
 Minutes∗ 
 
 Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
 November 12, 1992 
 
 
Present: James Tracy (chair), Victor Bloomfield, James Cotter, Susan Donaldson, Megan Gunnar, 

Michael Handberg, Robert Johnson, Clark Starr, Tim Swierczek 
 
Guests: Elizabeth Grundner (Scheduling Office), Donna Olson (Women's Intercollegiate Athletics) 
 
 
1.   Scheduling Exception for Women's Athletics 
 
 Professor Tracy convened the meeting at 1:15 and welcomed Ms. Donna Olson to the meeting.  
The Committee was asked to consider granting an exemption from the Senate policy prohibiting events 
during Study Day and Finals Week in order to permit the women's volleyball team to participate in the 
National Invitational Volleyball Championship.  The Committee approved an exemption last year, when 
the event occurred during final examinations; the event this year begins the day before study day and 
continues only through the two study days.   
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to approve the exemption; Professor Tracy thanked Ms. 
Olson for joining the meeting. 
 
2.   Morse-Alumni Awards Committee 
 
 Professor Tracy next reported on the inquiries he had made of individuals about their willingness to 
serve on the Morse-Alumni Awards Committee, in accord with the discussion at the last meeting. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to approve the slate of candidates. 
 
3.   Task Force on Honors 
 
 Professor Tracy then reported on the discussions he had had with several honors directors and the 
individuals who might serve on a task force to review honors designations.  After discussion about 
representation, the Committee reached agreement on the individuals who would be asked to serve. 
 
4.   1995-96 Calendar, Twin Cities Campus 
 
 The Assembly Committee on Educational Policy voted unanimously to recommend to the Twin 
Cities Campus Assembly the draft calendar presented to it by Elizabeth Grundner.  The 1996 precinct 
caucus date will have to be identified later. 
 
 
 
                                                 

∗These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota Senate 
or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represent the 
views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of Regents.  
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5.   The Split-Quarter Calendar Option 
 
 Professor Tracy next reported that Professor Bognanno and he had met recently with President 
Hasselmo and had inquired about the status of a possible change from quarters to semesters:  the 
President's views and the role of the consultative process if a change were to be made.  The President, 
Professor Tracy told the Committee, personally favors semesters.  He also pointed out that if a change is 
not made now, the opportunity will be lost for a very long time--because once faculty have adjusted their 
courses to meet the new liberal education requirements, they will not be willing to then change them 
again to a semester format.  This is at a time when fewer and fewer schools remain on the quarter system. 
Some central officers apparently do not favor the change; they sense faculty weariness and overload.  If 
the administration does recommend moving to semesters, there will be a process of consultation.  
Professor Tracy said he and Professor Bognanno stressed the need for a decision; the President reiterated 
that there would be a decision by the end of the quarter. 
 
 One option the President asked SCEP to consider, as an alternative early-in, early-out system, is the 
possibility of a split-quarter:  Three or four weeks of winter quarter before the break and the remainder 
after New Year's.  Several points were touched on in the ensuing conversation: 
 
 -- The early-in, early-out calendar would give University students a better chance at summer 

jobs; vacation times for students don't match vacation times at other institutions. 
 
 -- For students with children, having the University on a different calendar from the K-12 

system works a hardship. 
 
 -- When this issue came up in the past, faculty and students have said it would be hard to 

maintain momentum in a split quarter; students are concerned that faculty would assign 
papers and expect winter break to be spent doing research and writing. 

 
 -- Warren Ibele, chair of SCC when this option was first proposed, received a number of very 

heated letters from the faculty opposing it. 
 
 -- There are not strong data in favor of an early start; the Committee needs data, not 

testimonials. 
 
 One Committee member recalled that he had taught in a split-quarter system and found it to work 
quite well; there was in effect a mini-course the first part and another one the second part.  This seemed to 
work in all academic disciplines except mathematics.  Another Committee member, however, also 
recalled having worked in a split-semester system and said it was not satisfactory:  momentum is lost. 
 
 The split-quarter would give students a chance to catch up, it was noted by one (student) member, 
and would permit a second mid-quarter examination to keep them caught up.  Some faculty would not 
welcome the opportunity to give two midquarters, it was observed; another, however, said he is moving to 
double midquarters as a means of early intervention with students in trouble to prevent drop-outs. 
 
 Others who have considered these options, one Committee member pointed out, have concluded 
that semesters would be preferable; the President, Professor Tracy responded, believes that semesters are 
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educationally better as well.  
 
 The strong sentiment of the Committee appeared to be that if a change is to be made, the change 
should be to semesters, not a split-quarter system. 
 
 There would also be a problem with semesters, Ms. Grundner pointed out:  To get in 15 weeks in 
the fall (14 weeks of class plus one week for finals) would still require a starting date before Labor Day--
which puts the St. Paul campus in session during the State Fair.  
 
 Professor Tracy thanked Ms. Grundner for joining the meeting. 
 
6.   Faculty Peer Review Protocol 
 
 Professor Tracy turned the attention of the Committee to the draft peer review protocol prepared by 
Professors Gunnar and Wick and asked that the minutes record the appreciation of the Committee for 
their work. 
 
 Professor Gunnar provided a brief overview of the document distributed to the Committee.  She 
recalled that she came late to the discussions, as a new member of the Committee, after others had 
extensively reviewed documents and the literature on evaluation.  She said that the Senate adopted the 
policy on evaluating contributions to teaching last year, but the policy left unanswered questions about 
how to implement it.  She played the role of devil's advocate, she related, in trying to clarify the goal(s) of 
peer review; was it to correct "bad teaching," improve teaching, or reward excellence?  They concluded 
that the purpose was to reward excellence; since the portfolio is relatively new, and there are no data to 
suggest it can improve teaching effectiveness or catch "bad" teachers, it should only be used to reward 
excellence.  As a consequence, they have recommended the development of portfolios which must be 
considered in deciding on promotion and tenure and in granting merit increases based at all on teaching.   
 
 After the review of documents last year, it was evident to those who considered the issue that 
faculty classroom visitation had significant problems, so the proposed peer review protocol does not 
require them.  The portfolio seemed to be a more desirable alternative.  They talked to a number of 
faculty who had won teaching awards about the use of a portfolio; the reactions were negative if a labor-
intensive effort was required to produce it but were not adverse if it were to be "contained."  As they 
thought about all the evaluation that must be done, Professor Gunnar related, they concluded that it could 
be "contained"--it should not require a lot of letters nor evaluation by a special committee.  The portfolio 
should be treated the same as the vitae (indicating research productivity) in whatever way a department 
makes salary decisions.  The core of the portfolio should be limited, although faculty members should be 
permitted to put in it anything they wished.   
 
 One Committee member said he was impressed with the proposal, that it could identify weaknesses 
that others could help with correcting, and that it should not be a great deal of work for faculty.  It would 
gather information where it was needed in the department.  It would be workable, Professor Gunnar said, 
if limited in contents, and WOULD identify faculty who have not updated their syllabi (or not prepared 
one at all).  Other Committee members expressed support for the proposition that the portfolio be dealt 
with in the same fashion as other materials reviewed for salary increases. 
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 It was noted that the methods of reviewing faculty performance varies by department; whatever 
system is used now would be required to incorporate the mandated portfolios.   
 
 On the question of classroom visitation, most Committee members opposed requiring it, although 
the policy would certainly not discourage it where departments have chosen to use it for promotion or 
salary decisions.  One Committee member suggested that if a department chooses to use classroom visits, 
the faculty member being reviewed should not be permitted to choose those who will visit and make the 
evaluation--the visits should be conducted by a teaching committee or some other regularized process.  It 
was noted that students tend to react the same way the faculty member does:  they get nervous when a 
senior faculty member joins a class and the room gets quiet.  Another Committee member recalled from 
experience at another institution, however, that when the process is routine and the evaluation occurs all 
the time, students get used to it.  It is, however, a BIG job.  It would be helpful (although rare in practice) 
to have a mechanism to find out what's going on when student evaluations make one gasp.  Professor 
Gunnar agreed, but pointed out that they had concluded classroom visits could NOT be required across 
the institution. 
 
 What is missing from the draft, argued one Committee member, is a requirement that departments 
develop a policy or standards or a procedure for peer evaluation--what should be in the portfolio and how 
it should be treated (so, for example, the department can be held accountable by the dean).  The Senate 
protocol should not stipulate what the departments must do, but it should require that they do 
SOMETHING along this line.  Some Committee members said they thought such a requirement was 
implicit; Vice President Hopkins has told the Committee, it was said in response, that some departments 
do NOT have such procedures and the Committee should require that they do.  The Committee, after 
some deliberation, concluded that the point was a valid one and that the protocol should be revised to 
include a requirement that departments develop a policy for peer evaluation. 
 
 The Committee then made a number of suggestions for changing or moving the language of the 
draft. 
 
 The Committee also discussed the language of the Senate policy; it appears that if a faculty 
member wishes to forgo that portion of a salary increase based on teaching, he or she could do so.  That 
was the intent of the Committee last year when the policy was drafted, it was concluded:  If teaching is 
the basis for 50% of a salary increase, and the faculty member chooses not to be evaluated on teaching, 
then the faculty member could forgo that 50% of an increase.  The allocation of increases, however, is 
rarely that neat; another problem was the partitioning of small merit increases into even smaller pieces.  
The departments would decide, it was pointed out again; where a faculty member is funded solely on 
external research funds, it might be acceptable to have no portion of the salary based on teaching.  The 
Senate policy, however, REQUIRES that where any part of any merit increase is based on teaching, there 
must be evaluation of the teaching contribution--graduate or undergraduate. 
 
 The idea of the portfolio in this proposal, it was concluded, is that a small number of items will be 
REQUIRED; departments would be free to add other elements to it as they determined appropriate for 
their circumstances and disciplines.  All but one of the required items are things faculty already do; the 
only new element is a self-assessment of teaching. 
 
 It was suggested that the Committee might develop a protocol for classroom visitation IF a 
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department chooses to use it (e.g., for purposes of promotion and tenure decisions).  Asked if the 
Committee should control the procedures, it was argued that certain protocols could be required. 
 
 The meeting adjourned at 3:20. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


