
 Minutes∗ 
 
 Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
 January 7, 1993 
 
 
Present: James Tracy (chair), Victor Bloomfield, Thomas Clayton, Susan Donaldson, Michael 

Handberg, Kenneth Heller, Robert Johnson, Lois Regnier, Clark Starr, Tim Swierczek, 
Susan Wick 

 
Guest:  Vice President Anne Hopkins 
 
 
[In these minutes:  future committee business; implementation of peer review and student evaluation 
requirements of Senate policy on evaluation of teaching] 
 
 
1.   Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Tracy convened the meeting at 1:20 and announced that the Committee had to decide 
whether it wished to take up items that have been suggested to it: 
 
 -- The changes at the Crookston campus  (it was agreed that arrangements would be made for 

a conversation with Crookston representatives). 
 
 -- The policy on the ratio of course credits to contact hours  (it was agreed that Professor 

Heller's draft of a new policy would be circulated and that this would be on the agenda for 
the next meeting). 

 
 -- Plus/minus grading (it was recalled that a proposal to adopt plus/minus grading was 

defeated by student votes on the floor of the Senate the last time it was considered, 
although the request that the issue be reconsidered is coming from students as well as 
faculty; no decision was reached on whether or not to take up the subject). 

 
 -- Discussion of the "planning for planning" document now being circulated.  It was agreed 

the Committee would consider it, and at a meeting when Dr. Hopkins could be present. 
 
 -- The Interim Outreach report 
 
2.   Implementation of Peer Evaluation, Policy on Evaluation of Teaching Contributions 
 
 The Committee next moved to a discussion of Professor Wick's redraft of a resolution 
implementing the peer review portion of the Senate teaching evaluation policy.  Among the points 
discussed during the editorial discussion were these: 
 
 -- Whether or not there should be a REQUIREMENT for a teaching portfolio (no) 
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 -- Whether or not departments should be held responsible for developing a policy on peer 

review of teaching contributions (yes) 
 
 -- When the policy should be fully implemented (1994-95, with 1993-94 a "shakedown" 

year) 
 
 -- "Peer" means whatever a department defines and a dean accepts, in the unit policies. 
 
 -- Departments should determine the appropriate documentation for peer evaluation as well 

as the length of time the documents should be kept (i.e., how cumulative the record will 
be).  There was debate about whether the faculty or the department will retain the files, 
with no conclusion; it was noted that it will be in a faculty member's interest to keep the 
file updated in order to document teaching improvements. 

 
 -- The extent to which a faculty member's teaching file would be accessible to others was not 

resolved; there was consensus that colleague COMMENTS on the materials in the file 
would NOT be available beyond department faculty.  There was apparent agreement that 
each department would have to make a decision about access to the files. 

 
 -- Departments should not be told what internal administrative process to use in evaluating 

teaching--i.e., whether by separate committee or by the same individuals who make 
judgments on research. 

 
 -- The extent to which the policy should require some uniformity in reporting and provision 

of information from departments to college to central administration; Dr. Hopkins pointed 
out that if the policy requires five years' record on teaching, the administration will expect 
to see five years' record. 

 
 A general point made in the exchanges was that if the units are to be held accountable for 
outcomes, they have to be given the authority to make decisions.  If, however, there are central policies 
that must be observed, then the actions of the Committee--and the provisions of the policy--should reflect 
them at least to the extent of being in concert with them. 
  
 A graver concern to Committee members was the possibility that administrative expectations for 
documentation, in promotion and tenure cases, is largely folklore rather than clearly identified.  Life 
would be easier, it was said by one Committee member, if there were established a set of expectations 
developed by the faculty, or approved by them.  The criteria used for merit raises and promotions, 
observed another, have not been consistent from one year to the next.  Dr. Hopkins cautioned against 
drafting a document that would require revision of the tenure regulations and pointed out that deans have 
expectations about what should be submitted with promotion and tenure materials--and if the information 
required by the teaching evaluation policy is available, she surmised, the deans will require it. 
 
 It was agreed that Professors Wick and Gunnar, in light of the discussion at this meeting, would 
undertake another redraft of the motion. 
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3.   Implementation, Student Evaluation, Policy on Evaluation of Teaching Contributions 
 
 The Committee next turned to the materials that had been presented by Drs. Jocelyn and Perry 
concerning the issues associated with student evaluations.  Professor Heller also distributed copies of a 
summary statement proposed for presentation to the Senate.  Again, a number of points were made during 
the editing conversation: 
 
 -- Given that the Senate policy requires five specific questions, will there be one or two 

questionnaires, one for the Senate policy and one for the department?  It is hoped that there 
will be one questionnaire, one page long; if there is no increased cost in processing 
additional departmental questions, Dr. Hopkins said, it would be done centrally; if there is, 
it would be up departments to arrange for tabulation of the results of their own questions. 

 
 -- Centralized scanning of forms, and the commitment to fund it, is for the Twin Cities only, 

Dr. Hopkins emphasized, although she will pay for modest equipment costs for the 
coordinate campuses if that is what is needed for them to provide the same service. 

 
 -- There was lack of agreement on whether or not the policy adopted last year mandates that 

the five questions be used; it was thought by some Committee members that the policy 
required they be used while others were unsure.  Without using them, university-wide data 
cannot be compiled.  Central processing will ONLY be provided for THESE questions, Dr. 
Hopkins repeated. 

 
 -- The questions as originally developed by SCEP, after long discussion, and approved by the 

Senate, should not be changed.  While there may be some doubt about the ability of 
students to judge the faculty member's knowledge of the subject matter, it was contended 
that all of the results are impressions, not facts, and students can indeed make valid 
judgments about the faculty member's knowledge and how it is presented. 

 
 -- The "appropriate" statistics to be provided from the student surveys will be decided by 

professionals in the Office of Measurement Services. 
 
 -- The policy should recommend that the student evaluations be administered "towards the 

end of the quarter," probably in the last two weeks of class, but NOT during the final 
examination; in-class, not by mail; and the faculty member should NOT be present when it 
is being filled out by students.  Although SCEP will not prescribe to the last detail, 
generally faculty members should have as little to do with the process as possible (e.g., 
including even collecting the forms or delivering them to the department office). 

 
 -- Uniform instructions should appear on the forms. 
 
 Asking for demographic information on the forms is a vexing issue; in very small classes, 
information on sex, race, class, college, etc., will permit identification of the individual student.  Even if 
the firs are not returned to faculty until after grades are turned in, the possibility of such identification will 
be an inhibiting factor--and could affect the student's choice of classes from the faculty member in the 
future.  There appeared to be general agreement, however, that such information does matter when one is 
trying to assess results of student surveys. 
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 Suggestions included:  Not returning the forms to the faculty, only the results (which means two 
different forms would be required, since the Senate policy requires space for written comments, and there 
is insufficient staff to transcribe written comments); making demographic information optional for small 
classes; insisting that such information be collected for all classes, because it does matter and should be 
part of the public record--and that students will generally provide it if asked, even in small classes. 
 
 There was no agreement on how to handle small classes. 
 
 Professors Heller and Johnson agreed to try redraft of their language, including appropriate 
excerpts from the information provided by Drs. Jocelyn and Perry. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 3:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


