
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, September 11,  2002 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Martin Sampson (chair), Wilbert Ahern, Victor Bloomfield, Dale Branton, Vernon 

Cardwell, Shawn Curley, Steve Fitzgerald, Gretchen Haas, Frank Kulacki, Carol 
Miller, Marsha Odom, Mary Ellen Shaw, Mary Sue Simmons, Craig Swan, Douglas 
Wangensteen 

 
Absent: Karen Seashore 
 
Guests: Tina Rovick (Office of the Registrar) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) subcommittees on evaluation of instruction, research university undergraduate 
education, technology-enhanced/distance learning, 13-credit rule, degree creep, transfer credits, 
honors/distinction in graduate and professional programs, support for post-docs; (2) withdrawals; (3) 
Twin Cities campus calendar (and the State Fair); (4) presidential search advisory committee] 
 
 
 Professor Sampson welcomed Committee members to the first meeting of the year and called 
for a round of introductions. 
 
1. Constituting Subcommittees and Major Issues Pending 
 
 He then turned to the task of setting up/acknowledging the work of subcommittees.   
 
 There is a Civic Learning subcommittee, which he and Professor Boyte co-chair, which will 
continue its work during the year. 
 
 There is a non-functioning subcommittee on evaluation of teaching.  Professor Sampson said 
he would like to appoint new members so a group can give systematic thought to the issue.  The draft 
charge to the subcommittee, from last year, read as follows: 
 

The Subcommittee is requested to assess the evaluation of instruction at the 
University.  Overall evaluation of instruction is conducted by faculty peers and includes taking 
into account the results of student evaluations of instruction.  The assessment should consist of 
the following elements: 

 
-- How are the results of the student evaluation of instruction forms used?  What are the 

practices across different departments, colleges, and campuses?  Apart from what is 
actually done, what are good practices with respect to the use of student evaluations of 
instruction? 

                                                 
* 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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-- What are the practices of different departments, colleges, and campuses with respect 

to peer evaluation of instruction?  What are good practices? 
 

-- Should the University provide guidance to departments, colleges, and campuses on the 
way in which evaluation of instruction should be used in promotion and tenure 
decisions, annual reviews, and post-tenure review?  Should the University (the Faculty 
Senate) recommend policy on this matter? 

 
-- How should departments deal with inappropriate written comments directed to women 

instructors on student evaluation forms? 
 

In responding to the charge, the subcommittee may wish to ask the Office of the 
Executive Vice President and Provost to survey departments on their current practices. 

 
 There is a policy on the evaluation of instruction in place, Professor Ahern noted; it would be 
helpful to know how it is operating.  
 
 The last item is a significant issue, Professor Sampson said, and raises questions about the 
validity of the data on the forms when they contain such comments.  Dr. Swan said that international 
graduate students could be subject to inappropriate comments; perhaps the subcommittee should look 
more broadly at the issue and then focus on cases where there are problems.  To focus solely on 
comments directed to women could mean missing other problems.  It was reported, however, that the 
problem of unacceptable comments directed to women instructors was of particular concern to the 
Faculty Consultative Committee--it was this issue that originally led to the appointment of the 
subcommittee--and it should not be lost. 
 
 Professor Kulacki said the evaluation of instruction is a loaded issue.  Peer evaluation of 
instruction often receives only lip service, but department heads could be irritated if the Committee 
pushes on the issue because they have no flexibility in resources.  What would be the role of the 
subcommittee, he asked?  The intent is not to light fuses or send off rockets, Professor Sampson said, 
but rather to put thoughtful time and effort into the questions.  What are the best ways to evaluate 
instruction?  What actions improve teaching?  Let the subcommittee investigate these questions and 
see where it comes out.  He agreed with Professor Ahern that the idea is not policing but best 
practices--start with a clean sheet of paper and look at the best way to evaluate research university 
teaching. 
 
 The charge to the subcommittee asks questions about how well the current system is being 
used rather than how evaluation should be conducted, Dr. Bloomfield noted.  The subcommittee might 
ask department heads about evaluation, what crops up, incidents of abusive comments, and what 
practices they use in guiding instructors.  Such survey information might also be important to the 
Faculty Consultative Committee, he suggested. 
 
 A third possible subcommittee has a vaguer charge that he can work on, Professor Sampson 
said.  He said he has been struck by the failure of research universities to articulate their product in the 
undergraduate classroom from faculty members who are recruited on the basis of research prowess.  
These universities have not looked at outcomes vis-à-vis small liberal arts colleges or different kinds 
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of public institutions.  A subcommittee would have the opportunity to think about the caliber and 
contours of a good undergraduate education that is different--and supposed to be different--from that 
obtained at a liberal arts or other institutions. 
 
 Are there policy implications that might result?  Not that he can see immediately.  Is there a 
problem that provokes his proposal?  Yes, because he believes research universities have been 
coasting and done little to articulate to themselves or to students what is distinctive about an 
undergraduate education at a research university.  He asks his students why they come to the 
University; the overwhelming response is that there is a much wider array of courses than at other 
institutions.  To some extent that is an indictment:  it is not clear what the faculty are trying to achieve 
here compared to other institutions. 
 
 Dr. Bloomfield said that Professor Sampson cast his comments in terms of classroom 
outcomes, but there is a lot of undergraduate research that occurs that is not in classrooms and that is 
intentionally different from the classroom.  Students receive credit for these activities.  In CBS, IT, 
and parts of CLA there is an emphasis on getting students into research.  It might be useful to survey 
students about what they are getting from their research experiences.  He said he heard long ago that 
the two most important indicators of satisfaction with an undergraduate education are contact with real 
professors and an undergraduate research experience.  A subcommittee could look at how well 
students regard many of the undergraduate research experiences.  Professor Sampson agreed and said 
he is interested in the outcomes of a research university undergraduate education, not simply the 
classroom experience. 
 
 Professor Cardwell said that students pick universities using many criteria and one of them is 
learner outcomes.  What is not known is whether there is congruence between student expectations 
and what the faculty are delivering at the University.  The views could be measured.  In promoting the 
University as a tier one research university, he said he did not know the percentage of undergraduates 
who participate in the research experience and how that experience could be enhanced in each college 
and department.  Not all programs are designed to prepare students to be researchers; what is being 
done to meet their needs? 
 
 The subcommittee could have a narrower focus, Professor Ahern suggested.  Research is a 
distinctive element of Research I universities but many good liberal arts colleges say their faculty also 
do research; what are the research universities doing?  Or there could be a focus on creating a vision of 
what research universities should do in undergraduate education.  If they are doing whatever it is they 
should, as a second step one could look at how they are doing it, the strengths and weaknesses of what 
they are doing, and identify what is distinctive about the way the University of Minnesota is doing it.  
Would the subcommittee provide both a vision and a diagnosis, he asked?   
 
 This would be the most creative of the three subcommittees, Professor Sampson said.  
Members of the subcommittee with serious concerns could go in a number of directions and he would 
not want to prejudge what they might be.  He agreed that many good liberal arts colleges advertise 
access to faculty and the opportunity for one-on-one research experiences.  Does that educational 
format develop research skills in students who go places other than research universities?  Perhaps, he 
said, but his hunch is that the experience is different.  He said he was not thinking about the work of 
the subcommittee as a jeremiad but to inquire what is happening.  Some faculty teach in a research 
mode that could lead to intriguing outcomes that are not given much thought. 
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 This is not disconnected from the subcommittee on teaching evaluation, Dr. Shaw observed.  
Professor Sampson agreed and added that this Committee could be enriched by the activities of the 
subcommittees.  He said he would draft a written charge for this third subcommittee and bring it to the 
next meeting. 
 
 Dr. Simmons commented that there are many adult students in the College of Continuing 
Education who have employers paying their tuition.  They often ask to justify the education they are 
receiving at the University because employers want to know the "value added" in undergraduate or 
graduate programs.  She suggested a subcommittee should use the phrase, and consider, "value added" 
because that is the language students use. 
 
 Professor Odom said she would be interested in having a subcommittee on Technology-
Enhanced Learning (TEL) and distance education.  She recalled that Professor Wahlstrom brought 
questions about educational policy issues to the Committee last year as well as an AAUP statement on 
distance education.  Professor Wahlstrom was explicit in asking for recommendations.  TEL is 
important on the Crookston campus, Professor Odom said; of the University's campuses, it has the 
largest percentage of classes on line and it is running up against a lot of issues.  They need policies in 
place.  The University's accrediting association has a statement that an institution's faculty is to assume 
oversight of distance education but it is hard to find any University policies in place.  Perhaps 
workload questions should go to the Committee on Faculty Affairs, but something needs to be brought 
to the table. 
 
 Professor Kulacki pointed out that he is a member of the TEL Council.  The Council had a 
policy subcommittee that did not reach closure; policies are the most difficult issues to work through 
because the University is so decentralized.  But the University "is heading toward a cliff and it has no 
brakes," he said, and the Committee should urge the Executive Vice President and Provost to put 
something in place.  Will the TEL Council make recommendations to this Committee, Professor 
Odom asked?  Professor Kulacki said he believed it would but it is still far from asking for faculty 
approval of policies.   
 
 Would it be helpful to have a SCEP subcommittee to help the TEL Council, Professor Ahern 
asked?  He agreed that this is an important issue on all campuses (e.g., how should campuses deal with 
TEL courses taken elsewhere proposed to be transferred to the University of Minnesota for credit?).  
The focus should be in the AAUP document, he said; it identifies TEL issues that require educational 
policy decisions.  A subcommittee could look at the relevance of the AAUP provisions for the 
University of Minnesota. 
 
 Professor Sampson said he had no objection to appointing a subcommittee on TEL; he agreed 
there are important policy implications and the matter is clearly within the purview of the Committee.  
Professor Odom said that if no one else will, she would agree to serve as chair.  Dr. Swan suggested 
that someone speak with Professor Wahlstrom before proceeding to far in order to avoid duplication of 
effort--to be sure there are not two faculty groups looking at the same thing.  Professors Kulacki and 
Odom agreed to speak to Professor Wahlstrom.  Professor Sampson agreed there should not be rival 
efforts but that SCEP should take action if it appears there is no momentum to deal with policy issues 
in the TEL Council.  Professor Ahern noted that SCEP has been concerned about the policy issues for 
a long time and that the TEL Council is an administrative group not part of the governance structure; 
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this Committee can speak to policy issues for the faculty.  But if the TEL Council will draft policy 
proposals that are brought to SCEP, there may not be a need for a subcommittee, he concluded. 
 
 Professor Sampson said this item would appear on the agenda of the September 25 meeting.  
He asked if there are other major issues the Committee should take up. 
 
 Dr. Shaw said she would like to see a follow-up to the 13-credit rule and how it is working.  
She said it is her impression that the rule has increased the number of credits students are taking.  
Professor Sampson agreed that a report should come early to the Committee.  So did Dr. Swan, who 
reported that there will be official registration statistics very shortly.  The early data suggest the rule is 
having an impact, but the numbers are still fluid.  The issue, he repeated, is student success and 
graduation; the rule is simply the way the University is being clear about its expectations of students.  
The University must be equally clear in delivering advising and course access; last spring the 
administration provided $200,000, on a matching basis, to the colleges to improve advising, so there 
has been a $400,000 increase in advising funding for Twin Cities colleges.  But the ultimate issue is 
graduation rates, Dr. Swan maintained. 
 
 Dr. Simmons, scanning the list of issues pending before the Committee that had been 
distributed earlier, asked about the issue of the partnership degree programs.  She also suggested that 
the Committee consider looking at the two undergraduate liberal arts degree programs offered within 
CCE, the Program for Individualized Learning and the Inter-College Program.  Dr. Swan said he was 
not sure of the context of the item. 
 
 Dr. Shaw, referring to the same list, said she was puzzled about the item raising questions 
about the size of the General College.  The size of admitted cohorts is not within the purview of the 
Committee, she said; that is something worked out between the colleges and the administration.  The 
list does not consist of marching orders, Professor Sampson said; the Committee can pick what it will 
pay attention to.  The question raised at the FCC retreat in August was in the context of graduation 
rates:  How do the admissions to General College, which have grown, affect the University's 
graduation rates?  The issue was not the size of the General College cohort per se. 
 

Professor Ahern inquired about the concern over "degree creep" that has been suggested for 
Committee review.  This could be an important issue, he agreed, but this Committee deals with 
educational policy for the University, not other systems.  The Committee should nonetheless be aware 
of patterns of degrees offered elsewhere inasmuch as they can affect the University.  This is wrapped 
up in the issue of "mission creep," Dr. Swan commented.  On a related matter, it is said that some of 
the two-year colleges in the MNSCU system are interested in naming their Associate of Arts degree 
(e.g., Associate of Arts in History) as well as the Associate in Science degrees (where it is already 
somewhat more common than in the arts).  Dr. Swan said he was not sure he was comfortable with the 
idea of naming associate degrees, especially AA degrees. 
 
 Professor Sampson agreed that this Committee cannot tell other institutions what to do.  His 
own view is that these issues have increased his curiosity about Research I universities and what about 
their educational results is distinctive--and what others are doing to move in on that turf.  A related 
matter, also on the Committee list, is a suggestion that it pay attention to the quality of transfer credits.  
This is a complex matter but within the responsibility of the Committee. 
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 Dean Bloomfield noted that the list contained several Graduate-School-related items:  
honors/distinction recognition for graduate and professional programs was one.  The item came from 
her office, Dr. Rovic reported; they had been asked by a graduate program if there were degrees of 
distinction in graduate programs.  There are not, Dr. Bloomfield said, and it is not a common practice 
to offer degrees with distinction (e.g., cum laude, magna cum laude, etc.) at the graduate level.  There 
are competitions within departments and colleges, such as for outstanding dissertation, and programs 
can give awards, but there is no institutional distinction on the degrees.  The issue has not come to the 
Graduate School, he said.   
 
 A second item related to the Graduate School is support for post-docs.  The Graduate School 
is working on support for them, will establish a post-doc office, and offer professional development, 
career services, and advice parallel to what undergraduates now have.  Professor Sampson wondered if 
this is an issue appropriate to this Committee, and whether it might more appropriately fall to the 
Senate Research Committee to consider.  Dr. Bloomfield said that this is a group that often falls 
between the cracks--the individuals are post-Ph.D. but still training.  The question is whether there is 
an institutional obligation to provide training outside that provided by the mentor, Professor Kulacki 
said.  That is a national concern, Dr. Bloomfield said; post-docs are so much under the influence of 
their mentor that there may be insufficient institutional support and connection for them.  Do they 
have access to placement services, Professor Cardwell asked?  It is his intention to provide it, Dr. 
Bloomfield said; they should.  It was agreed that this issue should be left to the Senate Research 
Committee. 
 
2. The Status of the W 
 
 Professor Sampson next noted that the W Subcommittee finished its work last year.  Ms. Haas 
said the Subcommittee members (of which she was one) would want the opportunity to respond to any 
questions Committee members may have.  It was agreed that the Committee should be provided the 
background materials in order that it can move to a resolution of the matter.  It was agreed this matter 
would be on the agenda of the next meeting. 
 
 Dr. Shaw noted that she had polled advisors and had developed an alternative proposal that the 
Committee could consider. 
 
3. Twin Cities Campus Calendar 
 
 Professor Sampson inquired about the status of the Twin Cities campus calendar.  He noted 
that there was an objection by this Committee to calendars that schedule final examinations to end on 
December 23.  The Committee has balked at approving future calendars that have finals ending so late.  
Last spring the Assembly Committee on Educational Policy sent a letter to then-Provost Bruininks 
asking the administration to provide information about options, such as a different start date (before 
Labor Day), having finals after the holiday break, or other alternatives.  The administration was also 
asked to take into account the request from the Minnesota Student Association for a mid-semester 
break during Fall Semester. 
 

On the last point, Dr. Swan said he did not encourage the students to be optimistic about a Fall 
Semester break and said he believes that while students did not like the response, they understood the 
constraints of the current calendar.  There are broader calendar questions to think about, he said.  At 
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least one Big Ten school starts on the Tuesday after Labor Day but follows the Monday schedule for 
that day, in order to keep the number of MWF class days even.  He said he hoped the University 
would not follow THAT example.   
 
 Are there specific years that there is a problem, Professor Sampson asked?  Whenever Labor 
Day is late, Dr. Rovic said, so every 5-6 years there will be two years, back to back, when finals will 
end on December 22 or 23.   
 
 Professor Ahern recalled that when the Senate was told last year that the Committee could not 
make a recommendation for the Twin Cities campus, the Senate seemed to understand the need to 
reconsider.  He said he told then-Provost Bruininks that as he was leaving office he had the 
opportunity to change the calendar to start before Labor Day.  Now he has that opportunity again as 
Interim President.   
 
 The St. Paul campus is inaccessible in the period before the State Fair, Dr. Bloomfield pointed 
out.  And it is not only access; a large part of the University's parking facilities are under contract to 
the State Fair; that is the single biggest obstacle to starting earlier.  To extend Fall Semester beyond 
Christmas is distasteful but at least it would be possible.  Starting before Labor Day would not. 
 
 At a research university a lot of graduate assistants use cheap fares to get out of town; is it 
feasible to end finals on December 23 and expect graduate students to grade exams?  He said is not 
likely feasible.  Pedagogically, if final exams run to December 23, many simply will not give finals; 
would it be better to drop a week from the semester in order to make time for finals and allow graduate 
students to pull things together at the end of the semester?  Could the University drop one week from 
each semester and guarantee that there will be finals? 
 
 Even without dropping a week from the semester, Professor Ahern observed, the Fall 
Semester is shorter when finals run to December 23--it is only 71 instructional days.  Spring Semester 
is longer, so there is still a different number of instructional days in the two terms.  The question is 
thus whether to shorten both semesters by a week in order not to have different experiences in the 
same course, depending on which semester it is offered?  When the option of shortening the semester 
was discussed in the Committee during the change to semesters, there was concern that the legislature 
would see the University as cutting back on its responsibilities.   
 
 Dr. Swan pointed out that there are other Research I universities that operate up to December 
23, such as Michigan and Wisconsin.  The issues the Committee has raised are important but it needs 
to be careful how it talks about them.  But do a lot of instructors cancel final examinations, Professor 
Sampson asked?  Or they offer the exam the last day of classes, Dr. Swan said--but that, of course, has 
other effects on students. 
 
 Does the policy talk about a range of days of semester length, Professor Miller asked?  The 
policy provides that semesters are to be 70-75 days in length, Dr. Rovic told the Committee.  And how 
many days is the semester when it ends on December 23, Professor Miller inquired?  71.  There has 
been talk about cutting out one Friday, Dr. Rovic recalled, but the semester already loses one Friday 
because of the Thanksgiving holiday.  There appears to be latitude to shorten the semester by one 
more day; where did the policy come from, she asked?  This Committee, Dr. Rovic said, and it was 
then adopted by the Senate. 
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 Professor Ahern said that 70-day semesters would be a big change in the curriculum, going 
from 75 days to 70, but such a change would make the most sense in terms of the symmetry of 
semesters.  Are there the same number of days every year now, Professor Miller asked?  There are not, 
Dr. Rovic said; the number varies with the day of the week.  So, Professor Miller concluded, faculty 
are already used to adjusting their teaching to varying numbers of days in Fall Semester, but she 
agreed it would make more sense consistently to have the same number of teaching days--and to have 
the same number in both semesters. 
 
 Even with 71 days, however, the Fall Semester still runs late in December, Dr. Rovic pointed 
out.  If it is important that teaching assistants are able to get cheap airfares to go home, and that they 
be on campus to complete grading, and the incentive to drop finals is avoided, the same problems 
remain even with a 70- or 71-day Fall Semester.  Professor Miller suggested that to change the length 
a day or so, on critical years, would not be such a problem; that would be a little fixing that would not 
affect other years when the term will end on December 17 or 18. 
 
 The goal is to have four years of calendars on the web, Dr. Rovic told the Committee, so that 
students can plan and know the term dates.  She said she agreed with Professor Miller that 70-day 
semesters would solve most of the problem of the late end, but there remains the problem of balancing 
the number of days when Thursday/Friday are out for Thanksgiving weekend and the loss of the initial 
Monday for Labor Day.  It may be that there would be only 68 days in some semesters.  Professor 
Miller commented that having this discussion is useful so that the Committee can work out the logic of 
the length of the semester; it is not clear now why there are 72 or 75 days. 
 
 What is the optimal pedagogical strategy for a university in a state with the state fair on the 
campus, Professor Sampson asked?  He said he was not sure that Minnesota is the same as Michigan 
and Wisconsin and said he agreed that the goal of having all four years be the same was a good one. 
 
 Ms. VanVoorhis said the issue is before the Committee because her office needs a schedule.  
She noted that many of the issues being raised in this discussion were raised last year as well.  Any 
decision will make some people unhappy, Dr. Rovic noted.  Professor Ahern said it would help to 
have 70-day semester calendars for four years, but if such a proposal were to be made, the colleges 
and the faculty would not be happy if the change were to be made without consulting.  The 
Committee, however, needs to look at a proposal to see if it would work.  Dr. Rovic agreed to provide 
the Committee with a proposal. 
 
 Dr. Shaw suggested that if the Committee could not resolve the bigger issues, it could at least 
approve the calendar for one year.  That (next) calendar that needs approval has finals ending on 
December 23, Dr. Rovic reminded the Committee.  Dr. Bloomfield commented that the University has 
already had one semester that ended on December 23 and the institution survived.  There remains the 
problem with TAs dispersing, Professor Sampson objected.  Some of that might be helped with web-
based grading, Ms. VanVoorhis said; people need not send paper back to the campus if they are away.  
But they can still lose things and grading from a distance precludes the discussions between faculty 
and TAs--and it will mean those doing the grading are mixing holidays and grading.  That happens in 
the spring as well, Ms. VanVoorhis responded.  But in the spring the situation is manageable, 
Professor Sampson said; people do not need to leave campus before grades are turned in.   
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 This issue has to be brought to closure, Professor Cardwell said.  It would help to have several 
different alternatives to consider, including the option of 70-day semesters well into the future.  One 
element that should be included is the use of the day:  the campus is on 50-minute class periods; if 
there is a sense that instructional time is being lost, perhaps classes could be extended to 55 minutes.  
The original recommendation on the change to semesters from this Committee called for 55-minute 
class hours, it was noted.  The Committee compromised on that at the time, Professor Cardwell said, 
and is now being asked to compromise again on the length of the term.  The Committee needs to 
attend to both the duration of the semester as well as contact time with students; the latter is most 
important, he said.  It might be possible to drop a week from the semester but keep the contact time 
constant, Professor Sampson suggested, if the class periods were lengthened slightly. 
 
4. Other Issues Pending 
 
 Dr. Rovic suggested several items to be brought to the Committee:  a follow-up on mid-
semester alerts, full-year registration, and web grading. 
 
 Professor Ahern said that the faculty members of the presidential search-advisory committee 
have decided not to have forums with faculty to talk about issues of importance in the presidential 
search.  Instead, they are meeting with existing committees in the colleges.  He suggested that this 
Committee should also talk about the search; it may have a number of perspectives that are important.  
The search-advisory committee members are also very interested in nominations; faculty and staff at 
the University are among those most likely to be aware of strong candidates.  The review of files will 
begin the end of September.  What is not widely know is that the Board of Regents will be the search 
committee; the search-advisory committee is not recommending finalists but only semi-finalists--
which means that their names need not be made public.  The Board of Regents will identify the 
finalists. 
 
 Professor Sampson adjourned the meeting at 2:45 and convened a brief session of the 
Assembly Committee on Educational Policy (ACEP).    It was agreed that the Committee would hear 
from Mr. Fitzgerald about classrooms and consider adopting another statement urging the 
administration to make classroom upgrades a high priority. 
 
 It was also agreed that if possible, ACEP meetings would be held separately from the SCEP 
meetings in order to save the coordinate campus representatives the trouble of attending another 
meeting. 
 
 Professor Sampson adjourned the meeting at 2:50. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


