
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, February 2, 2005 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Emily Hoover (chair), (George Green for) Victor Bloomfield, Dale Branton, Vernon 

Cardwell, Shawn Curley, LeAnn Dean, Gretchen Haas, Adam Hirsch, Richard 
McCormick, Marsha Odom, Christopher Pappas, Emily Ronning, Karen Seashore, 
Mary Ellen Shaw, Craig Swan, Douglas Wangensteen, Joel Weinsheimer, Jenny 
Zhang 

 
Absent: James Leger 
 
Guests: Susan Van Voorhis, Tina Falkner (Office of the Registrar) 
 
Other: A Daily reporter 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) calendars; (2) Interpretation of the absence policy; (3) residency requirement; 
(4) change in title of absence policy; (5) draft policy on the evaluation of instruction; (6) distinction 
between F's] 
 
 
1. Calendars 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the meeting at 1:00.  Professor Odom said that because of the vote 
of the Crookston faculty in favor of collective bargaining, she would abstain on all votes at the 
meeting.  Professor Hoover then turned to Dr. Falkner to lead a review of the proposed calendars. 
 
 There is unfinished business, Dr. Falkner explained to the Committee.  The Morris calendar 
for 2008-09 was not set before and the Committee approved only fall, 2008 for the Twin Cities 
campus for the 2009-09 academic year, pending discussion of starting spring semester earlier.  Since 
the latter discussion has now been dropped, the Committee needs to approve the spring, 2009 Twin 
Cities calendar. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to approve the spring, 2009 calendar for the Twin Cities 
campus. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to approve the 2008-09 Morris calendar. 
 
 For the Twin Cities 2009-10 calendar, Labor Day falls on the latest day possible, so exams for 
fall, 2009 end December 23.  Finals will be Thursday-Saturday and Monday-Wednesday; Sunday will 
be study day.  Senate policy, Dr. Falkner said, does not allow final examinations on Sunday. 
 

                                                 
* 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 represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or 
the Board of Regents. 
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 The Committee voted unanimously to approve the 2009-10 calendars for the Crookston and 
Twin Cities campuses.  The Morris calendar will be brought to the Committee when it is ready.   
 
 Professor Seashore asked if observant Jews could receive an exception for a final examination 
scheduled on Saturday.  Dr. Falkner said they could. 
 
2. Interpretation of the Absence Policy 
 
 Professor Hoover proposed an Interpretation of the policy dealing with student absences from 
class for legitimate reasons, as follows (2), an Interpretation that follows from the discussion the 
Committee held earlier in the year: 
 

"1. The current language of the grading and transcript policy reads as follows: 
 

Students shall not be penalized for absence due to unavoidable or legitimate 
circumstances. Such circumstances include, but are not limited to, verified illness, 
participation in intercollegiate athletic events or other group activities sponsored by 
the University, subpoenas, jury duty, military service, and religious observances. 
Students are responsible for providing documentation to the instructor to verify the 
reason for the absence. 
. . . . 

 
"2. Interpretation by the Senate Committee on Educational Policy:  This policy does not 

extend to voting in local, state, or national elections.   
 

"COMMENT: 
 

The Senate Committee on Educational Policy was recently asked if missing class in 
order to vote in the 2004 elections constituted a legitimate absence.  While the Committee 
strongly believes that students should vote, it does not believe that students need to miss class 
in order to do so.  Polls are generally open for at least 12 hours, so students should be able to 
arrange their schedules on election days so they can both attend class and vote." 

 
 Dr. Falkner distributed copies of state law, which provides that the University and MNSCU 
are not obligated to release students from class in order to vote. 

 
 The Committee voted unanimously in favor of the Interpretation. 
 
3. Residency Requirement 
 
 The Committee turned back to the residency policy it had taken up the week before.  The draft 
policy up for discussion and vote, as amended at the previous meeting, read as follows: 
 

"(1)  To be eligible for a University of Minnesota undergraduate degree, a student must 
present at least 30 semester credits awarded by the University of Minnesota campus from 
which they are seeking to graduate. 
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"(2)  Students must complete at least half of upper division major work on the campus from 
which they are seeking to graduate. 

 
"(3)  At least 15 credits of the last 30 credits earned prior to the awarding of a University 
degree must be awarded by the University of Minnesota campus from which a student is 
seeking to graduate. 

 
"(4)  (For students who seek an academic minor:)  to be eligible for record of a minor on the 
University of Minnesota transcript, students must take at least one upper division course in the 
minor field at the campus from which they will receive their degree.  (Note:  a minor is not 
required for a baccalaureate degree from the University.)  Units may impose a higher 
residency requirement for a minor and may require a minor for graduation if they wish. 

 
"A student's college or campus may, under extraordinary circumstances, waive the 
requirements in sections 2, 3, and 4, above, but not section 1. 

 
"All credit awarded by the University, regardless of the type of instruction, shall count toward 
the credit requirements for the degree." 

 
 The Committee deliberated at some length about the language of (4) and finally voted 
unanimously to amend it to read as follows: 
 

(4)  For students who seek an academic minor, to be eligible for record of a minor on the 
University of Minnesota transcript, students must take at least three upper division credits in 
the minor field at the campus from which they will receive their degree. 

 
 The Committee agreed there was need for discussion about common policies related to minors 
because right now they are all controlled by departments and the requirements vary widely. 
 
 One question was whether the Committee should set rules for minors.  Should the control be 
left to the individual campuses?  The Committee concluded that setting a minimum for the entire 
University was appropriate. 
 
 Ms. Dean asked the Committee to reconsider the use of the phrase "under extraordinary 
circumstances" in the penultimate paragraph of the draft policy.  The Morris campus does not wish the 
language to be included and want to be able to set campus parameters on what will be acceptable 
grounds for waiving the requirements in order to avoid a lot petitions and scholastic committee 
activity.  There are some study-abroad programs for which the credits do not count toward a degree.  It 
is common for students not to finish in four years, who need to go elsewhere to earn money and then 
finish; they would satisfy the requirement for 15 credits in their senior year but would have special 
needs.  The language could create hurdles. 
 
 Dr. Shaw said that colleges and campuses can create procedures for fast-track approvals; the 
campus defines those mechanisms.  Ms. Dean said that they are concerned about precedents they may 
set for some programs; they believe the language would hamper their flexibility and restrict their 
autonomy.   
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 Professor McCormick said there are study abroad programs that are not considered transfer 
credits (only a few), and he said he did not believe there would be significant problems from them.  
They would be extraordinary cases.  Professor Seashore said she would think the campus would 
WANT to look at such programs before making a decision.  They already have relationships with the 
institutions, Ms. Dean said.  Then the campus can decide they do not require petition and review, 
Professors Cardwell, Hoover, and Seashore both pointed out.  If the program has not been approved 
before, it should be reviewed; if it is an existing one and has a good track record, then the campus can 
determine that credits count and take appropriate steps vis-à-vis this policy, Professor Cardwell said.   
 
 Professor Odom said she also did not see the need for the use of the word "extraordinary" 
unless the intent is to send a message that most petitions will not be approved.  That is the point, 
Professor Hoover said; the Committee feels strongly that students should receive the credits from the 
campus where they will graduate.   
 
 The Committee voted 13-1 in favor of the amended policy, with one abstention. 
 
4. Change in Title of Absence Policy 
 
 Professor Hoover next brought to the Committee the following item for the University Senate.  
Although it had been voted on at the last meeting, the COMMENT section had not been reviewed. 
 

MOTION: 
 

Amend the Policy on Makeup Examinations for Legitimate Absences as follows (new 
language is in CAPS; language to be deleted is in [brackets]): 

 
Policy on Makeup [Examinations] WORK for legitimate absences  

 
No change is proposed in the in the text of the policy, which reads as follows: 

 
Students shall not be penalized for absence due to unavoidable or legitimate circumstances. 
Such circumstances include, but are not limited to, verified illness, participation in 
intercollegiate athletic events or other group activities sponsored by the University, subpoenas, 
jury duty, military service, and religious observances. Students are responsible for providing 
documentation to the instructor to verify the reason for the absence. 
1. It is the responsibility of the student to notify faculty members of such circumstances as far 
in advance as possible.  
2. It is the responsibility of the faculty member to provide reasonable accommodations or 
opportunities to make up exams or other course assignments that have an impact on the course 
grade.  

 
COMMENT: 

 
The Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP) has been made aware that the 

title of this policy does not coincide with the text of the policy.  The title of the policy refers 
only to examinations.  The policy is intentionally broader and speaks to class work students 
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must be allowed to make up if they have legitimate reasons for being absent.  SCEP 
recommends the Senate approve this title change. 

 
 The Committee approved the proposal unanimously. 
 
5. Policy on the Evaluation of Instruction 
 
 Professor Hoover next turned the Committee's attention back to the evaluation of instruction 
policy; she also distributed a memo from Professor Darwin Hendel about the use of verbal anchors for 
every point on the evaluation scale.  The researchers he cited in his memo all favored the use of such 
anchors (at present, the scales only have verbal anchors for the end points and the middle). 
 
 Professor Seashore said that she did not see a great deal of guidance from the materials 
because the people were talking about 4-point scales and different kinds of questions.  The questions 
on the evaluation forms would have to be redone, which would mean they would not be comparable to 
the ratings data that now exist.  She said it would not be appropriate to make the change for people 
who are on tenure-track appointments.  There is a consensus about anchors with five-point scales, but 
seven-point scales are more difficult.  Is the point to increase the likelihood that students will fill out 
the surveys, Ms. Zhang asked?  The point is reliability, Professor Seashore responded. 
 
 The main reason not to add anchors where they are not now used is because doing so would 
mean the new numbers would not correlate with the earlier data, Professor McCormick said.  
Presumably those who advocate anchors for all scale points would say that if the data were bad before, 
the University should start doing it the right way now.  Dr. Shaw said she was persuaded that there 
should be anchors on every point, in part because it is not clear how students are interpreting the scales 
when there are no verbal anchors on four of the intervals.  Professor Curley concurred with Dr. Shaw.  
The data will not be comparable with past data, but a revised instrument will be more reliable and 
there will be data in the future, at which point the concern about comparative numbers will be moot. 
 
 What would the verbal anchors be, Mr. Pappas asked?  They would have to be created, 
Professor Hoover said.  Ms. Ronning said that if it is decided to use verbal anchors, and they work 
well, it could increase student effort.  It would be easier for students to fill them out, Dr. Shaw said, if 
students do not have to guess at the meaning of the intervals that currently have no verbal anchor.  
Professor Seashore agreed and pointed out there is a tension between the comparative anchors on the 
scales; new ones would have to selected.   
 
 The Committee is caught between two poles, Professor Weinsheimer said.  They want the 
categories to be as clear as possible, which will still not obviate interpretation by each student no 
matter the words used.  His concern, he said, is a false confidence in the data (e.g., a 4.4 versus a 4.3 
or even a 4.7).  We should not fool ourselves, he said, about the precision of the data, and it is not 
clear that much will be gained by adding verbal anchors.  The anchors would not add to precision, Mr. 
Pappas said, but they could increase the response rate; if the anchors need to be redone, why not just 
redo the questions completely? 
 
 The discussion was suspended for a visit from Regents Professor Tom Clayton. 
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 Professor Hoover said she would like the policy brought to the Senate this spring and asked if 
the Committee wished to vote on the issue of verbal anchors.  Professor McCormick commented that 
some were perhaps envisioning more radical re-thinking about the student evaluation process than 
could happen this semester.  Professor Curley said the issue was building the anchors from scratch, not 
changing the questions.  He said the Committee should use experts at the University to suggest the 
scales and anchors.  Professor Seashore said she very much wanted the policy to go to the Senate this 
spring; the general issue comes up regularly and this policy proposal will not be the last word on the 
subject.  The most important parts of the policy are outside the questions and scales; if the Committee 
tries to make the policy wonderful, it will not get the most important parts through the Senate.  She 
urged leaving the policy as it is.  Dean Green agreed that for pragmatic reasons it should be left as is, 
and doubted that adding anchors would add much to the meaning. 
 
 Ms. Haas said she has not heard arguments against using anchors except to retain 
comparability with earlier data.  She said she wanted to hear more arguments.  The issue was 
discussed by the Durfee subcommittee, Professor Hoover pointed out—and with an indeterminate 
conclusion, Professor Seashore added.  Any problems are not going to be solved by attaching anchors 
to the scale.  Professor Curley, however, said the evidence is clear:  the information one gets is better 
when there are anchors and it will not require long hours to reshape the policy; adding anchors need 
not slow down the progress of the policy. 
 
 Dr. Shaw suggested asking Professor Darwin Hendel to come with seven-point rating scales, 
ones the Committee could agree on. 
 
 It was moved and seconded that the Committee not add anchors to all of the scale points.  The 
motion failed 6-8.  Dean Green suggested that a few people work with Professor Hendel to develop 
anchors; Mss. Haas and Ronning and Mr. Pappas agreed to do so.  Professor Curley suggested that 
Professor Hendel meet with the Committee at its next meeting to with a proposal. 
 
 Professor Hoover next reported that the Committee on Faculty Affairs thought the 60% 
response rate requirement was acceptable.  Dr. Swan suggested that the Committee obtain from Dr. 
Dohm at Measurement Services a histogram of response rates by course; he agreed to ask Dr. Dohm to 
provide the data.   
 
 Dean Green said that one of his jobs in the Graduate School is to review tenure files and he 
worried that the policy could have an unintended consequence:  with the requirement of certain levels 
of response rates on evaluations, a poor teacher could escape evaluation because there were 
insufficient responses.  But if there is not a satisfactory response rate, Professor McCormick 
responded, the data do not mean anything.  With 50% one knows something, Dean Green said.  What 
percentage is acceptable, Professor McCormick inquired?  So that the number means something.  Even 
a smaller number would mean something in a large class, Dean Green said, but Professor Seashore 
took sharp exception to that assertion and said that there would be more negative responses.  Professor 
Weinsheimer agreed that whatever percentage the Committee inserted in the policy would have 
unintended consequences that they would not know about before the fact. 
 
 Professor Hoover suggested that the response rate be reported along with the statistics.  
Professor Weinsheimer said that made more sense.  The Committee's job is to tell the University to 
figure out some way to increase the response rate, which he said he believed it could do.  He said he 
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did NOT believe that 35% or 50% is adequate.  He said he looks at response rates when evaluating 
files; Professor Hoover said those data should be provided to promotion and tenure committees as 
well.  If the numbers are not high enough, the committees can't use the data, Professor Weinsheimer 
said.  They could be provided with information about how the response rate for the course compares 
with the department and University averages, Dr. Shaw said.  Professor Wangensteen said he was not 
sure that would help—what if the historical rate was 15% for a course and this one had 10%?  The 
department and University data are needed, Dean Green said, as something to compare with.  But that 
can depend on the class, Professor Wangensteen maintained. 
 
 Professor Curley said there are two issues.  One is the need for value and meaningful data and 
for people to know what they are, and the second is to increase response rates in general.  They know 
that the on-line rates are lower, Professor Hoover said; something inherently does not work with them.  
She said she hoped that some University administrator would work on the problem and improve the 
response rates.  Department norms are not helpful if some evaluations are paper and some are on-line. 
 
 There is a problem both with on-line and in-class evaluations if students do not do them right 
then, Professor McCormick said.  If they do them in class, most students will fill them out.  Ms. 
Ronning said she received an email about courses and books that included a link to the forms for each 
class.  Do students see the results of the surveys, Ms. Zhang asked?  They do not for the four questions 
used for personnel decisions, Professor Hoover said, but they can for those identified for student 
release, if the instructor has given permission to release them.   
 
 Professor McCormick said that it is very difficult for faculty to find the form to release the 
results; Professor Weinsheimer said an electronic release would be easy.  Dr. Swan said electronic 
release is now possible; the message that he and Professor Hoover send to all faculty contains a link to 
the form.   
 

Dr. Swan noted that the draft policy does not change the release questions from voluntary 
(with permission) to mandatory release and suggested the Committee might want to reconsider that 
portion of the policy.  Is it possible to sign a permanent release, Dean Green asked; it is.  There was a 
legal issue about making the release mandatory, Ms. Haas said, and the Durfee subcommittee did not 
receive a clear answer to the question.  It is tied up in personnel decisions, Professor Hoover said.  If it 
is CLEAR what can be used for personnel decisions, the problem can be avoided.  It must be clear to 
departments that they cannot use the student release data in personnel matters.  The form that reports 
back to departments could be redesigned, Dr. Swan said. 
 
 Professor Hoover said that if Committee members had any specific wording suggestions, they 
should send them to her.  She said she would like the Committee to approve the policy in two weeks. 
 
6. Distinction Between F's 
 
 Professor Hoover welcomed Regents Professor Tom Clayton to continue the discussion about 
distinguishing between an F for failure in a course and an F for cheating.   
 

Professor Clayton began by saying that he had been asked to come to a meeting to discuss this 
issue, which had been of interest to the committee on academic integrity but was not a major current 
concern. He went on to say that all grades are ambiguous to some extent; one instructor's A might be 
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another's C and one doesn't really know what they mean.  F's are even more ambiguous, however, 
when an F can be given for failing to do adequate work or dropping out of class without 
withdrawing—or cheating, which includes plagiarism.  The F should not be ambiguous on this point.  
To fail to make this distinction discriminates against students who fail the course for academic 
reasons, not for cheating. Some students cheat once and never again; some, however, do it repeatedly, 
and these latter students need to be identified by the University. A “cheating F” on a transcript would 
not necessarily have to remain on the transcript forever. 
 
 Dr. Shaw said she would prefer the system that the University already has and wished 
instructors would use it.  Every time a student cheats, instructors are supposed to report the incident to 
the Office for Student Academic Integrity.  They do not do so, but if they did, a record would be there 
and the University could be harsher with repeat offenders.  She said she would not like something on 
student records to shame them but there should be a permanent record in the Academic Integrity 
office.  Professor Clayton agreed that faculty should make reports to the Academic Integrity office and 
noted that it does not take a lot of time to do so; such reports do enable identification of students who 
cheat again. 
 
 Professor Seashore said she agreed in principle with Dr. Shaw but it does come down to 
intent, and there are issues with freshmen and foreign students.  High schools, for example, do not do a 
good job on teaching about plagiarism—students know they're not supposed to cheat on a test but they 
are not always clear about plagiarism.  Some cultures outside the United States do not view plagiarism 
as wrong.  She said she does not always know how to arbitrate these issues and would be happy to 
report them to Academic Integrity to handle. 
 
 Students are supposed to be advised in orientation to the University about plagiarism, 
Professor Clayton said.  The distinction between F's was one of the recommendations from the 
committee he chaired that dealt with issues of academic integrity.  Attention is supposed to be given to 
academic integrity at convocation each year.  If the topic of academic dishonesty is dealt with in 
orientation, anyone who is fit to be at the University should be able to understand it and be trained in 
fifteen minutes.  Students from other cultures need a more extended orientation for a variety of 
reasons, he added, and this topic might be one that is addressed. 
 
 Professor Curley noted that he also serves on the Senate Committee on Student Academic 
Integrity and agreed with Dr. Shaw and Professor Seashore.  They have recently completed a survey of 
faculty and student attitudes about academic integrity; the report will be brought to this Committee.  
He suggested the Committee revisit this topic once it has received the report.   
 
 There is material about academic integrity in orientation, Dr. Swan said, but the impact can be 
eroded as more and more information is added to orientation sessions.  In the CIC, Michigan State has 
expressed interest in an on-line tutorial; they have not yet completed it.  First-year writing courses 
address issues of plagiarism but not all students take them.  Professor Seashore said she doubted 
whether fifteen minutes spent on academic integrity in orientation could be considered sufficient.    
There is a need for more just-in-time advising because students get so much thrown at them in 
orientation they can't absorb it all—especially an abstract notion like academic integrity.  Ms. Zhang 
agreed that orientation is not a good time to learn University policies; she said she did not remember 
learning anything about academic integrity in orientation.  It is important to get information to 
everyone, because a lot of students are from small towns with a greater range of teaching methods.  
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Professor Seashore agreed and said that if instructors could make their reports via the web, that would 
make the task easy.  {Dean Green later pointed out that the form IS on the web but that it is buried in 
the Academic Integrity office website.  Professor Curley concurred that the website is not user-
friendly—and the office has recognized the problem and is making changes.] 
 
 Professor Weinsheimer said he thought Professor Clayton's point is not about what constitutes 
cheating but rather, once a faculty member has judged that there has been an offense serious enough to 
warrant failing a student for a course, how that failing mark should be distinguished.  There is 
something right about Professor Clayton's point, but grades may not be right for this purpose.  The 
concern, however, is legitimate. 
 
 Dean Green said he has taught a freshman seminar for six years and the experience convinces 
him that students do not know the limits on plagiarism.  He said he has even had very good graduate 
students cut and paste in good faith.  Faculty notions about plagiarism are not in their heads; there is 
an educational opportunity here.  Using the transcript is a dangerous way to communicate something; 
if a student leaves, or does not graduate, the mark stays on the transcript.  If a student does something 
wrong as a freshman but is apply for a job as a senior, the blot is still on the record.  He said he agreed 
that instructors should use the reporting mechanism, which can be more nuanced. 
 
 Professor Cardwell agreed with Dean Green about the undesirability of a permanent mark on a 
transcript but said they need to figure out a way to track offenses so the Academic Integrity office can 
keep composite pictures.  There should also be a "three (or some number) strikes and you're out" rule, 
and in that case there SHOULD be a notation on the transcript.  But before that there should be a 
chance for remediation.  He said it would also be helpful to develop a short statement, with examples, 
to give to instructors to use in their courses.  
 
 Professor Clayton said he had not recently lost sleep over the issue of noting an F for cheating 
and would not lose any after this meeting, but he had been asked to present the possibility and has 
done that. He said he had learned much by coming to this meeting, however, and suggested wryly that 
if students cannot learn about academic integrity in fifteen minutes, in an age of tattooing and body-
piercing perhaps the University could provide for tattoos of the rules of academic integrity on student 
wrists or incised on tags to be attached to cosmetic body-rings.   
 
 Professor McCormick said the Committee has approved a clear statement that instructors 
MAY give an F for cheating but are not required to do so.  The only students who would receive the 
"scarlet F" would be the ones instructors felt should receive the F for cheating.  He agreed with Drs. 
Shaw and Green that there should be a disciplinary proceeding separate from a mark on the transcript.  
That is what the central reporting office is all about, Professor Hoover commented—to get the 
academic integrity issue out of the transcript.  The disciplinary process is INTENDED to be 
educational, Dr. Shaw said, not just a "gotcha" approach.  Making clear the norms would be a good 
thing, better than a marked F on the transcript. 
 
 Ms. Zhang commented that the syllabi for Carlson School courses have the standard for 
plagiarism on them.  Does each college have a standard?  Professor Curley said that some colleges 
have their own conduct code. 
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 Professor Seashore said that Committee members should read a recent article about plagiarism 
cases—serious academic plagiarism.  There are limited consequences for those who engage in it but 
there are serious consequences for the victim.  She suggested it would be inappropriate to adopt a 
draconian system for students when the faculty cannot police itself all that well. 
 
 Professor Hoover adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


