
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, February 1, 2006  

1 – 3 pm  
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Richard McCormick (chair), William Bart, Vernon Cardwell, Maureen Cisneros, 

Shawn Curley, LeAnn Dean, Josh Feneis, James Leger, Claudia Neuhauser, Mary 
Ellen Shaw, Paul Siliciano, Donna Spannaus-Martin, Craig Swan, Doug 
Wangensteen, Joel Weinsheimer 

 
Absent:  Gail Dubrow, Eric Ling, Sarah Tuttle  
 
Guests: Tina Falkner 
 
Other:  
 
[In these minutes: (1) 2010-2011 calendars; (2) Teaching evaluations; (3) Duluth Representation on 
Morse/Alumni Award committee] 
 
 Professor McCormick convened the meeting at 1:05 pm.  
 
1. 2010-2011 Calendars 
 
 Professor McCormick welcomed Tina Falkner from the Office of the Registrar, who 
reviewed the academic calendars for 2010-2011.  She noted that they were still collecting information 
on professional calendars, and that would be presented later in the term.  Dr. Falkner said that the 
Office of the Registrar had taken the stance to approve calendars four years in advance so students 
could plan accordingly.  However, the Morris campus revised its calendar after senate approval, and 
therefore, Dr. Falkner was presenting the revised 2007-2008 University of Minnesota-Morris calendar 
to the committee for approval and noted that approval was need before the website could be updated 
She distributed the calendars to the committee for review.  Professor McCormick clarified that this 
was a revision as the previous calendar had been approved.  Professor Curley asked if the number of 
class days had changed, and Dr. Falkner said that the number of class days is usually around 73 per 
semester.  Professor Leger asked why the changes had been made and the committee discussed the 
specific changes in the calendar.  Professor McCormick asked for a motion to approve the Morris 
calendar.  Professor Wangensteen moved to approve the calendar.  Professor Neuhauser seconded the 
motion.  The motion carried unanimously.   
 Dr. Falkner then presented the 2009-2010 calendars, and noted that Crookston and Twin 
Cities calendars had been approved.  Ms. Shaw moved to approve the calendars, and Professor 
Spannaus-Martin seconded the motion.  Professor McCormick asked the committee to identify any 
issues they might see with the calendar.  By way of background, Dr. Swan said the number of days in 
the semester had to be considered and that starting dates on the Twin Cities Campus for both fall and 
spring semesters had to factor in the state fair and MLK day.  Dr. Falkner added that there had been a 
discussion several years ago about the fall semester starting later due to Labor Day.  It had been 
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determined that the fall semester would always be 70 days, so it would end by December 23.  Dr. 
Falkner responded to Professor Leger's question regarding orientation by saying that orientation was 
not indicated on the calendar.  Professor McCormick called for a vote for approval of the Morris 
calendar, and the motion passed unanimously.   
 Dr. Falkner then presented the proposed 2010-2011 calendars.  Professor Curley asked 
about ½ semester courses, such as those at Crookston.  Dr. Falkner noted they were not on the 
calendar and the committee did not approve them because they do not follow senate procedures. She 
clarified that the Crookston calendar was presented for information purposes, and noted that since 
Crookston has become unionized, it no longer follows Senate procedures.   Professor McCormick 
called for a motion to approve the Morris and Twin Cities calendars for 2010-2011.  Professor 
Wangensteen moved for approval, and Professor Cardwell seconded the motion.  The motion carried 
unanimously.   
 
2.  Teaching Evaluations  
 
 Professor McCormick commenced a discussion of teaching evaluations and distributed 
copies of the new policy discussed at the Senate meeting of December 1, 2005.  He clarified that it 
applied to Morris and Twin Cities campuses, and Dr. Swan informed the committee of the specifics 
of the unionization the faculty at Crookston, pointing out that they are no longer part of the Senate 
governance system.  Professor McCormick reviewed the history of the evaluation policy, and said 
that the Educational Policy (SCEP) and Faculty Affairs (SCFA) committees had established a joint 
committee, headed by Will Durfee, to make recommendations for policy changes. They had approved 
the recommendations from the committee with the exception of the disposition of the written 
comments in evaluations.  SCFA felt that the written comments should be seen by individual 
professors only, and SCEP said that it should be up to each college to make the determination as to 
who should be able to see them. 
 Professor McCormick referred to sections in the policy as it appeared on the Senate docket 
of December 1, 2005, at which the SCEP and SCFA positions were presented.  He noted that the 
arguments made during the open discussion were in favor of the SCEP position and a straw vote was 
overwhelmingly in favor of the SCEP position as well.  Professor McCormick continued by saying 
that there was further contention about the mandated questions, which the Durfee committee did not 
feel was their purview to change. The prevailing sentiment had been that the questions should be 
preserved so as to maintain the consistency of the data.  Professor McCormick further noted that there 
had been much discussion that the questions were useless and did not reflect the current thinking on 
teaching evaluations.  Professor McCormick reminded the committee of the previous meeting, at 
which Dr. Connie Tzenis from the Center of Teaching and Learning Services, had asked members to 
help her establish priorities for Dr. Raoul Arreola's visit to the University.  
 Professor McCormick said that he'd like to push for approval by the Senate of the revised 
policy, but also for the establishment of subcommittee to reconsider the questions and review the 
current research to establish best practices guidelines.  He noted that the revised policy was scheduled 
to come to a vote at the Senate meeting on March 2, 2006.   
 Professor McCormick suggested two changes on the document.  He noted that changing 
footnote #4 is relevant because SCEP has voted to exempt the Dental School from the policy.  Dr. 
Swan and Professor McCormick discussed keeping the first sentence of the footnote which reads, 
"The policy and protocol shall apply to student evaluation of courses having no more than two 
instructors."  Professor McCormick suggested adding the following: “In other cases departments 
and/or colleges that wish to develop alternative evaluation procedures must seek written approval 
from SCEP.  SCEP is open to discussion with units in which student evaluation procedures must meet 
national accreditation standards."    He noted that the changes put all such decisions into the control 
of the committee, but that they would have to be run by the FCC and SCFA.  Professor Cardwell 
agreed that this was appropriate move and said that without the suggested language, future 



committees would not know why exceptions are granted.  Dr. Swan asked if the statement should 
read "units are expected to develop" rather than should develop, and Professor McCormick offered 
that, in the interest of clarity, the statement use the word must. A discussion of the statements ensued.  
Professor Neuhauser asked for clarification regarding written approval from SCEP where two 
instructors or more were used.  Dr. Swan suggested stating it as "developing alternative procedures".  
Professor McCormick clarified restating it as, "Other colleges that wish to develop alternative 
evaluation procedures must seek written approval from the Senate Committee on Educational Policy."  
He called for a motion to approve.  Professor Cardwell moved to approve the revised footnote, 
putting forward the language suggested by Professor McCormick. Professor Leger seconded the 
motion.  Professor McCormick called for a vote on the motion and the motion carried unanimously.   
 Professor McCormick continued to the next item, suggesting changes in two statements 
regarding student evaluation policy which read: 
 “--Students may not be required to fill in a student rating form for any course.  This 
provision applies to all courses at the University, including multiple instructor courses that are 
otherwise covered by a different evaluation protocol.” 
 And: 
 “--No incentives may be given for filling in a student rating form.  Instructors are not to 
know who filled out a form and who did not.”   
 Professor McCormick said that these statements create problems in some units, and a 
discussion followed.  Professor McCormick noted that if it passes, some departments in IT will be out 
of compliance, as they give points for on-line evaluations which increases participation.  Professor 
Curley asked for clarification as to what was meant by filling out evaluation forms.  Dr. Swan said it 
was his understanding the current on-line forms don't have the option of entering one's name and not 
filling out the evaluation.  Professor McCormick reiterated that the intent of the policy was to 
preserve the anonymity of students and that the primary issue was to ensure that anonymity.  
Professor Wangensteen said that in the medical school they are allowed an option of not filling out 
the rest of the form.  Professor McCormick noted that if students are required to go to the site, 
evidence shows that a large majority will complete an evaluation.  Professor Leger asked what the 
incentive was and Professor Wangensteen said that grades would not be disclosed until the forms are 
filled out.  Professor Curley pointed out that the current language does not preclude the medical 
school's procedure and said that it would still be acceptable to require people to go to a site.  A 
discussion ensued regarding incentives to fill out on-line evaluations.  Professor Cardwell said that 
the real issue is the statement that indicates instructors are not to know who filled out a form and who 
did not, so the question becomes how to award points or incentives if it is unknown who filled out the 
form, in keeping with ensuring the anonymity of the student.   
 Professor McCormick asked if the language should be amended to make it clearer as to 
what the committee thinks the right method should be.  Professor Cardwell said that students cannot 
be required to fill out a form and that the statement must be explicit in that regard, for those students 
who choose not to fill out a form.  Professor Neuhauser suggested rewriting the first sentence to 
address the idea that incentives can still be given.  Professor Curley said that the statement should be 
kept as is since it is consistent with policy.  Ms. Shaw pointed out that the electronic submissions are 
a different situation and there might be different ways to implement evaluations without violating 
student privacy.  Professor McCormick noted that Eric Ling had said that students often don't come to 
class on evaluation day if hard copies of evaluations are used, and that on-line forms still allow 
students to opt out.  He suggested that the two statements be considered as one, as the policy needs to 
take on-line evaluations into account.  Professor McCormick asked for volunteers for a subcommittee 
to formulate some acceptable wording for the new policy, and Ms. Shaw and Professors Neuhauser 
and Spannaus-Martin agreed to comprise the subcommittee. Professor Curley asked if it was 
sufficient to drop the first sentence, "Students may not be required to fill in a student rating form for 
any course" to address the concerns.  Professor McCormick said that the language could be kept the 
same, but for on-line evaluations add that there be an option.  For example, a sentence in the policy 



that acknowledges on-line evaluations.  Dr. Swan suggested it read, "Electronic evaluations must give 
students the option of not completing the form."  Professor Neuhauser said it should make clear that 
the instructor can require students to go to the website.  Professor McCormick suggested garnering 
approval for the wording via e-mail to facilitate the process.  The committee continued to discuss 
options in creating language to address different situations, and discussed compliance and different 
tracking methods.  In clarifying issues raised by committee members, Professor McCormick said that 
requiring students to go to an on-line evaluation site is not in violation of the policy as long as there is 
an option at the site not to fill out the evaluation.  The committee discussed the requirements of on-
line sites, and he reiterated that the statement ought only to say that it is permissible to require 
students to go to the site, but once there they must have the option not to fill out the evaluation.  
Professor Curley pointed out that in order to exact a penalty, an instructor would need to know who 
did and did not go to the site, thereby violating the current policy as stated.  Professor Siliciano noted 
that there would be an option to follow instructions yet without leaving feedback. Mr. Feneis asked 
for clarification, and Professor McCormick said that the statement would read that a student is 
required to go to the site, but not be required to fill out the evaluation.  Ms. Cisneros said that it would 
be the same option as a paper evaluation.  Professor McCormick charged the subcommittee with re-
drafting the language with the intent of encouraging the Senate to approve the new language.  
Professor Cardwell made a motion to make changes and add comments to the policy and send to the 
Faculty Consultative Committee to place on the Senate docket.   
 Professor McCormick clarified that he was suggesting two motions.  One was the approval 
of the revised policy and the second was supporting the formation of a subcommittee to reconsider 
the mandated questions.  To elucidate, he said that the SCEP would be urging the Senate to approve 
the policy, and committing to the idea of reconsidering the four mandated questions based on current 
research.  Professor Cardwell said that the SCEP should check with the Senate Committee on Faculty 
Affairs (SCFA) and propose a joint committee to address these issues. Professor McCormick said that 
SCEP should vote on whether it is in favor of a subcommittee with SCFA; perhaps reporting to the 
Senate that SCEP and SCFA were committed to this process would be enough to satisfy the concerns 
that had been raised at the December 1 Senate meeting.  Professor McCormick called for a motion to 
form a subcommittee with SCFA (which would also need to consent to this).  Professor Leger so 
moved, and Professor Cardwell seconded the motion, with Professor Weinsheimer abstaining. Motion 
carried.   
 Professor McCormick gave an update on the pilot study on student release questions.  He 
reminded the committee that it had approved by consensus the student release questions the Student 
Senate had developed with the help of Professor Michael Rodriguez from Educational Psychology, 
who was about to do a pilot study on the questions.  Professor Bart noted that it would be helpful for 
Mr. Rodriguez to include in his report "item statistics” and indices to know how the items are 
behaving.   
  
3.  Duluth Representation on Morse/Alumni Award Committee 
 
 Professor McCormick said that the Duluth campus had requested to have permanent 
representation on the Morse/Alumni Award Committee, a committee overseen by SCEP.  Professor 
McCormick distributed a copy of the memo stating the request from Vince Magnuson, Vice 
Chancellor for Academic Administration at the Duluth campus, which also included a summary of 
undergraduate enrollment.  Ms. Dean introduced a motion that the committee mandate permanent 
representation on the committee from the Duluth, Morris, and Crookston campuses, thereby 
increasing the committee to eight members.  Mr. Feneis seconded the motion. 
 The committee discussed the motion. Dr. Swan asked how large the committee was.  In its 
current form, there are seven members, and the three coordinate campuses rotate two of those spots.  
Ms. Dean noted that it is a cumbersome rotation and that it would be easier to have constant 
representation from coordinate campuses. Professor Cardwell said he didn't see that this posed a 



problem for the committee, and pointed out that if there are questions about nominations, it was 
important to have a representative from each coordinate campus to represent the protocols and 
procedures of each.  It allows for direct input in the dialogue process. Professor Siliciano asked for 
elucidation of the procedures for the award and number of people who received the award.  Professor 
Cardwell said that there is a standardized electronic form that each committee member fills out before 
the committee meets to deliberate over the nominees. Ms. Dean stressed the value that permanent 
representation from the Morris campus would bring to the committee, considering that teaching is a 
focus of the Morris campus, and she stressed that Morris not be excluded every third year.  It was 
noted that the representation cannot be proportional to each campus, else it result in an enormous 
committee.  Professor Cardwell said the applications indicated what campus the candidates are from, 
but that good applications always rise to the top no matter what campus they are from. Professor 
McCormick said that he felt the proposal made sense and is fair.  Professor Bart said the committee 
should be concerned about recipients coming too frequently from certain units.  Professor Curley 
pointed out that not all colleges nominate candidates in equal numbers, and Professor Cardwell 
observed that it is based on who gets nominated and the committee has no control over that.  
Professor McCormick noted that larger departments tend to nominate more because smaller 
departments do not have the same resources to devote to the nomination process.  Professor Cardwell 
cited examples of the applications that he'd seen and the documentation needed for them.  Professor 
Neuhauser said she trusted the faculty to represent all the applicants appropriately. Professor Curley 
suggested that it would behoove the committee to look at the other issues surrounding the 
nominations themselves.  Professor Cardwell asked if Karen Zentner Bacig from the Office of the 
Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost could share the list of the winners over the 
years to provide a summary of which colleges are receiving the award more frequently.  Professor 
Weinsheimer cautioned that the awards should not become equity based. Professor Bart expressed his 
concern that many colleges are not getting recognition.  Professor McCormick said the committee 
should continue to consider these issues, and noted that the nominating process was already underway 
and thus the change could not be effected this year.   
 Ms. Dean restated the motion, that the number of faculty on the Morse/Alumni Award 
Committee be increased to eight, with constant representation from each coordinate campus such that 
there would always be one representative from each campus on the committee, for a total of three 
from the coordinate campuses and five from the Twin Cities campus.  The motion passed 
unanimously.   
 Professor McCormick concluded the meeting at 2:51 pm.  
 
         --Mary Jo Pehl 
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