Dr. McMaster commented.  Ms. Alstadt reported that she has a double major and a minor—and 
she will get done in four years because her scholarship runs out after that and she can't afford to 
continue.   
 
 All the evidence is that students really pay a high price if they take longer than four years, Dr. 
McMaster summarized.   
 

Professor Wambach pointed out that if one is interested in a scientific or technology career, 
one has to get calculus and chemistry out of the way immediately.  That student can change his or her 
mind later and go into the humanities—but going into the humanities initially and changing to a 
scientific or technical field will be much more difficult.   

 
Dr. McMaster quickly reviewed a several more elements of the undergraduate initiatives 

(projection-capable classrooms, active-learning classrooms, undergraduate research (UROP) and other 
research opportunities, the SMART learning commons, peer-assisted learning, Access to Success 
program, Bridge to Academic Excellence, and curriculum initiatives. 

 
Professor Wambach thanked Vice Provost McMaster for his presentation. 

 
2. Classroom Needs Assessment 
 
 Professor Wambach now welcomed to the meeting Professor Michaels, Chair of the 
Classroom Advisory Committee (CAS), to discuss a motion that CAS wishes this Committee to bring 
to the Senate.  She reported that CAS has talked about how there can be more faculty voice in 
planning buildings, a topic that has also come up at this Committee as well as the Faculty Consultative 
Committee.  FCC has also heard that there is talk of moving to a model of separate facilities for 
classrooms and for offices/labs.  The new education building is all offices; the new Science Teaching 
facility has no offices; the proposal for Physics calls for no classrooms in the building.  The CAS 
proposal speaks to these plans. 
 

The text of the motion read as follows: 
 

The administration will report to the Classroom Advisory Subcommittee (1) on the proposals 
for classroom number, capacity and pedagogical accommodations including technical 
capabilities for every planned new building or major renovation, and (2) the impact of these 
proposals on the central classroom inventory.  

 
IMPACT: 
One of the University's most important priorities is high-quality learning space for its students, 
which entails building  
--  enough classrooms to have adequate learning space for all of its students, 
--  enough classrooms to have sufficient reserve classroom space to allow a normal rotation of 
classrooms to be taken off-line without disrupting education,  
--  sufficient student informal learning, study, and discussion space into buildings that house 
classrooms. 
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Accordingly, this resolution seeks to ensure that planning for new buildings and major 
building renovations addresses  
--  the local need for additional classroom and informal student learning space,  
--  the requirement for “swing space” to accommodate loss of classrooms and learning spaces 
taken off-line for renovation, and 
--  the pedagogical needs associated with the discipline being housed in the building, both 
inside and outside the formal classroom space.  
 
The resolution establishes that this planning be done for every relevant new building or major 
renovation that will involve changes to central/general purpose classrooms and learning 
spaces.   

 
The report provided by the administration will describe how each new building or major 
renovation adjusts the classroom inventory to accommodate current and anticipated needs, and 
how the campus-wide quantity and quality of classrooms and learning spaces will be 
maintained as rooms and buildings are taken off-line for renovation or demolition.  The 
administration will work with each college to project areas of student growth or significant 
programmatic changes that would affect classroom usage sufficiently in advance so that the 
evolving classroom inventory is aligned with upcoming classroom scheduling requirements.  
Reports on these projections should be submitted to the Classroom Advisory Subcommittee in 
advance of the registration period for fall semester of the next academic year so that the 
Classroom Advisory Subcommittee can provide scheduling advice to the Office of Classroom 
Management.  The Classroom Advisory Committee will report annually to the Senate 
Committee on Educational Policy and the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning on the 
classroom proposals that have been made and the adequacy of plans for providing sufficient 
classroom space. 

 
 Professor Michaels recalled that he came to the Committee last year to express concern about 
the planning process for new buildings, prompted by the lack of appropriate faculty involvement in the 
Science Teaching facility.  The current resolution calls for the provision of information about 
classrooms and swing space to CAS and provides it an advisory role in the planning process.  He 
reviewed the contents of the resolution. 
 
 The other question that has come up, he said, and as noted by Professor Wambach, is the idea 
of segregating classrooms from offices and labs.  There has not been sufficient discussion of that idea 
so that there has been reasoned consideration and the appropriate voices heard.  He said he believed 
CAS could play a role in discussing what buildings should look like, and before that there should be 
discussion with the appropriate faculty about classrooms.   
 
 At the end of the day, Professor Michaels said, they do not know what the classroom planning 
process is and believe there should be general principles about what that process should include.  They 
suggest a joint meeting between CAS and this Committee, along with people who know what the 
process is, has been, and should be.  There should be some resolution that may or may not involve the 
subcommittee but there should be some rational way forward.   
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 Professor Wambach suggested that a third point could be added to the motion, to discuss the 
idea of segregating classrooms and offices/labs as well as establish principles and procedures so those 
who are involved have a voice.   
 
 Professor Wade inquired what the role of the subcommittee is in deciding what buildings will 
be renovated.  None, Professor Michaels said.  The Office of Classroom Management is involved in 
the discussions, but those are probably more executive decisions, not something decided by Senate 
committees.  The question is where the committees should be involved in the process.  Professor 
Tarone said she liked the idea of "transparency" about how and where things are decided.  Professor 
Chervany suggested that if the primary objective is to make the process more transparent and 
collaborative, the resolution should say so—and should also indicate what any report to CAS should 
contain.   
 
 It was agreed that Professor Michaels and the Committee staff would do a little wordsmithing 
and that the Committee and CAS would have a joint meeting to talk with facilities people about how 
the process works.   
 
 Professor Wade commented that when a department hires a superstar, there are big egos 
involved, and when the individual says he or she wants a building for research space, all the planning 
in the world gets put on hold.  The University can have principles but they get aside if it has the 
opportunity to hire a Nobel winner. 
 
 Professor Wambach thanked Professor Michaels for joining the meeting. 
 
3. Revision of Educational Policies 
 
 The Committee next turned to revisions to the educational policies suggested at the Faculty 
Senate meeting and from other sources.  The changes in substance were these: 
 
--  Exceptions to the class scheduling rules may be granted by the college associate dean, but standard 
class periods must be observed.   
 
--  The language in the rating-of-teaching policy providing that each college or campus will decide 
whether written comments on student-rating forms will be used in personnel decisions was clarified to 
provide that the faculty governance body of each college or campus makes the decision on whether 
and how to use such comments. 
 
--  Students who have withdrawn from a course may not participate in rating it, a new provision.   
 
--  Students have the right to question a grade until the end of the next semester.  The draft policy had 
suggested a year, sentiment in the Senate was for four weeks, and the Registrar's Advisory Council 
suggested until the end of the next semester.  The Committee concurred with the next semester. 
 
--  Each campus chief academic officer is to decide what constitutes an excusable absence when 
students are involved in University-sponsored activities. 
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--  Instructors may permit the use of laptops/electronic devices in a classroom for academic work but 
may also direct individual students to turn them off if they are being used inappropriately. 
 
--  The Provost or Senior Vice President for Health Sciences designate the reasons that holds may be 
placed on student records.  (They delegate the authority to impose the holds to appropriate offices.) 
 
--  Every college and campus must have a Student Scholastic Standing Committee—which is not a 
new provision but one that was inadvertently deleted from the earlier version. 
 
--  A student must provide advance notice if he or she will miss the first day of classes because of a 
recognized religious holiday. 
 
--  The Committee approved new language, following discussion at the previous meeting, about exams 
the last week of the term:  "Comprehensive examinations, which require reflection, study, and 
application of the work of the entire semester, are strongly encouraged, but must be given during the 
final examination period.  The only examinations allowed during the last week of classes are those 
equivalent in scale, scope, length, and percent of grade to other examinations given in that class during 
the term.  Although late-semester examinations may rely on cumulative knowledge of the work of the 
course during the semester, such examinations must not be comprehensive in nature if they are given 
other than during the final examination period.  In a course where only one examination is given 
during the term, that examination may not be given during the last week of classes." 
 
--  The elements of a syllabus that were previously "expected" are now (with some amendment) 
"required."   
 
 Professor Wambach thanked Committee members for reviewing the policies once again and 
adjourned the meeting at 4:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


