
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Fall Retreat 

Monday, August 30, 2004 
1:00 – 5:00 

University Club, St. Paul 
 
 
Present: Emily Hoover (chair), Victor Bloomfield, Vernon Cardwell, Shawn Curley, LeAnn 

Dean, Marsha Odom, Christopher Pappas, Karen Seashore, Mary Ellen Shaw, Craig 
Swan, Joel Weinsheimer 

 
Absent: Dale Branton, Gretchen Haas, James Leger, Alexander Valen, Douglas Wangensteen 
 
Guests: none 
 
[In these minutes: (1) issues pending; (2) subcommittee report on the evaluation of instruction; (3) 
issues and trends related to students] 
 
 
1. Issues Pending 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the retreat at 12:45 and distributed the list of issues pending 
before the Committee.  She asked each Committee member to identify three that he or she wished the 
Committee to take up during the year.  After a period of time to review the list, Committee members 
in turn identified the items of most importance to them.  The items that received mention (and the 
number of committee members who selected it) were: 
 
-- graduation rate issues (and evaluation of the steps taken to improve the 4-year rate, such as 

mid-term alerts, the 13-credit rule, whether one can graduate in four years in all programs) (5) 
-- re-examination of liberal education requirements (probably will occur 2005-06, with an 

augmented Council on Liberal Education) (3) 
-- courses with a disproportionate number of A's 
-- peer evaluation of instruction (either enforce the policy or change it) (and response to the 

report on evaluation of instruction generally) (4) 
-- distinction between an F for failure and an F for cheating 
-- increase in the number of students who must enroll in a course before a TA is assigned (e.g., 

before it was 65 out of 80 students in order to receive a TA, but now it's at 75, which 
potentially cuts the number of available jobs or makes a lot of good 50% jobs have to be split 
over two courses (or more), which takes a lot of time 

-- the libraries & bookstores and publishing (3) 
-- academic staff teaching courses 
-- increasing the quality of student outcomes (2) 
-- 4xxx/5xxx course enrollments (the colleges have been asked to review enrollments in 5xxx 

courses by December; there can be a report in early spring) (3) 
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-- technology-enhanced learning policies (2) 
-- certificate programs (they will play an increasing role in the future in post-baccalaureate 

education) (2) 
-- college in the schools (standards for admission, faculty role in assessing instruction criteria, 

role of financial incentives for institution and the faculty member) 
-- status of the grad planner (is it doing what it is supposed to be doing, what effect will it have 

on graduation rates) 
-- assessment of student learning and the role of this Committee 
-- related to peer evaluation of instruction:  the coherence of the curriculum when there is 

teaching without review by other faculty; the notion that faculty can teach what they want can 
lead to a fragmented curriculum 

-- criteria for requests for exceptions to the policy banning mandatory events during study day 
and finals week 

-- variance among colleges in adherence to policy and how policies are being interpreted (for the 
Twin Cities, there should perhaps be a survey of colleges with respect to items such as the 
probation/suspension policy); should units be surveyed on all policies on occasion?  Perhaps 
the Council of Undergraduate Deans should first do a review. 

-- in what areas should all college/campus catalogues be uniform? 
-- is it possible for SCEP to be informed about what is happening at the Duluth campus, given 

that there is no representation on the Committee?  (This does not assume that things are not 
good; it simply would be useful for the Committee to be informed.) 

 
One Committee member pointed to a cluster of items related to monitoring systems about the quality 
of undergraduate education and its outcomes, and to another cluster related to K-16 education issues—
college in the schools, etc. 
 
 Dr. Swan said that he would be bringing back proposed changes in language for the residency 
requirement. 
 
2. Report on the Evaluation of Instruction 
 
 The Committee broke into small groups to review the report on the evaluation of instruction 
presented to the Committee last spring.  It was agreed that all faculty should be notified that Vice 
Provost Swan is the University officer to whom questions about the process of evaluation of 
instruction are to be directed.   
 
 One question is the extent to which departments are following University policy.  Dr. Swan 
suggested the Committee could request from the Office of Measurement Services a report on the 
evaluations processed; it could also ask that the responsible University official on each campus track 
adherence to the policy. 
 
 The small groups made a number of comments about the report: 
 
-- it must be explained to students how data from the evaluations are used 
-- mid-term evaluations should be solely for the instructor 
-- there is a group of courses that do not fit the criteria for class evaluation 
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-- the question about physical facilities needs to be retained until all classrooms are high quality, 
but should be revised to inquire about the physical condition of the room 

-- who gets which data?  It is necessary to identify which data are for faculty, which are for 
students, and which are for the department; reporting mechanisms must be aligned with this 
allocation of data—it needs to be clear that there will be three documents 

-- should on-line syllabi be required?  It may be intellectual property, so would need to be 
written in such a way that it meets that objection 

-- there is a need to protect student privacy so they cannot be identified if they disagree with the 
instructor; at the same time, just because a class/seminar is small does not mean it should not 
be evaluated 

-- who should make policies in this regard?  There is variation among the colleges.  With respect 
to annual merit and P&T reviews, it is not acceptable to deny information needed that each 
level requires.  This is an issue that will be taken up by the Senate Committee on Faculty 
Affairs. 

 
3. Issues and Trends Related to Students 
 
 Professor Hoover reminded Committee members that she has been asked by Provost Sullivan 
to provide a summary of the major issues and trends related to students and that she asked Committee 
members for their thoughts prior to the retreat.  Professor Hoover gave Committee members an 
assignment to send issues related to students to her by September 10th for incorporation into the 
summary for the provost.   
 
4. Technology-Enhanced Learning 
 

The Committee turned to an item left over from last spring, technology-enhanced learning, 
and noted several related questions (e.g., if students are learning more or the same amount with TEL, 
and if not more, why is the University spending the money, and whether the use of technology should 
be limited to where it can be demonstrated to have a positive effect).  Several points were made, first 
in small groups and then in a larger discussion: 
 
-- There are two different issues:  (1) information delivery and (2) communication between 

students and between students and faculty; those two should not be lumped together in 
assessing TEL 

 
-- Technology can be replacement of previous approaches to instruction (because of expectations 

in society and culture) or enhancement (innovative approaches to enhance student learning; 
these take time and are things the University should want to support) 

 
-- There is the issue of passive versus active learning; TEL does not necessarily imply active 

learning 
 
-- There should be baseline technology, used without expectation of learning enhancement, that 

all faculty need to use; then there should be a strategic decision to invest in technology to 
enhance learning 
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-- The University is on the down slope in terms of faculty interest in technology; the 
expectations and the assumptions are being questioned (e.g., use of instructional technology 
would lead to greater research productivity, instructional technology allows the University to 
have fewer faculty because, for example, faculty could teach simultaneously at all Big Ten 
institutions).  All such talk is now gone. 

 
 Professor Hoover asked Committee members to indicate if they would be interested in serving 
on a joint SCEP-SCFA ad hoc committee on TEL. 
 
 She thanked everyone for coming and adjourned the retreat at 4:40. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 


