
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, January 26, 2005 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Emily Hoover (chair), Victor Bloomfield, Vernon Cardwell, Shawn Curley, LeAnn 

Dean, Gretchen Haas, Adam Hirsch, James Leger, Richard McCormick, Marsha 
Odom, Karen Seashore, Mary Ellen Shaw, (Linda Ellinger for) Craig Swan, Douglas 
Wangensteen, Joel Weinsheimer, Jenny Zhang 

 
Absent: Dale Branton, Christopher Pappas, Emily Ronning 
 
Guests: Susan Van Voorhis, Tina Falkner (Office of the Registrar) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) residency requirement for an academic minor; (2) starting spring semester a 
week earlier on the Twin Cities campus; (3) length of semesters; (4) policy title change; (5) 
interpretation of grading policy (zero-credit courses); (6) interpretation of grading policy (F/N for 
cheating); (7) draft policy on the evaluation of instruction] 
 
 
1. Residency Requirement for a Minor in a Field 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the meeting at 1:00, called for a round of introductions, and 
turned to Dr. Falkner to outline the issue related to minors.   
 
 Dr. Falkner related that she had received a message from an administrator inquiring if there 
were any University Senate policy on residency requirements for minors, because they had in the unit 
a transfer student who transferred enough credits for a minor without taking any credits in the field at 
the University.  There is no policy, she reported.  [Note:  "residency requirement" in this context refers 
to credits taken at the University of Minnesota—"in residence"—not to legal residence in the state.] 
 
 Professor McCormick expressed the view that there should be at least some minimum 
residency requirement for the campus that grants the degree because the notation of the academic 
minor will be on the University of Minnesota transcript.  Although now there will be no University 
courses on that transcript, Ms. VanVoorhis observed.  Professor McCormick agreed and said there 
should be a requirement for at least one course in the minor. 
 
 Committee members raised a number of points in the ensuing discussion. 
 
-- Without any minimum requirements for a minor, it is difficult to set a minimum residency 

requirement for a minor.  Credit requirements for a minor range from 8-25 (although in the 
case of the lower number, preparatory work is also required). 
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-- It might be that the University has no courses that are different from the ones the student took 
at the previous institution.  But the student could take independent or directed study at the 
University. 

 
-- Minors work differently across the University but most departments require a sign-off on a 

minor.  A student must be admitted to a major but minors are often declared after the fact, 
when a student realizes he or she has sufficient credits for a minor.  Or it may be a double 
major who gives up on one of the majors.  Perhaps departments should decide, with only the 
requirement that they state their rules.   

 
-- If there is no University rule, then each department is the "bad guy"; it would be better to have 

a clear rule, consistent with the major requirement, so one-half of the upper division credits for 
the minor can appropriately be required in residence.  The student members of the Committee 
concurred that there should be a consistent University rule.  And if it is written down, it is 
easier for students to figure out what to do. 

 
-- One typically refers to a degree from the University in one of two ways:  the person 

"graduated from Crookston" or "the person graduated from Crookston in history."  Nothing is 
said about a minor.  Given the life of a transfer student, what is the point of requiring resident 
credits in the minor (it is clear why there need to be requirements for the major)?   

 
-- The major and minor are parallel and both carry transcript notations, so they should be parallel 

in the requirements.  The reason students get a minor is to show evidence they have done 
something outside the major and employers look at it.  The minor has the imprimatur of the 
University so there should be some residency requirement.  Anything less than residency—for 
either a major or minor—is not sufficient to put the University's stamp of approval on it.  The 
University is certifying competency in a field, if a minor is granted, without knowing if the 
competence is present. 

 
-- On the other hand, the University does not require a minor, so there is a distinction between 

majors and minors.   
 
-- Do minors require upper division courses?   (UMC requires 18 credits for a minor, 6 of which 

must be upper division courses at UMC.) 
 
-- Will a requirement deter students from transferring to the University? 
 
-- It might be that a student who transfers to the University loses the minor.  But a student can 

indicate an emphasis; the issue is the transcript notation. 
 
-- Requiring one course is very simple.  One can envision departments that teach very differently 

from the way a subject might be taught elsewhere; the student should have at least one course 
from the department at the University campus. 

 
-- The residency requirement for minors might best be decided by campus and not be a Senate 

policy.  There is a concern about the ability to grant exceptions; if there is a system policy, it 
should be as flexible as possible.  Units are responsible for determining if courses from 
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another institution are equivalent to University courses; if they are, a student should be able to 
receive a minor.  Units that have large numbers of transfer students want to accommodate 
them to the extent possible. 

 
 Professor Cardwell moved that the residency requirement policy include the provision that a 
transfer student must take at least one upper division course in that minor from the campus where the 
student will obtain the University degree.  The college or campus may waive the requirement.   
 
 Ms. Dean asked that the phrase "under extraordinary circumstances" in the draft policy ("A 
student's college or campus may, under extraordinary circumstances, waive the requirements in 
sections 2, 3, and 4, above, but not section 1) be struck.  The Morris scholastic committee wrestled 
with the meaning of "extraordinary" and HOW extraordinary circumstances must be to warrant an 
exception.  The student must come to the committee in any event.  Professor Seashore said that the 
committee decides what "extraordinary" is.  Professor Hoover said the policy is already quite flexible 
and says that faculty on a campus must decide if the students met the requirement for a degree, which 
are set by the faculty.  The faculty set requirements for a major so should have the authority to waive 
the requirements if a student has met the spirit of the requirements.  The same is true for minors; every 
college and campus has the authority to decide.  There should not be many such waivers, Professor 
Curley commented. 
 
 The Committee did not vote on striking the "extraordinary" language.  It did vote in favor of 
Professor Cardwell's motion and to take up the entire policy at its next meeting. 
 
 Professor Odom suggested there may be a need to look at expectations for a minor.  There is a 
policy on maximum credits for a major.   
 
 The Committee agreed with Dean Bloomfield that in general students are subject to the policy 
in place when they matriculate at the University, so in this case, since there is no policy, the decision is 
left up to the colleges and campuses.  Whatever the Committee might decide today does not affect the 
student whose situation raised the initial question.  At the same time, however, the unit can take its 
guidance from the Committee's deliberations and conclusions. 
 
2. Starting Spring Semester on the Twin Cities Campus a Week Earlier 
 
 Prior to the meeting Professor Hoover distributed a draft resolution for the Twin Cities 
Campus Assembly that read as follows: 
 

Resolved, the spring semester should start the Monday before the Martin Luther King holiday. 
 

COMMENT: 
 

The Assembly Committee on Educational Policy has had a number of requests from 
around the campus that it consider starting spring semester a week earlier than at present.  The 
Committee can think of a number of reasons in favor of such a change and a number of 
reasons to oppose such a change.  Rather than debate it at length, however, the Committee 
concluded it should first obtain a sense of the Assembly on the proposal.  If there is significant 
majority support for such a change, it will act accordingly when it proposes future academic 
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calendars.  If there is significant opposition, or if the Assembly appears to be roughly evenly 
divided on the question, the Committee will not consider the idea further. 

 
Professor Hoover recalled that the Committee talked last year about setting the calendar four years in 
advance so that incoming students would know term dates for the four years to graduation (even 
though many students do not graduate in four years).  There was a discussion about starting spring 
semester a week earlier that was not resolved.  This resolution is a way to obtain the sense of the 
Assembly about such a change. 
 
 Ms. VanVoorhis commented that the change would have significant implications for summer 
session and the May term.  There are also huge implications for staff, she said. 
 
 Professor Weinsheimer said he wanted to hear a compelling reason why the Committee should 
discuss this again.  The comment itself says that unless there is a significant vote in favor, the 
Committee will take no action on the idea.  A number of students have asked for consideration of the 
change because it affects their summer jobs, Professor Hoover said.   
 
 Ms. Zhang asked if shortening the break between semesters would affect study abroad; there 
are not a lot of students who study abroad during the break.  There are a lot of students who travel 
during the break; there are also a lot of faculty and staff who do so.  Ms. Zhang said she enjoyed the 
long break because there is no fall break.   
 
 The motion should not be moved forward until these questions are answered, Professor Leger 
maintained.  This Committee has no sense of how students feel, but they are present in the Assembly, 
Professor Seashore pointed out.   
 
 Professor McCormick said he thought it a bad idea to reduce the break; that is time for faculty 
to do research and prepare for another semester.  The bad thing about quarters was that from New 
Year's to June there was only a one-week break.  This is a better system for those who teach.  
Professor Weinsheimer agreed that this is the only genuine research break that faculty receive.   
 
 Professor Cardwell moved to table the motion indefinitely.  The Committee concurred.   
 
3. Length of Semesters 
 
 Professor Hoover said she continues to hear from faculty about the different lengths of the two 
semesters.  Professor Seashore said that there is Senate policy about the expected number of hours of 
work per week expected per credit; presumably imaginative faculty can figure out how to require the 
appropriate amount of work for the two semesters. 
 
4. Policy Title Change 
 
 Professor Hoover next drew to the attention of the Committee the fact that the title of the 
policy concerning make-up work did not accord with the text of the policy.  
 

POLICY ON MAKEUP EXAMINATIONS FOR LEGITIMATE ABSENCES 
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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.  

 
The title refers to examinations while the policy refers to makeup work in general.  She asked for a 
motion to change the title to "Policy on Makeup Work for Legitimate Absences."  The motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
5.  Interpretation of Grading Policy:  Zero-Credit Courses 
 
 Professor Hoover next asked that the Committee review a draft policy interpretation.  The 
current language of the grading and transcript policy reads as follows: 
 

"Every student shall have calculated, both at the end of each grading period (quarter or 
semester) and cumulatively, a grade point average, which shall be the ratio of grade points 
earned divided by the number of credits attempted with grades of A-F (including pluses and 
minuses). Both the periodic and cumulative grade point average will appear on each student's 
record." 

 
An interpretation by the Senate Committee on Educational Policy:  Courses which carry zero credits 
do not count in either term or cumulative grade point averages.  The Comment to the Senate would 
report that the Committee was recently asked whether courses which carry zero credits count in a 
student's GPA.  This interpretation is intended to clarify that they do not. 
 
 Such courses are used for calculating financial aid, Dr. Ellinger pointed out, but this 
Interpretation would not affect that practice.   
 
 Ms. Zhang inquired what these courses are.  They are 0XXX courses that provide remedial 
instruction, Professor Hoover explained. 
 

A significant number of students take developmental math, which may be required in some 
cases, and grades may be assigned, Professor Odom said; what is the reward if they do not count in the 
GPA?  Dr. Shaw reported that General College has faced the same question and concluded that the 
grade would not count as part of the academic review but that they will enforce the requirement that a 
student receive a C- or better to proceed.  That has the same effect; it makes real the grade.  Ms. 
VanVoorhis said she was the one who raised the question with General College and made sure that 
zero-credit courses do not count in the GPA, although the grade is on the record. 

 
The Committee voted unanimously in favor of the Interpretation. 
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6. Interpretation of Grading Policy:  F/N for Cheating 
 
 Professor Hoover next presented another interpretation of the grading policy.  The current 
language of the grading and transcript policy reads as follows: 
 

"Academic dishonesty in any portion of the academic work for a course shall be grounds for 
awarding a grade of F or N for the entire course."   

 
The proposed interpretation by the Committee is this:  "This provision allows instructors to 

award an F or an N to a student when academic dishonesty is discovered; it does not require an 
instructor to do so."  The Comment to the Senate explains that the Committee was recently informed 
that some instructors and units have interpreted the language in quotes as requiring the award of an F 
or N when a student is discovered to have cheated in any part of the coursework.  The intent of the 
language, when SCEP proposed it, was to permit instructors to give an F or an N, not require it.  SCEP 
can envision any number of situations where a student may have made a mistake, may not have 
understood what academic dishonesty means, or where the instructor would be able to use an incident 
as a "teachable moment" and would not feel obligated to fail a student who learned from the incident. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously in favor of the Interpretation without discussion. 
 
7. Draft Policy on Evaluation of Instruction 
 
 The Committee turned next to the draft policy on the evaluation of instruction.  Professor 
Hoover recalled that there had been a small subcommittee of this Committee and the Senate 
Committee on Faculty Affairs appointed to draft a revised policy in light of the recommendations of 
the Durfee ad hoc subcommittee on the evaluation of instruction.  The Committee discussed the report 
earlier at length.  The draft policy is intended to reflect the subcommittee recommendations.   
 
 The subcommittee set aside peer evaluation of instruction as more than it could handle.  The 
recommendations, and the draft policy, take the existing policies and tweak them, they do not start 
over.  The Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs is involved because the results of student evaluations 
are used in personnel decisions. 
 
 The Committee set about reviewing the draft document.  The major substantive points of the 
discussion were as follows: 
 
-- One provision of the policy requires that student evaluation data not be used in isolation; 
Professor Weinsheimer asked if it were necessary.  Professor Cardwell reported that the Academy of 
Distinguished Teachers conducted a survey about information used in personnel decisions; they 
learned that a large percentage of departments used ONLY the data from the student evaluation forms.  
It was agreed that the language should indicate the data should not be used in isolation from peer 
evaluation and information about research and service. 
 
-- The draft policy barred the use of web-based evaluation forms because of a serious concern 
about the response rates.  Given the way the wind is blowing in terms of use of the web, Professor 
Weinsheimer said, the Committee needs to figure out a way to increase the response rate rather than 
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prohibit use of electronic evaluations.  Professor Odom said this prohibition would have a major 
destructive impact on the Crookston campus, which uses electronic evaluation and values them.  If 
planned for, and students have their computers in class, the response rates can be high—but if students 
are asked to fill in the evaluations outside of class, the rate is low.  Moreover, with a number of on-line 
courses, they want to be able to use electronic evaluations because that is the ONLY way evaluations 
can be obtained for such courses.   
 

Dr. Shaw and Professor Weinsheimer suggested that electronic evaluations may be used for 
personnel decisions only if the response rate approximates that for paper surveys given in class.  
Professor Cardwell said the Committee should enable web-based evaluations; the question is not 
banning them but the response rate.  How the information is collected does not matter; the policy 
should stipulate that response rates below X%, no matter the method of collection, may not be used for 
personnel decisions.  Dr. Shaw suggested putting the onus on departments and not include a threshold; 
Professor Weinsheimer agreed, noting that small courses have varying rates of return, and even the 
same course can have different response rates for different faculty members.  The Committee needs to 
trust to the wisdom of departments. 
 
 Professor Seashore said typically journals will not publish research unless there has been a 
70% response rate for surveys.  That means a department could not use the data, Professor 
Weinsheimer asked?  It could not, Professor McCormick responded, and such a prohibition is for the 
PROTECTION of faculty against unscrupulous use of the numbers.  Professor Weinsheimer said he 
was not aware that faculty needed protection; the point of student evaluations is to protect students.   
 
 Do students know they need to fill out the forms, Mr. Hirsch asked?  He said he has seen 
students simply go down the form and enter the same number for all the questions.  If they do not fill 
out the forms on line, they do it in class but don't pay attention.  The University cannot make people be 
thoughtful, Professor Seashore said.   
 
 Professor Leger said that IT has been using web-based evaluation forms and the response rate 
has not been anywhere near 70%; there must be a requirement in the policy.  Ms. Dean reported that 
they did a test of web-based evaluations at the Morris campus and it was not a success.  Ms Haas 
suggested pulling the reference to the web out and deal with it later, but Professor Hoover said she 
believed that the Committee on Faculty Affairs would not approve a policy that did not include some 
minimum threshold for response rates for student evaluations if the data are used in personnel 
decisions.  The committees are approaching the policy from different perspectives:  SCFA is 
concerned about inequities across campus and who owns what information and how it is used whereas 
this committee is concerned about learning in the classroom.   
 
 If students must fill out the forms on their own time, only those students who are most 
disgruntled and those who were most happy will do so, which will lead to a bi-modal distribution of 
results, Professor Seashore surmised.  Professor McCormick urged accepting Professor Cardwell's 
suggestion:  remind departments that evaluation results with low response rates are not worth anything 
for personnel decisions and requiring some threshold response rate before the results can be used.  
There must be a threshold with a scientific basis, Professor Wangensteen commented; Professor 
Seashore said that SCIENCE requires 65% but that she would be happy with 50% on student 
evaluations and urged, with Professor Curley, that no results could be used unless a specific threshold 
is achieved.  The Committee concluded, after additional deliberation, that if 60% is not achieved, is 
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the onus on the instructor to do something?  It is not, Professor Seashore said, and the department 
simply may not use the data.  The Committee appeared to concur, for the moment, on the 60% 
requirement.  How hard would it be to tie response to the evaluation to receiving a grade, Ms. Zhang 
asked?  It might violate human subjects protection rules, Professor Seashore commented.  It would 
also violate the confidentiality of the surveys. 
 
 It was also agreed that colleges and departments may set a requirement for a higher response 
rate, if they wished. 
 
-- The requirement in the policy that written comments on evaluation forms will ONLY be 
provided to the instructor would be a big change for Crookston, Professor Odom reported.  
Department heads see them and students are told so.  A wide range of comments provides a better idea 
about what is going on in a class. 
 
 The concern is that departments, whether intentionally or not, will give disproportionate 
weight to very negative or very positive comments, even if there are very few of either.  Professor 
McCormick he was surprised to learn that department chairs and promotion-and-tenure committees 
use the comments because it was his understanding they were to be used by the instructor to improve 
teaching.  The policy will go against the practices of some departments.  There is nothing that says a 
faculty member cannot share the comments with a department head, Professor Hoover commented;  
Professor Odom said she was once in a department (at another institution) where comments were only 
provided to the instructor—but it was understood that no raise would be given unless the comments 
were provided to the department head.  Professor Seashore responded that a policy cannot deal with 
every organizational pathology; they are simply trying to provide a better opportunity for students to 
comment on teaching while also protecting faculty from abuse of information.  The policy also 
requires that students be informed that their comments will not be provided to anyone other than the 
instructor, Professor Wangensteen noted.   
 
 It is clear that some departments are using the comments as a warning signal about an 
instructor, Professor McCormick said, and this policy would not allow that to happen.  The 
subcommittee concluded that complaints should not be delivered this way; there is a way to grieve 
rather than rely on anonymous answers on a survey form.   
 
 The department can ask open-ended questions (e.g., about the curriculum).  But the policy 
provides that the responses can go only to the instructor, Professor Curley pointed out; what is the 
point of allowing the department to ask questions when the instructor may retain the answers?  The 
department could receive the answers to questions it posed, Professor Seashore suggested.  The 
Committee appeared to reach no conclusion on this issue.   
 
 Professor Hoover promised that the draft policy would be on the agenda again and adjourned 
the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


