
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, October 18, 2006 

2:30 – 4:30 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Richard McCormick (chair), William Bart, Vernon Cardwell, (George Green for) Gail 

Dubrow, April Knutson, Claudia Neuhauser, Peh Ng, Donna Spannaus-Martin, Craig 
Swan, Cathrine Wambach, Douglas Wangensteen, Joel Weinsheimer 

 
Absent: Maureen Cisneros, James Leger, Paul Siliciano 
 
Guests: Tina Falkner & Susan Van Voorhis (Academic Support Resources, formerly the 

Registrar's Office); Vice Provost Arlene Carney, Provost E. Thomas Sullivan;  
 
Other: Karen Zenter Bacig; Associate Vice Provost Laura Koch, John Ziegenhagen (Office of 

the Provost), David Langley (Center for Teaching and Learning Services) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) Dental Hygiene calendar; (2) School of Dentistry teaching evaluations and 
implications for the rest of the University; (3) Twin Cities campus undergraduate student learning 
outcomes; (4) Academic Support Resources (formerly the Registrar) compact and budget] 
 
 
1. Dental Hygiene Calendar 
 
 Professor McCormick convened the meeting at 1:30 and turned to Dr. Falkner for a discussion of 
the academic calendar for Dental Hygiene. 
 
 Dr. Falkner recalled that she came to the Committee last year and talked about a change in the 
Dental Hygiene calendar (the students in the program are undergraduates) so that it follows the School of 
Dentistry calendar in spring semester.  The Committee's concern was that students would have no spring 
break, but there would be; it would simply not be the same spring break as on the rest of the campus.  
They should have the same break as the Dental School; otherwise there are no students available to help 
staff the dental clinics with the dental students.  The Dental Hygiene students are also in some of the same 
classes as the dental students, so it is important they be on the same schedule. 
 
 Dr. Falkner said she had been informed by the program that the Dental Hygiene students have 
discussed this change and favor it.  The number of instructional days is consistent with Senate policy. 
 
 The Committee unanimously approved the change in the Dental Hygiene calendar. 
 
2. School of Dentistry Teaching Evaluations (with implications for the rest of the University) 
 
 Dr. Falkner then followed up on another matter on behalf of the School of Dentistry.  She 
reminded Committee members that Associate Dean Judith Buchanan had appeared before them last fall to 
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explain that the dental school was using a different form for student evaluation of teaching (one also used 
by the School of Medicine and the College of Veterinary Medicine); there was concern here about 
requiring students to participate.  Part of their accreditation requirements, however, are that all students 
must evaluate all courses, although a student may opt out of doing so.   
 

There are separate evaluations for each instructor for a course.  They have both Instructor 
Questions and Course Evaluation Questions, copies of which Dr. Falkner distributed to the Committee; 
she said they are willing to add the Student Release Questions approved by the Committee when they 
become available.  These questions have gone through the educational policy committee of the dental 
school; they use only two verbal anchors and, for the instructors, include pictures (in the most extreme 
case, a student may have 60 instructors for one course).   The evaluations are completed at the end of the 
semester; evaluations are available for completion from the week before final exams through the week 
after final exams.  Committee members wondered if students could remember a particular instructor at the 
end of the term if they had had so many; Professor Wangensteen explained that these are not lecturers, 
they are clinical preceptors with whom students interact for a number of hours, and the students do not 
see all 60 at the same time. 

 
By Senate policy, the use of the different evaluation forms requires the approval of the 

Committee, Dr. Falkner concluded.   
 
What happens if a student does not complete the evaluation, Professor Wangensteen asked?  

Their grades are withheld, Dr. Falkner said. 
 
Professor Weinsheimer said this is a significant exception to the universal form required by 

Senate policy but the request made sense and provides more adaptation to the educational needs of a 
program.  It could be advisable for other programs to look at these options; it could also be a can of 
worms for the Committee and the University.  Professor Wangensteen said the Medical School has used 
this system for a couple of years and it works very well for them. 

 
Professor McCormick said the Committee had set a precedent when it gave Dentistry permission 

to use its own system in order to meet accreditation standards; it also decided that any college that needed 
an exception must come to this Committee so it can judge whether the alternative system meets the spirit 
of the Senate policy.  The Dentistry proposal also provided the Committee with the option it sought for 
on-line evaluations:  the instructor may require on-line evaluations but must provide the student with an 
opt-out provision.   

 
Is there a provision that grades are held, Professor Weinsheimer asked?  Professor Wangensteen 

said the grades are not given to the students although they are provided to the Registrar.  Students who 
want their grades immediately cannot get them.  Students who do not fill out the evaluation form cannot 
see their grades on line, Ms. Van Voorhis reported, because Dentistry holds them centrally and submits 
them once a student completes the evaluation. 

 
Professor McCormick said he had received a call from Associate Dean Judith Garrard (Public 

Health) on behalf of six schools in the Academic Health Center that wish to use the same kind of system 
as Dentistry.   
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Committee members offered suggestions for minor changes to the wording of a couple of the 
questions because as worded they were open to interpretation.   

 
Vice Provost Swan asked if the Committee would be opening a door in ways that it does not want 

to if it approves the exception.  Could any college come with a request such as this?  Perhaps the 
Committee will wish to establish guidelines; the School of Dentistry had accreditation issues because the 
standard University questions did not meet their requirements.  Are accreditation issues relevant to the 
rest of the campus?  Are there courses in the Academic Health Center that the Committee would expect to 
conform to the standard University policy?  Should Associate Dean Garrard be asked to speak to the 
Committee? 

 
One other issue is who sees the results, Professor Wangensteen said.  For accreditation reasons, 

others besides the instructor must see them.  Professor McCormick pointed out that the new Senate policy 
allows this:  it is up to each college and campus to decide who sees the results. 

 
The underlying issue is the quality of the University's form, Professor Wambach said.  As it is 

revised, it must be easier for more units to use it.  In the past the form has been too narrow, geared only to 
lectures, so faculty had to design their own forms.  The new form will perhaps be more widely applicable.  
If the Committee continues to receive a lot of requests to use alternative forms even after the new one has 
been adopted, that will indicate the new form is not measuring what units believe they need.  In the AHC 
it was an accreditation issue, Professor McCormick said, and they also have a lot of courses with multiple 
instructors, which the policy did not address.  Any college seeking an exception must come to the 
Committee, he repeated; in the case of Dentistry, the rationale was accreditation and multiple-instructor 
courses. 

 
Professor Weinsheimer said he favored broadening the number of evaluation forms.  As a 

member of the subcommittee developing the new questions, he has come to believe it may not be possible 
to write questions that can accommodate all situations.  The major question is whether one can require 
students to participate; if the AHC system solves that problem, that is a positive step and the Committee 
should look into using it more broadly.   

 
The Committee voted unanimously to approve the exception for Dentistry, subject to the 

rewording of one question and the message that a question asking two things is not a good one. 
 

3. Twin Cities Undergraduate Student Learning Outcomes 
 
 Professor McCormick welcomed Provost E. Thomas Sullivan and Vice Provost Arlene Carney to 
the meeting to discuss student learning outcomes. 
 
 Dr. Carney began by noting that this is the third presentation to the Committee on this topic.  She 
reviewed the evolution of the effort that led to the creation of the Council on Enhancing Student Learning 
(CESL) and introduced members of the Council who had joined the meeting:  Drs. Bacig, Koch, and 
Langley and Mr. Ziegenhagen.  The original effort was geared to the accreditation of the Twin Cities 
campus but the goal was to do more:  to try to define what is meant by assessment of student learning.  
After a great deal of work over two years, CESL developed a set of student learning outcomes.  (The 
question is "what should one expect an undergraduate can do if a graduate of a research university?"  
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Experience at national conferences suggests that the outcomes developed at Minnesota are remarkably 
similar to those developed at its peer institutions.)   
 
 In its third year CESL looked a the recommendations of the strategic positioning task forces and 
also hosted the accreditation site visit.  The campus passed with flying colors, Dr. Carney said, and the 
centerpiece of the review was the student learning outcomes being developed.  She and Provost Sullivan 
joined this meeting to emphasize how important it is that the learning outcomes become University 
policy, and they should be adopted by this Committee and the Faculty Senate. 
 
 Provost Sullivan thanked the Committee for the opportunity to speak with it.  He related that 
before he asked Dr. Carney to serve as Vice Provost, she and Associate Dean Robin Wright briefed him 
on the student learning outcomes work.  He was enthusiastic about them then and has grown more 
supportive over time.  If one reads Derek Bok's book Our Underperforming Colleges, or the new Harvard 
curriculum review report, one can see that Drs. Carney and Wright were in the lead.  One of the strong 
recommendations of the undergraduate task force was that there be benchmarks; Minnesota has been, and 
can continue to be, the leader in setting student outcome measures. 
 
 Provost Sullivan related that a recent meeting of the AAU provosts, he talked about the strategic 
positioning effort at Minnesota and student learning outcomes was one of the major foci of the discussion.  
He said he was surprised at the interest and enthusiasm of the provosts for these outcomes; he was also 
surprised at how little was being done on other campuses in this area.  The University of Minnesota, in 
the meantime, has worked for the last two or more years on it and he expressed pride in the effort that 
Drs. Carney and Wright had led. 
 
 The Provost said he hoped that the Committee could endorse the work of CESL.  In the past there 
have been many measurements of inputs; now it is time to look at the added value of a University 
education, to ask how well the University is doing and how to measure its undergraduate education 
outcomes.  There is an old saying, he said, that if you measure it, it counts—and if it counts, the 
University would be very likely to put resources into it. 
 
 The Spellings Commission report is very controversial and deeply flawed in some ways, Provost 
Sullivan told the Committee.  One can break the report into two parts:  (1) financial access and 
affordability, and (2) accountability for measuring student performance.  The Commission got the second 
part nearly right, and if the University moves forward on its efforts thus far, it will be in the forefront of 
responding to the Commission's recommendations.  He said he saw no conflict between paying attention 
to both inputs and outputs.  If universities do not begin to do so, Congress could mandate outcome 
measures.  The last thing universities want is Congress telling them how to teach, and the Spellings 
Commission recommendation for testing akin to "No Child Left Behind" would be a complete disaster.  
The University must demonstrate leadership and create results.  Bok, the Harvard curriculum review, and 
the Spellings Commission all align, but the University of Minnesota is far ahead of all of them. 
 
 The strategic positioning effort calls for the recruitment, support, education, and graduation of 
talented students.  The "Driven to Discover" campaign is also about discovery in the classroom.  Strategic 
positioning talks about research, which is statutorily part of the University's mission, but teaching and 
learning are core, absolutely essential, and the University must provide a unique experience.  We have an 
opportunity to recruit a diverse and talented student body; but part of the effort should be to determine 
how to assess teaching and learning. 
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 Vice Provost Carney distributed a handout on (University) Undergraduate Student Learning 
Outcomes.  The seven outcomes are: 
 
-- The ability to identify, define, and solve problems 
-- The ability to locate and evaluate information 
-- Mastery of a body of knowledge and a mode of inquiry 
-- An understanding of diverse philosophies and cultures in a global society 
-- The ability to communicate effectively 
-- An understanding of the role of creativity, innovation, discovery, & expression in the arts and 

humanities & in the natural and social sciences 
-- Skills for effective citizenship and life-long learning. 
 
[Note:  The Committee suggested minor changes in the wording of a few of these outcomes at its meeting 
on November 1, which changes will be noted in those minutes.] 
 
The handout contained several mostly-blank grids, with the outcomes listed down the left side and 
columns across the page for a college/campus, a major, and a minor to itemize more specific elements of 
their programs that deliver the broad University outcomes.  How the liberal education requirements may 
contribute to the outcomes and how (for example) the honors program may contribute to them are also 
columns in the grids. 
 

Dr. Carney said they ask that the Committee champion these goals and bring them to the Senate.  
The point, however, is not just to have seven goals but also to have outcome measures.  There are a 
number of people from the University attending a national assessment conference and they want to begin 
to involve faculty to serve as learning consultants to help departments articulate their goals.  They hope to 
complete a pilot effort this year, with six or seven departments, to map the curriculum of each and to 
identify the tools to help departments do so.  This effort will require a partnership between the deans, 
associate deans, CESL, and department chairs.  A number of departments are revising their curricula and 
they would like to work with those departments to integrate the changes with the student learning 
outcomes.  It will take a number of years to complete the process.  The Council would like to provide as 
much support as it can to departments, to offer a helping hand in a partnership.  This effort will only be 
successful if there is faculty participation and support, Dr. Carney concluded. 
 
 Dr. Langley commented that no one course can fulfill all seven learning outcomes, but a 
department curriculum should.  When the liberal education requirements are added to the mix, Dr. Carney 
added, that provides the opportunity for a dialogue between an advisor or faculty member and a student. 
 
 Professor Cardwell said he liked the concept and the ideas; as a faculty member, he would find it 
helpful if the liberal education part of the grid were filled in; when the new liberal education requirements 
are developed, presumably those boxes on the grid can be filled in.  Dr. Carney agreed that as they are 
revised, the liberal education requirements should be married to the student learning outcomes.   
 

It will also be helpful if the colleges and campuses are encouraged to fill in their part of the grid, 
Professor Cardwell said.  Dr. Carney said this has been the subject of discussion at some length at CESL; 
it is difficult to set the college goals without the departments having done so.  She noted as an example 
what the goals of a second-language major might be.  While it may be easier for faculty to identify what 
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they do each day, and fill in the grid accordingly, it could go both ways and there is no one way to fill out 
the matrix.  The process may vary by college and there should not be a central office that sends a filled-in 
matrix to the colleges.  They will provide general principles but let each college and discipline fill in the 
outcomes.  Even more exciting will be for an interdisciplinary student to fill in the grid for his or her own 
program.  Her dream, she said, is to have the matrix available electronically so that students can click and 
see it and reflect on what they have learned.  If that could be eventually accomplished, it would give 
students something they do not now have. 

 
Professor McCormick said there are many good reasons, at the college level, to allow bottom-up 

contributions.  Faculty think about the goals of a course and a major; the departments develop the college 
outcomes.  Liberal education requirements are campus-wide, and some colleges are stronger in some 
areas than others.  There will be a richer discussion and greater faculty support if the discussion starts in 
the departments.   

 
Several points were made in the discussion of the outcomes. 
 

-- The second one should be viewed expansively, to include arguments and analytical reasoning, not 
only discrete information.  (Dr. Carney explained that they intended the first outcome to be a critical-
thinking outcome, integral to the second.  The term "critical thinking" was not used because it has various 
definitions.)   
 
-- It would be helpful to have a guide indicating the details departments should adopt; one could see 
a long laundry list in each square of the grid and get bogged down for years arguing about the details; one 
could stipulate, for example, that an entry on the grid must be less than 200 words.  (The pilot project will 
show what the problems in this regard may be, Dr. Carney observed.) 
 
-- The grid should not seek to embody No Child Left Behind or lead to multiple-choice tests.  (That 
is not on the table, Dr. Carney said.) 
 
-- Provost Sullivan said he will give a keynote speech at a higher education seminar in Washington 
in the near future and will mention this topic because it is close to the Spellings Commission 
recommendations; he will argue with the Commission recommendations on points where he believes it is 
incorrect.   
 
-- The problem with assessing outcomes is that there is, for example, a lot of research on writing 
and large controversies in composition; there are local experts on composition and on information 
location; one hopes the University will rely on local experts to help sort through the debates and provide 
advice to CESL. 
 
-- Professor Cardwell noted that leadership doesn't appear to be an expected outcome.  It is 
subsumed in number seven, Provost Sullivan commented.  It is also part of student success outcomes, Dr. 
Carney added, which are not currently coupled with student learning outcomes directly.  Vice Provost 
Rinehart is coordinating the review of the student success outcomes. 
 
 Professor McCormick thanked the guests for their presentation and comments. 
 
4. Academic Support Resources Compact and Budget 
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 Professor McCormick turned next to Ms. Van Voorhis, who had been asked by the FCC to 
provide the Committee information about her budget and compact.  Ms. Van Voorhis distributed several 
handouts and reviewed their contents.  She said that what she would like to receive from the Committee is 
advice on where her office could improve services and what projects they should look at for 2008.  She 
also noted that the name of her office has changed; in meetings with faculty, they had no idea what her 
office did, so they have changed the name to indicate more clearly that they are a service provider.  In 
many ways faculty should not know who they are because the services and support they provide should 
be behind the scenes and seamless. 
 
 Ms. Van Voorhis noted a list of services that her office provides and asked Committee members 
to identify any they need that are not provided.  She observed that if services from her office are cut, what 
happens is that "ma and pa shops" pop in the colleges to fill in the void, which the colleges then have to 
support financially and allows for more procedural/policy drift. 
 
 Her office has a list of 2008 work priorities; she asked Committee members to review the list and 
to let her know if they believe priorities are missing or if there are those that should be ranked higher.  
These priorities were gathered through committee meetings with undergraduate deans, college registrars, 
college student services staff, professional schools, this Committee, and so on.   
 
 Ms. Van Voorhis touched on the funding sources for her office (headcount for student services, 
proportionate share of student course registrations for central classrooms).  She also reviewed financial 
concerns such as base-level funding, salary and fringe increase (3.25%) as well as constraints on 
resources for information technology staff (who are often recruited by other University units) and projects 
(projects cannot be on hold for several years while staff and financial resources are diverted to the 
Enterprise Financial System).  Another concern is lifecycle costs for classrooms and sustaining the 
technology needed.  She said that Academic Support Resources is a benchmark in the country for student 
services—she would like them to remain in that position because it is great for the University and 
contributes to the goal of becoming one of the top three.   
 
 It was not clear that the Committee could consult effectively with Ms. Van Voorhis, given the 
volume of material and the fact that her compact was due the next day.  Vice Provost Swan pointed out 
that administrative units are now required to have their budget and compacts completed in the fall and 
academic units in the spring.  This Committee operates at a high level, not at the level of individual 
budgets, and it should look at whether Academic Support Resources is doing the right things and 
providing the right services, if its activities are aligned with University priorities, etc.  That is a process of 
ongoing consultation, something the Committee should think periodically about.  He suggested that he, 
Professor McCormick, and Ms. Van Voorhis should talk about where the Committee might focus its 
attention—and that if Committee members identify issues they believe should be on the agenda, they 
should let him know.  Professor McCormick said the Committee should also look at the final compact 
document for Academic Support Resources. 
 
 Professor Neuhauser asked Ms. Van Voorhis if her office is evaluated by stakeholders in terms of 
what works and what does not.  Ms. Van Voorhis said they receive feedback from various committees, 
students, and from the colleges. 
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 Professor McCormick thanked Ms. Van Voorhis for her presentation and adjourned the meeting 
at 3:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


