
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, November 30, 2011 

2:00 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Thomas Brothen (chair), Kirsten Barta, Barbara Brandt, Lee-Ann Breuch, Emily 

Combs, Jude Higdon, Norman Chervany, Amanda Koonjbeharry, Alon McCormick, 
Cody Mikl, Peh Ng, Jane Phillips, Peggy Root, Leslie Schiff, Paul Siliciano, Elaine 
Tarone, Cathrine Wambach 

 
Absent: John Cwodzinski, Robert McMaster, Henning Schroeder 
 
Guests: Vice Provost Arlene Carney, Ole Gram (Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and 

Academic Affairs), Thomas Dohm (Office of Measurement Services) 
 
Other: Tina Falkner (Academic Support Resources); Suzanne Bardouche (Office of the Vice 

Provost and Dean of Undergraduate Education) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) the S and the C-; (2) lists of instructors ranked as excellent by their students (the 
top 30%)] 
 
 
 Professor Brothen convened the meeting at 2:00 and called for introductions for the new 
student member, Ms. Koonjbeharry. 
 
1. The S and the C- 
 
 Professor Brothen turned to Ms. Phillips to raise a question.  The Committee had been 
provided with a message from Ms. Phillips outlining the issue of concern to her (between the * * *). 
 
* * * 
 

I have run across an issue in my Biol 1003 course that seems unfair to students and would like 
some SCEP discussion about the policies that underlie this inequity. 

 
Background: 
Biol 1003 is a course that fulfills the Biology-Core requirement for Liberal Education.  The grading 
system is Student Option, allowing the student to choose A-F or S/N.  (This is also true of Biol 1001 
and 1009; about 5000 students each year take one of these three courses.)  One reason for allowing 
student option is to allow students to complete this [liberal-education] requirement, which is outside 
their major, without having the course grade affect their GPA.   

 
What I see is likely to happen this semester is that students who chose S/N in student option but who 
don't get the C- cutoff will NOT get credit for the class and those who chose A-F will get credit as 
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long as they met the D cutoff.  That is, if they choose S/N and get a D, they have to retake the course.  
Those who choose A-F and get a D, don't have to retake the course.  That is what seems unfair to me.   

 
Here are the two University grading policies that are relevant here: 

 
D 1.000 - Represents achievement that is worthy of credit even though it fails to meet fully the 
course requirements 
 
S Represents achievement that is satisfactory, which is equivalent to a C- or better. 

 
(Yes, these policies are listed explicitly in the courses' syllabi, but since this is the first time in ~15 
years that I have taught in one of our non-majors courses, this is the first time I have personally run 
into the problems these policies might cause for the student who makes the wrong choice, thinking 
S/N is a better option because they "have never understood biology.")   

 
In the future, we could set the course grading to be no student option, but changing our course to just 
A-F does not eliminate the inequity in other student-option graded courses.   

 
When I asked Tina Falkner if she knew the rationale for the C- cutoff for an S, she said:  "The C- = S 
came from an issue where a students were being held to higher standards to get an S (like some faculty 
were making students get a B to earn an S) and that seemed wrong." 

 
Request: 
Can we consider changing the S/N policy to: 
S Represents achievement that is satisfactory, which is equivalent to a D or better. 

 
Policies at some of our peer institutions: 

 
UW-Madison: 
For courses taken under the pass/fail option, the grade of S shall be recorded by the Registrar in place 
of instructors' grades of A, AB, B, BC, C; the grade of U shall be recorded by the Registrar in place of 
instructors' grades of D or F. Neither the S nor the U are used in computing the grade point average. 
The pass/fail option is the student's choice and the instructor reports the grade independently of any 
knowledge he/she may have as to whether or not the student is taking the course on a pass/fail basis. 
Note: the D grade is unsatisfactory for Pass/Fail Courses. 

 
UC-Berkeley:   
The work of all students on the Berkeley campus is reported in terms of the following grades: A 
(excellent), B (good), C (fair), D (barely passing), F (failure), P (passed at a minimum level of C-), NP 
(not passed), S (satisfactory, passed at a minimum level of B-), U (unsatisfactory), I (work incomplete 
due to circumstances beyond the student's control, but of passing quality), IP (work in progress; final 
grade to be assigned upon completion of entire course sequence). The grades A, B, C, and D may be 
modified by plus (+) or minus (-) suffixes. 

 
UI-Urbana Champaign 
CR-Credit earned. To be used only in courses taken under the credit-no credit grading option. 
(Instructors report the usual letter grades. Grades of A+ through C- will automatically be converted to 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     3 
Wednesday, November 30, 2011 
 
 

 

CR.) 
 
NC-No credit earned. To be used only in courses taken under the credit-no credit grading option. 
(Instructors report the usual letter grades. Grades of D+ through F, and ABS will automatically be 
converted to NC.) 
 
S-Satisfactory, and 
 
U-Unsatisfactory. To be used only as final grades in graduate thesis research courses, in graduate and 
undergraduate courses given for zero credit, and in other courses that have been specifically approved 
by the head or the chairperson of the department concerned, with concurrence of the appropriate 
college dean. A current list of courses that have received such approval is maintained in the Office of 
Admissions and Records. 
 
PS - Pass.Used for all test-based credit. A minimum grade of C- is required. 

 
U-Iowa 
At the end of the semester, the instructor calculates a standard letter grade for any student who has 
registered under the P/N option. If the course grade is C- or higher, the instructor reports a P as the 
final grade. If the course grade is D+ or below, the instructor assigns an N. 

 
* * * 
 
 Professor Siliciano asked Ms. Phillips if she had the sense that students were happy with a 4-
credit D.  They would rather have the D than have to take a 4-credit lab course again, Ms. Phillips 
said.   
 
 One solution would be to change the requirement for an S, Professor Brothen pointed out.  But 
none of the University's peers use a lower requirement, Ms. Phillips observed; the ones she checked all 
use the C-, as does the University.   
 
 Professor Wambach suggested the Committee look at the definitions of grades at Berkeley; 
using those simpler definitions would get the University out of some of the problems that Professor 
Cramer raised.  
 
 Another possibility would be to change the liberal-education requirements so that students 
could not use course in which they received a D grade toward meeting the requirements.  Bu she said 
she was not certain she would make such a recommendation.  In fact, she has no recommendation to 
offer the Committee, she said. 
 
 Berkeley points out the problem, Professor Tarone said:  The D is "barely passing," but it is 
passing.  If a student takes a course S/N, and receives a D, he or she should pass. 
 
 Committee members discussed the situation at length.  Suggestions included (1) removing the 
S/N option for liberal-education courses (this was not favored, although it was argued that doing so 
would make students take liberal-education courses more seriously; if liberal-education courses are to 
be required, students should be required to take them seriously) and (2) allowing students to change 
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from S/N to A/F grading much later in the semester (but not from A/F to S/N); CLA will grant 
petitions in these cases to students to let them graduate.  Dr. Falkner pointed out that this is not 
automatic in CLA; there must be extenuating circumstances.  One concern with the latter was that 
students would register for every course S/N and then make the decision later about changing to A/F, 
but it was noted that there are limits on the number of courses one can take S/N and that the option 
could not be used for major courses, only electives. 
 
 Professor Wambach said one can argue that if students know about the possible outcome, it's 
their decision; they know they need to earn a C- to receive an S.  It's a matter of brinksmanship.  If 
they receive a D, they could have done more in the course.  If students want to be safe from the 
problem, they need to work harder.  Professor Root commented "you are grown up, you made a 
choice, welcome to the rest of your life."  Professor Wambach agreed, saying the University cannot 
protect students from every negative event.   
 
 Professor McCormick and Schiff said that the Council on Liberal Education could provide an 
alert on the web and ensure that a statement is included in the syllabi for liberal-education courses.  
They can also add information on the One-Stop website and in the newsletter to undergraduates, Dr. 
Falkner added. 
 
 The syllabus statement is on the recommended list in the policy on syllabi, Ms. Bardouche 
noted.  But that statement does not identify the risk, Ms. Phillips pointed out.  So it is important to get 
some language in the syllabus statement that is clearer, that language be placed on websites, and that 
the Center for Teaching and Learning be alerted to the risk.  Professor Chervany suggested it would 
also be useful for colleges to have appropriate language in their materials; one of the first places 
students are likely to look for information would be their college program materials.  Professor Schiff 
said that most students go to One-Stop; if there is prominent language there, students will find it. 
 
 Professor Brothen thanked Ms. Phillips for raising the issue. 
 
2. Lists of Instructors Ranked as Excellent by Their Students (the top 30%) 
 
 Professor Brothen welcomed Vice Provost Carney and Drs. Gram and Dohm to the meeting 
for further discussion of the "top 30%" proposal.  He began the discussion, however, by asking why 
the results from the student-release questions could not be made available to students, as Professor 
Cramer had suggested.   
 
 Professor Schiff said that she had tried to get her student-release results available and learned 
that it is extremely difficult to find where to authorize the release; one must be a "Google master" to 
accomplish the release.  Part of the problem is that faculty are not reminded about the option to release 
the results—and they need to be provided a link to the website where the release can be effected.  
Right now fewer than 5% of courses have the results released, Dr. Carney reported. 
 
 Dr. Carney said that she had read the minutes of the last meeting, with the discussion of the 
"top 30%" proposal and concluded that there clearly are very mixed views about it.  She emphasized 
that the proposal is a response to students' request for more information and that she is not invested in 
it.  The issue falls in her portfolio because the student-rating data are used in promotion and tenure, but 
the data from the student-release questions are not used in the process. 
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 As she just informed the Committee, few faculty members release the data from the student-
release questions on the rating form.  So she proposed considering a system that has been in use at the 
University of Illinois for over 30 years (where she was once on the faculty).  Dr. Brandt was at Illinois 
the same time she was, Dr. Carney related; both of them believed that system worked very well.  The 
results are on the web and are a permanent record, and students can find which instructors were in the 
top 30% (the list is by name and by department).  She showed a possible configuration of a report at 
the last Committee meeting, where the top 30% included all instructors with a rating of about 5.5 (on 
the scale of 6).  Illinois faculty members include an appearance in the top 30% in their dossiers to 
show that they received good ratings. 
 
 The last meeting was a discussion about the concept, Dr. Carney said.  What to do is this 
Committee's call.  If it votes for the proposal, they will implement it.  If not, they and the Committee 
will have to go back to the drawing board in terms of how to be responsive to students' request for 
more information.  In terms of some of the comments made at the last meeting, one was that it would 
make faculty competitive; they are now, with the Morse-Alumni and Graduate-Professional awards. 
 
 Professor Brothen noted that Committee members were asked to gather opinions about the 
proposal. 
 
 Professor Siliciano said that one problem with the student-evaluation of teaching system, used 
before the system currently in place, was that there was a single metric of good teaching; would the 
top 30% proposal return to that, by taking the average of the results of the four instructor-related 
questions from the current student-rating form to create one "score"?  And if so, is that bad?  Dr. 
Carney observed that she did not make up the questions used on the student-rating form; her job is to 
implement what the Committee recommends, but it is a good point.  The metrics on the current form, 
however, are four behavioral characteristics of the instructor that would be averaged for the top 30% 
of instructors; in the case of the earlier system, it was never clear what the one metric meant.  The four 
scores would be averaged—but each one is not amorphous. 
 
 Ms. Barta asked about the percentage of classes that have multiple instructors.  Students often 
say that they have to take a certain course, and in many cases there is only one faculty member who 
teaches it.  Dr. Carney agreed but said that in the case where more than one faculty member teaches a 
course, who is teaching could affect when a student decides to take it.  Especially in the case of 
electives, students could search the ratings (which they do now).  But in many cases there are no 
choices. 
 
 Ms. Phillips reported on a discussion with the educational policy committee of the College of 
Biological Sciences (CBS) and feedback provided via Dr. Emily Hoover from the College of Food, 
Agricultural, and Natural Resources Sciences (CFANS).  The responses in CBS were uniformly 
negative, she said.  The data on the evaluation tool do not support a cut off; the first two questions are 
skewed to traditionally formatted lecture classes; the Office of Measurement Services has emphasized 
that departments should not pay attention to small differences in results, but this approach would 
because it would cut off at an arbitrary point; the list could inhibit innovation in teaching because 
faculty members would fear low results; and student-rating results often reflect the subject matter (e.g., 
"students hate organic chemistry"). 
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 Professor Schiff said that 30%, depending on the distribution, could send the wrong message.  
If all of the faculty members in CBS were to receive great scores, a 30% cut off would not include 
faculty members whose scores were not significantly different from those who were included.  Some 
faculty members in CBS suggested instead selecting a score that reflects truly great teaching (e.g., 5.5) 
and list all the faculty members who received that score or better.  The CBS faculty also said it is 
questionable whether the results measure teacher skills—or popularity.  The ratings are somewhat like 
letting adolescents determine what good parenting is. 
 
 Ms. Phillips said that the CFANS responses were less negative.  One question was what 
happens if all the instructors improve; would the list remain at 30%?  Some may improve but never get 
on the list.  But the proposal received a cool reception and it was suggested that the Committee find a 
more innovative approach.  Ms. Phillips also noted that the student-rating form does not work for field 
courses because it is all about traditional lecture classes.  It was also suggested that the results be 
weighted by class size. 
 
 Professor Breuch reported that the Writing Studies faculty were overwhelmingly negative 
about the proposal.  They raised questions about the reliability of the student-rating data as an 
indication of the quality of instruction and said there was too much emphasis on the data.  The 
proposal would create a penalty for those not in the top 30%, especially new TAs.  It was suggested 
that it should be an opt-in proposal, and that there should be a note added that the student-rating data is 
just one measure of teaching.  There was a lot of hesitation about the proposal, Professor Breuch 
concluded. 
 
 Reading between the lines, Professor Tarone said, there was a fear that the results would be 
used against faculty members in salary and promotion-and-tenure decisions—that this is a plot by the 
administration.  Dr. Carney asked the Committee to please be aware that she has read about 1100 
promotion-and-tenure files in the six and one-half years she has been in the position of vice provost 
and will read an additional 150 files this year.  If everyone really has such reservations about the 
student-rating data per se, then she is deeply concerned.  Even though almost all of the 7.12 statements 
provide for peer review of teaching, in practice not a great deal of it is done.  Some departments do a 
great job of peer review; most do little.  So the critical measure of the effectiveness of teaching is the 
student ratings.  If people are so worried about the validity of student ratings as a metric of teaching 
ability, it does not just affect the adoption of the top 30% data.  The issue of the top 30% is small 
compared to the use of student rating data for personnel decisions such as for promotion and tenure. 
 
 Professor Ng said that there is disagreement about the value of the student ratings but agreed 
that a significant proportion of the evaluation of teaching is based on them.  That is not true at the 
Morris campus, where it is only one small component of the evaluation of instruction; they look at 
student letters from alumni about what they have learned, which is much more powerful measure.  
That approach is very specific to the Morris campus, Dr. Carney pointed out, and even in the dossiers 
that come from the Morris campus there is discussion of the student-rating data. 
 
 Professor Schiff said that she did not believe that the CBS faculty were saying that student 
ratings are not useful; the objection was to the cut off.  She teaches a difficult course for students in 
the second semester of their senior year, when students can be crabby, which could affect her ratings, 
but she receives letters later from graduates saying how much they learned in the course.  They are not 
damning the student ratings. 
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 Professor Breuch said that her department also uses the student ratings in annual reviews; of 
course they would not exclude them.  Professor Tarone said she thought the issue tapped a deeper 
feeling of paranoia; people are crabby. 
 
 Professor Chervany speculated about what would happen if the local media picked up the 
story of the top 30%; the headline would say "University identifies top teachers" and the article would 
explain it.  The goal is laudable and student input is essential, but the top-30% list is a bandaid.  If one 
believes students should receive more information, which he agrees they should, this is a bandaid.  
Many students take a class because there is only one faculty member who teaches it or because it fits 
their schedule, but the University needs to work on providing real information to students. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney said the Committee must think about personnel data; at present the 
student ratings are private personnel data under the provisions of the Minnesota Data Practices Act.  
The results of the student ratings overlap with the information from the student-release questions, and 
one could ask if all the data would be available to the media.  She said she has no vested interest in the 
outcome but believes it is an important goal to provide information to students about instructors.  She 
also agreed with the point Professor Wambach made earlier, that one must be sensitive to new faculty 
members, who may struggle their first few years but who, by the end of their probationary period are 
good teachers.  The institution needs to decide where its values are. 
 
 This should be front and center for the Committee and the University, Professor Chervany 
agreed.  The Committee may return to the top 30% plan, and that may be all it can do, but it should 
revisit the issue and identify how to solve the problem because there are data available. 
 
 Professor McCormick reported that the directors of undergraduate studies in the College of 
Science and Engineering provided considerable feedback and all were supportive of the idea of 
making available useful data on teaching effectiveness, but what varied was whether this proposal was 
considered useful.  The response to the “top 30% proposal” elicited a range of responses, from calling 
it a bad idea to saying it could do no harm to strongly supporting it—but the intent was supported.  
The comments included a critique of using a single measure, does it improve learning at Illinois, it 
could suppress teaching innovation, it is important to have the right measures (e.g., tracking students 
through the degree and after they obtain their degree), worries about the effect on probationary faculty 
members (e.g.,  affecting their decisions on course design in an unbalanced way), worries that since 
(some thought) instructors receive lower scores on introductory courses versus upper-division major 
courses there would be a perception that introductory courses don’t get the best teachers, and worries 
that students would get the impression that they were not getting the best instructors if someone is not 
in the top 30%?  There was also a question about the effects:  Might students make bad or unbalanced 
decisions if this was the only measure reported so publicly? 
 
 Ms. Barta reported on the reaction of students and alumni with whom she has spoken.  The 
alumni have commented that they may have disliked a teacher but the course helped them get a job.  
Or that they learned something new.  Current students say that the list would not help very much 
because they learn from friends (and Greeks have files).  There is a difference between freshmen and 
seniors; the former want the best teachers but do not know what the means while the latter have 
criteria they use to decide whether to take a course.  Moreover, not all instructors are for all students.  
Students would like to know the results of faculty peer review of teaching and they would like to have 
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syllabi posted on the web—that would provide them much more information.  The last can be done in 
the course guide, Dr. Carney said, but she does not know how many instructors actually do so.  The 
syllabus also provides information about the method of grading and how students are evaluated, Ms. 
Barta added, and posting syllabi would be the best step. 
 
 Ms. Combs reported that she spoke with a large number of graduate students and received 
about a 50/50 response, much the same as among Committee members, and there was also a concern 
that the metrics could be lower for minorities and women.  Graduate-student instructors say they do 
not feel rewarded for good teaching and the top-30% list could be very useful for them when they look 
for a job.  The discussion has identified a need to identify good teaching by instructors. 
 
 Professor Schiff said she would not want to see a mandate that the student-rating data must be 
released at every stage of a faculty member's career.  She repeated, for Dr. Carney's benefit (who had 
not been present for the earlier comment), her experience in trying to release the results for the 
student-release questions and finding it very difficult to accomplish.  She also said that she has not 
been reminded about releasing the results in a long time. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney said she mentions releasing the information every semester in an email to 
the faculty and provides directions on how to do so.  That is not the right vehicle, Professor Schiff 
commented; the issue needs discussion at college educational-policy committee meetings.  Students 
also send a video to all faculty asking for release of the information, Dr. Carney said.  She said she 
knows this is a large and diverse institution and that some faculty members automatically delete any 
email message she sends, but she cautions them that there is a risk in doing so because the messages 
do have content they need to know. 
 
 Professor Chervany commented that a reminder from his department administrator would 
mean more than an email from central administration.  He also noted that his department collects all 
syllabi and could put them on the web.  It may be that permission would be needed, but that could be 
sought.  There will be better results if the process is localized.  The same is true for the student-release 
data:  It is not Vice Provost Carney's responsibility to get the data released, it is responsibility of the 
deans to communicate with department chairs and administrators. 
 
 Dr. Carney commented, as a former department chair, that students pick fall courses in the 
spring.  Hers is probably among the most rule-compliant departments at the University but she did not 
believe that the majority of faculty in her department would have a fall-semester syllabus ready in the 
spring.  But one could post the most recent syllabus.  Professor Chervany agreed; after he teaches a 
course the first time, the syllabus does not change a great deal from one term to the next.  He said he 
believed most students would rather have last year's syllabus than nothing at all.  Ms. Phillips observed 
that registration for spring semester is almost complete now and it is likely that few faculty members 
have completed their syllabus for spring courses. 
 
 Professor McCormick said that with respect to the student-release questions, "we" can 
emphasize that students are asking for it.  If the process were made easy, he said he believes there is 
enough good will out there that many more faculty would release the information.  "Who is 'we,'" Dr. 
Carney inquired?  Professor Schiff said that the directors of undergraduate studies can remind the 
faculty. 
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 Professor Ng said that what she is hearing from Dr. Carney is that the idea is to get more 
information to students.  She hears from many students that they want information about teaching, not 
about the top 30%.  They basically want the information from the student-release questions.  If the 
goal is to provide students more information, the Committee should re-examine the policy on the 
student-release questions.  Perhaps release could be made an opt-out; why is it opt-in?  The student-
release questions are pretty innocent and the contents would provide more information than a 5.67 
number from the student ratings.  One way to fix things that would not be a bandaid would be to 
change the policy so it is an opt-out choice. 
 
 Dr. Carney recalled that the previous student-evaluation system also had student-release 
questions and the release rate was higher than it is now, even after a campaign to encourage release 
after the new student-rating system was adopted.  Professor Wambach surmised that the drop probably 
occurred because of concern about the new student-rating questions when the change was made.  But 
instructors can agree to release the results only after they see them.  There is also overlap between the 
student-rating questions and the student-release questions, but the Student Senate has not been 
amenable to changing the student-release questions.  There was an effort last year to change them but 
it did not work out, Ms. Combs recalled. 
 
 It was suggested that the Committee should have a conversation with someone from the Office 
of the General Counsel to determine what different systems might work without violating state law.  
Professor Ng noted that the current policy requires that the student-release data NOT be used in 
promotion-and-tenure evaluations.   
 
 Dr. Higdon said that the views he expressed at the last meeting have been repeated today.  Is 
there research evidence about many of the questions raised today about student evaluations, and if so, 
can it be shared with the Committee?  When the subcommittee decided on the questions that are used, 
Dr. Carney responded, it did a great deal of research. 
 
 This needs to move forward, Professor Chervany said.  He suggested asking for a small 
subcommittee to identify ideas about what can be done within the system (e.g., with syllabi, 
college/department responsibilities) and what would make sense.  At the Senate level, people will raise 
the bogeyman of the administration, but if the discussions are at the department level, people will 
likely decide to release the information.  The Committee could make recommendations about moving 
forward that do not rely on Vice Provost Carney; it should consult with the General Counsel and with 
the technology people and identify 1-2-3 things that would work.  Professor Brothen said he would ask 
for volunteers for a virtual subcommittee. 
 
 Professor Wambach said that still liked the idea of the top-30% list because there are so few 
opportunities to honor people who are doing a good job of teaching.  One can argue about whether the 
responses to the student ratings are valid but she said she believes they do tell something.  Right now 
there is no way to recognize graduate students and P&A instructors who are doing a good job in the 
classroom.  She said she did not want to let the top-30% proposal die and wants the Committee to 
think about how to recognize people who are doing a great job in teaching.  There is the Morse-
Alumni award, but that is only a small number. 
 
 Ms. Barta commented that there is need for an alumni award, from students who are two years 
out of school.   



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     10 
Wednesday, November 30, 2011 
 
 

 

 
 Dr. Higdon said he did not necessarily disagree with Professor Wambach but said that if the 
Committee is going to approve the proposal, he would like the Office of Measurement Services to tell 
the Committee what the new metric is.  If it is a good measure, great, and the University can set up a 
"good teaching" list.  Dr. Carney noted that at Illinois, for many years the list was called "the 
incomplete list of instructors rated excellent by their students." 
 
 Dr. Dohm said it is a good idea; he volunteered to be on the virtual subcommittee and 
suggested that Dr. Langley, director of the Center for Teaching and Learning, should also be included.  
He and Dr. Langley can bring the history to the process and he said there are metrics issues around the 
four items that would need to be considered.  Dr. Langley knows the research on teaching.  Ms. 
Phillips said that as they consider the metrics, they should review the minutes of this Committee when 
the change was made to the current student-rating system, because there was concern that the ratings 
do not work for non-standard courses.  They work better than the previous ones did, Professor 
Wambach said; it may be that none work very well for non-standard courses, Ms. Phillips rejoined. 
 
 Professor McCormick said he agreed with Professor Wambach.  There must be found ways to 
recognize people.  His difference with her is whether there should be a published list and whether 
other information should also be used, but if that is the right list, it should be used.  Professor Siliciano 
said there would be enthusiasm for a list, not the top 30% but instead those rated above a certainly 
point.    
 
 Dr. Carney said she has spent a lot of time trying to persuade departments that the difference 
between 5.2 and 5.5 is not significant typically, particularly without a measure of variance.  If a 
department average is 5.5 (the middle of the “agree” category), it might set a benchmark for a positive 
evaluation at about 4.5 (the middle of the “somewhat agree” category).  But it should not use a single 
number.  A list might be described as an incomplete list of those with scores at or above 5.0.  She 
noted that she has informed the Committee that the student-rating numbers are very high for the 
institution and the paranoia about making the results known is hard to understand.  The average is 
about 5.5 on a 6.0 scale for most of the four instructor-centered questions each semester for an average 
of over 145,000 responses.  If the published list included everyone who obtained a 5.0 or better, many 
people in most departments would be on it.  Illinois chose 30% a long time ago but it may be that 
some good practices from other institutions are not portable.  The system is not controversial at Illinois 
and there are many thoughtful faculty members there as well as at Minnesota.  If a benchmark is 
chosen, it needs to be made clear that there is no statistically significant difference between large and 
small classes.  For promotion and tenure, a benchmark is the way to go:  If someone has scores in the 
low 4s, when the department average is 5.5 or better, then there is reason for concern.  She said she 
would like to find a way to use the data more productively; she said she only asks that if the 
Committee begins to close in on a policy that she must implement, she be consulted as it is being 
developed. 
 
 Professor Ng said that if we can only choose to publish the data from one question of the 
student-release questions, then she would suggest using "I would recommend this instructor to other 
students," or "I would recommend this course"  rather than melding numbers from the student ratings 
to create a new measure.  Dr. Carney said that making such a number available, plus making syllabi 
available, would help, but there would still be the question of compliance.  She agreed that students 
can learn a tremendous amount by looking at the syllabus.  Professor Root said that compliance in a 
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smaller college may be easier; when she receives a message from the associate dean, she does not 
delete it.  Bigger colleges may be more of a problem. 
 
 Professor Brothen asked for volunteers for the virtual subcommittee and adjourned the 
meeting at 3:55. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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