
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, March 26, 2008 

1:30 – 3:30 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Cathrine Wambach (chair), LeAnn Alstadt, John Kieffer, James Leger, Richard 

McCormick, Robert McMaster, Claudia Neuhauser, Jane Phillips, Emily Ronning, 
Paul Siliciano, Molly Tolzmann, Michael Wade, Douglas Wangensteen,  

 
Absent: William Bart, (George Green for) Gail Dubrow, April Knutson, Peh Ng, Donna 

Spannaus-Martin, Joel Weinsheimer, David Zeller 
 
Guests: Provost E. Thomas Sullivan, Vice President Rusty Barceló (Equity and Diversity), 

William Donohue (Office of the General Counsel) 
 
Other: Associate Vice President Kristin Lockhart (Office of the Vice President for Equity 

and Diversity), Katherine Himes (Office of the Provost) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) policy on accountability for grading; (2) student-rating-of-teaching form and 
student-release questions; (3) revised policies:  grading, transcripts, and credits; (4) NCAA Re-
certification] 
 
 

Professor Wambach convened the meeting at 1:35 and began by welcoming Professor Wade, a 
new member of the Committee beginning July 1.  (Newly-appointed committee members are invited 
to begin attending when they are able.) 
 
1. Policy on Accountability for Grading 
 
 Professor Wambach asked Committee members to review the draft policy on Accountability 
for Grading, discussed at the last meeting.  The draft was prepared by Ms. Phillips and, if adopted, will 
become part of the grading policy.  It read as follows: 
 
"Students in every course must be clearly informed about who is ultimately responsible for assigning 
grades in the course and to whom they have the right to appeal about a grade during and after the 
course.   
 
"For large courses with laboratories or sections taught by teaching assistants or similar student staff, 
the individual responsible for the grades awarded is the faculty member or instructor who is in overall 
charge of the course. Instructors responsible for a course with multiple sections or laboratories must 
take reasonable steps to ensure that grading across sections or laboratories is consistent. 
 
"All individuals who grade or evaluate student work in a course must have a formal affiliation with the 
course, whether as instructor of record, TA, paid grader, or other connection.   

                                                 
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of 

Minnesota Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views 
of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     2 
Wednesday, March 26, 2008 
 
 

 

 
"In courses where adjunct faculty who may be affiliated with the University for only a short period of 
time teach and grade the course, student’s right to appeal for a year following the course must be 
arranged.  In these cases, the department or academic unit may assign a regular faculty member to be 
the responsible person once the course has ended." 
 
 The focus of Committee discussion was on the last paragraph and several alternatives were 
debated.  One major question was the locus of responsibility for responding to student questions about 
grades when the instructor is no longer affiliated with the University.  The Committee agreed on the 
following substitute language: 
 
"In courses where the instructor leaves the University, the department or academic unit must take 
responsibility for the course." 
 

The Committee also agreed to clarifying revisions to the first paragraph:  "Students in every 
course must be clearly informed about who is ultimately responsible for assigning grades in the course 
and to whom they have the right to appeal about a COURSE grade during and FOR THE YEAR after 
the course." 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to approve the policy as amended. 
 
2. Student-Rating-of-Teaching Form 
 
 Professor Wambach welcomed Dr. Dohm, Director of the Office of Measurement Services, to 
the meeting for a final discussion of the new student-release questions that will be used on the new 
student-rating-of-teaching form.  Dr. Dohm circulated copies of the proposed form.  Professor 
Wambach reported that she has been working with the Student Senate to bring the student-release 
questions into the form in a way that responds to the problems identified in the pilot study last spring:  
scaling differences (now changed), number (now reduced from 18 to 9), and overlap with core 
questions (resolved).  She said she also proposed to Dr. Dohm to add language (on the draft) 
indicating "these questions were selected by the Student Senate to provide future students with 
information about the course" so that students would know where they came from (and to whom they 
could complain if they didn't like them).  One possible benefit of the language, Dr. Dohm added, is 
that response rates might go up if students realize the questions came from students. 
 
 Professor Wambach said that one compromise she reached with the Student Senate was to 
raise the possibility of faculty permitting release of the results both of the student-release questions 
and the core questions.  None of the chairs of the Senate committees most involved with this issue 
(Professor Clayton, Academic Freedom and Tenure; Professor Sirc, Faculty Affairs; nor Professor 
Balas, Faculty Consultative Committee) thought there would be a problem offering that choice, nor 
did the Office of the General Counsel.  The student-release and core questions are very similar, she 
said, and this is something to talk about in the future.  There is not enough time now.  She asked the 
faculty members on the Committee if it would make a difference to them or influence their decision on 
whether to release the results. 
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 Professor Neuhauser suggested the two sets of questions should be kept separate or most 
faculty would decline to release any results.  Which is what they do now, Professor Wambach pointed 
out.   
 
 There are several options, Dr. Dohm said.  An instructor can release the student-release results 
in perpetuity, for the semester, or not at all.  Faculty should be provided all three of those options, 
Professor Leger said.  A lot of information the students want is from answers to the core questions, 
Professor Wambach said, but she did not want to see the same questions on the form twice.  What is 
the compromise?   
 
 Professor Wambach also reported that the Committee might not have the authority to approve 
the student-release questions, as has been thought.  A review of the Senate discussion several years 
ago revealed that the Senate delegation of authority might only have been for the set of questions 
before it at that time, so the Senate may need to approve them.  Because the next Senate meeting 
comes after the deadline for having the new forms printed, she will take the form and questions to the 
Faculty Consultative Committee and ask it to act on behalf of the Faculty Senate for this year.  [At the 
FCC meeting the next day, FCC determined that the Senate had permanently delegated the authority 
for approval of student-release questions to SCEP.] 
 
 Ms. Tolzmann asked where one found the results of the student-release questions.  Dr. Dohm 
said they are on the one-stop, although through a circuitous route.  The location should be more 
obvious, Ms. Tolzmann said, a link off the main page.  She looked for the results and could not find 
them. 
 
 Professor Siliciano next commented that he had brought up the point before but wished to 
reiterate it.  He disliked the third core question ("The instructor provided feedback intended to improve 
my course performance") because those who teach large courses will receive a low score, which is 
unfair.  The intent is that the scores will be used only as a general indicator but there are units in which 
the scores are critical.  Promotion-and-tenure committees are not sophisticated about the use of the 
data.  He also said he has never been fond of an even-numbered scale; there should be a "neither agree 
nor disagree" option.  This is still not the best instrument that could be developed, he maintained.  He 
also noted that the "Course Environment" scale was seven points and included a "satisfactory" option. 
 
 Dr. Dohm said that the Course Environment results, including archival results, were used by 
Classroom Management to allocate resources and it would make their data not comparable if the scale 
were changed.   
 
 The core questions have been approved by the Faculty Senate, Professor Wambach observed, 
but that does not mean that they should receive no further attention for a decade or more.  If there are 
problems, they should be fixed sooner rather than later.  Vice Provost Carney evaluates whether the 
data are being used as they should in the merit review process.  But there is need to see what the data 
suggest. 
 
 Professor Wade asked if there had been an item analysis of the questions.  They have done 
them in the past, Dr. Dohm said, but these are new items.  They have done research on the items and 
will do an item analysis.  Where did the questions come from, Professor Wade inquired?  From the 
literature, from best practices, and from linking them to the Student-Learning Outcomes the Senate 
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approved, Dr. Dohm said.  Professor Wambach added that the questions were piloted last spring and 
feedback solicited, and they will be subject to further examination. 
 
 Professor Siliciano asked about the sentence, in the written comments section of the form, that 
read "Comments that are not related to the instruction of the course will be disregarded."   Professor 
Wambach explained that several years ago a number of members of the Faculty Consultative 
Committee expressed concern about written comments on the student rating forms that were racist, 
sexist, obscene, or otherwise unrelated to the class.  She concluded that rather than warn students not 
to write such comments (which might give them the idea to do so when they would not otherwise have 
thought of it), she suggested the language that is on the draft form.   
 
 The problem, Dr. Dohm said, is who will disregard them, and how?  Who decides?  Perhaps 
until they know what to do with them, they should be cautious about be written comments. 
 
 Professor Siliciano expressed doubt that the language would be much of a deterrent to 
someone who intended to write something objectionable on the form.  Ms. Alstadt said that the 
language needed to be more direct and should include the word "inappropriate."  That could prime 
someone to say something inappropriate, Professor Wambach responded.  Ms. Alstadt said the form 
needed to tell students what (not) to do.  And the comments will happen anyway, Professor Leger 
commented.  So there should be no admonition on the form at this point, Professor Wambach asked? 
 
 It could be phrased more positively, Professor Leger suggested.  Perhaps "only 
relevant/constructive comments that lead to the improvement of teaching/that will help the course will 
be forwarded." 
 
 Professor Wambach said she was torn.  She said she can understand the pain an instructor 
could feel from inappropriate comments, but wondered if there is any way to protect instructors from 
such comments.  If the forms with the comments are shared in the department, someone in the 
department could be designated to remove derogatory or obscene comments before they are circulated 
so that colleagues would not read them and they would not affect promotion and tenure and annual 
reviews.  One Committee member expressed doubt that would be possible in larger departments, 
which have thousands of forms every semester.  Instructors are adults and need to deal with the 
comments, he said.  They cannot be prevented, Professor Wade agreed. 
 
 Professor Leger asked if a faculty member could appeal a comment on a student-rating form 
so that it would be removed before the file circulated.  Could there be some authority that could decide 
on such an appeal?  Professor Wambach asked if this is more a matter of good practice in the 
departments, in the promotion-and-tenure process. 
 
 Professor Neuhauser asked how many student-rating forms there are each year; Dr. Dohm said 
about 135,000 per semester.  So if there are more than 1000 inappropriate comments, Professor 
Neuhauser asked, does the University want a policy that says those forms must be removed because 
they had inappropriate comments?  What about if it said the student didn't like the professor's blue 
shirt?  The culture of the faculty should be that someone will not be penalized for such comments by 
students.  But there will always be totally-inappropriate comments.   
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 There is a gray zone, Vice Provost McMaster observed.  What if a student wrote that the 
individual was the worst teacher he'd ever had, was not organized, and he didn't like the way the 
faculty member dressed?  Would that entire comment be removed?  Professor Neuhauser said that the 
more overtly racist and sexist comments would have less effect than milder ones because people 
would disregard them.   
 
 Is there a mechanism to determine that the comments don't count, Mr. Kieffer inquired?   
 
 Professor Leger surmised that some FCC members believe faculty members take the 
comments personally and are bothered by having them in the file.  If there were 1000 such comments, 
perhaps only 5% of instructors would feel strongly that they should be removed, and that would be a 
manageable number to review.  It would be necessary to set the bar high to have comments removed, 
he added.  Ms. Phillips thought that any employee, under the law, has the right to appeal to remove 
something from a personnel file.  The appeal might not be successful, but it can be made. 
 
 Professor Wambach concluded from the discussion that the admonition should be removed 
because the language is a problem and the University cannot deliver on what is promised (review and 
removal of comments).  She suggested the issue of how to deal with derogatory or obscene comments 
in the promotion and tenure process be referred to the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs.  This is a 
faculty welfare issue, she said, and departments need a mechanism to deal with it.  If there is 
something embarrassing that a faculty member does not want circulated and the faculty don't want to 
read (e.g., a pornographic drawing or comment), the faculty member and the department chair can 
decide on removal.   
 
 Professor Wambach suggested the Committee approve the student-release questions.  There is 
room for improvement in them, she said, but the process has been taken as far as possible this year; if 
there are changes to be made, they can be made next year, and the students would like to see some 
results.   
 
 Professor Wangensteen suggested one question, inquiring about hours per week spent working 
for a course (readings, etc.) presumably means average.  Committee member concurred that that is 
how students would interpret it.  It is probably not a good question for graduate students, Professor 
Wambach said, and won't provide them with useful information, where workloads in a course can vary 
widely over a semester. 
 
 The Committee voted in favor of the questions.  Professor Wambach said she would bring 
them to the Faculty Consultative Committee the next day for approval. 
 
 Dr. Dohm reported that the forms would take three weeks at the printer, but even now he is 
receiving calls from departments asking about the form.  They will be shipped to departments the 
week of April 21 if he can get them to the printer this week.  He is working with University Relations 
on communicating information about the new form and is also working to coordinate with the on-line 
evaluation group. 
 
 For those who signed an agreement to release the student-release-question results in 
perpetuity, will a new release need to be signed, Ms. Phillips asked?  It will.  Will there be notice 
about this to instructors, Professor Siliciano asked?  Dr. Dohm said that Vice Provost Swan usually 
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sent an email to everyone asking them to go to the web to release the results.  Some sign to release in 
perpetuity, some by semester, and some only one course.  But it is sad how few agree to release 
results.  Professor Leger asked if it would be better to work through department heads; most faculty do 
not know who Vice Provost Swan or McMaster is but they do know their department heads and might 
get more buy-in.  Professor Neuhauser agreed that department head should be encouraged to 
encourage faculty to release the results.   
 
 Professor Wambach said that full professors should especially be encouraged.  It is touch-and-
go for assistant professors who may just be learning to teach.  One must sign the release before seeing 
the results, so she would not encourage junior faculty to release them.  It is too risky given that the 
ratings are available to the general public. 
 
 Ms. Phillips said it might help to demonstrate that the student-release results provide a fairer 
assessment of teaching than does student rumors—and the rumors are out there.  Students also have 
other options, Professor Wambach pointed out—they can use RateMyProfessor.com.  She noted that a 
recent study at the University of Maine found that RateMyProfessor.com results correlated fairly 
highly with results on rating forms.  Faculty might release more results if they thought students were 
reading RateMyProfessor.com.  Ms. Alstadt suggested saying as much to the faculty in any message to 
them. 
 
3. Revised Policies:  Grading, Transcripts, & Credits 
 
 Professor Wambach turned next to the draft revisions of the policies on grading, transcripts, 
and credits.  These are mostly editorial, she said. 
 

One new provision clarifies that "receipt of an I in a course does not entitle a student to take 
the course a second time without paying tuition for it again." Current policy does not state this 
explicitly, though it is implied in the statement that I grades are given only in exceptional 
circumstances. Ms. Phillips and others said they do allow students sit in on the course a second time 
without paying tuition if a student had a horrible situation, such as the death of a parent. Professor 
Wambach commented that she understood the policy to require that students who had to repeat much 
of the course should withdraw, and that an I was reserved for situations where a student could 
complete the course without retaking it. Instructors may not have the resources to accommodate 
students who are not registered and are retaking the course to make up an incomplete. What about 
taking pieces of a course, Professor Neuhauser asked; must students pay then? Committee members 
commented that sometimes the professor who taught the course is not teaching it the subsequent 
semester, so just completing the missed sections of the course is not possible. Professor Leger 
commented that if a student reregistered for a course where they had an incomplete, the student might 
earn a grade for the incomplete and a grade for the second registration. Professor Wambach 
commented that the proposed wording of the I policy did not prohibit a faculty member from allowing 
a student to repeat parts of a course to make-up and incomplete, rather it states that students do not 
have the right to do so. 

 
There is a gray area, Vice Provost McMaster said. The Provost sent a strong message that 

students should not be allowed to sit in on courses unless they pay for them. Students should not have 
the expectation they can take a course for free, and in classes with a limited number of seats, allowing 
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students to do so is a problem. But there do seem to be situations where students must repeat some part 
of the course to complete it. 

 
Ms. Phillips said that at the University of Wisconsin the rule is that students can receive an I 

only if they have successfully completed a substantial proportion of the work.  Here, the decision to 
assign an I is at the instructor's discretion, and that discretion is not limited by guidelines concerning 
the amount of work the student has completed. Students may not take an I just because they did not get 
a good grade, it was pointed out; Ms. Phillips agreed but said that the lack of a statement amount of 
work that should be completed before an I is considered is a problem. 

 
Professor Wambach asked what proportion of Is are completed. Ms. Phillips and Professor 

Siliciano reported that in their departments, almost all of them are completed by the end of the next 
semester. Is it unusual for a student to come back years later to try to complete it, Professor Wambach 
asked? It is, Professor Siliciano said, but it does happen. 

 
Dr. McMaster said that Dr. Swan is still working for his office and he will ask him to go 

through the policies and flag any problems. In terms of the I and W, he said he thought the I was more 
appropriate if work could not be completed in the last few weeks of a semester whereas a W is more 
appropriate if a student has a catastrophe in the middle of the semester that must be dealt with. 
 
 Professor Wambach said she would not want to prohibit students from completing a course 
and asked Vice Provost McMaster if he wished to talk with the Provost about this.  He said he would.  
Professor Wambach said they want to be clear that this would only happen in unusual circumstances.  
Ms. Phillips said it would help to provide Provost Sullivan with examples; she said she has been 
stunned at what students go through while they are in her courses. 
 
 Professor Wambach said that this language is also new:  "Advisor permission must be 
obtained before any student may register for a course a third or subsequent time (i.e., after receiving 
either a grade or a W)."  When the Committee talked about Ws, it wanted them to be part of the 
advising process and that advisors pay attention to students with Ws.  This is an attempt to get 
attention from advisors to students who repeatedly try to take a course but take Ws.  The 
subcommittee thought the responsibility could not easily be assigned to faculty but that advisors 
should talk with students about career plans if they keep on trying to take a course in a major but 
cannot do well in it. 
 
 Ms. Alstadt asked how advisors would know the number of times a student had already 
registered for a particular class. 
  
4. NCAA Re-Certification 
 
 Professor Wambach next welcomed Provost Sullivan, Vice President Barceló, and Mr. 
Donohue to discuss the NCAA Re-certification process and findings.  She turned first to Provost 
Sullivan. 
 
 Provost Sullivan said they wished to provide an update on the work done for the re-
certification process, which Division I institutions must go through every ten years.  In academic 
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programs, the most rigorous and important peer-review process is accreditation; in athletics, it is the 
NCAA re-certification. 
 
 The Provost told the Committee that the President appointed a steering committee (chaired by 
Gail Klatt, Associate Vice President for Internal Audits) to oversee the process; it created 
subcommittees each chaired by a University officer and each with 10-15 members.  He chaired the 
subcommittee on academic integrity; Vice President Barceló and Mr. Donohue chaired the other two.  
The University's self-study has been going on since August of 2007 and is very nearly done; there will 
be a peer review team on campus this fall and a final report with a decision for recertification (or not)  
is expected in 2009.   
 
 The academic integrity subcommittee has met ten times and heard from a number of 
constituents as it gathered information.  The University has seen significant changes since the 
unfortunate problems in men's basketball.  Structural changes include a change in the reporting line for 
academic counseling in athletics (to the Provost's office) and for compliance (to the Office of the 
General Counsel).  They have reorganized the McNamara Academic Center, (academic counseling for 
athletics) reviewed its role and interactions, and there has been a change in personnel.  The 
subcommittee was able to identify two clear strengths on the basis of the data and the opinions it 
heard:  (1) the McNamara Academic Center is very strong, doing a very good job, and has great 
leaders and teachers; and (2) the improved structure of academic advising has improved the academic 
integrity of the entire program since 2001.  The issues that still require work are timely graduation, 
especially for football and basketball (something that the University needs to work on for all students) 
and structures to support that goal. 
 
 Vice President Barceló began by acknowledging the key role that Ms. Lockhart played in 
gathering and framing the data for her subcommittee, which dealt with equity and student-athlete well-
being.  They had a complicated task and met over 30 times to deal with the issues. 
 
 Equity is truly part of the athletic department, Dr. Barceló said, both in terms of race and 
gender—it is a central, core value.  The two athletic departments for men and women were merged 
into one in 2002 and the new director was (and is) committed to equity.  She reviewed the work of the 
self-study and noted the concerted effort that had been made to upgrade facilities for women athletes 
and that the proportion of men and women competing reflects the proportion of enrolled male and 
female students.  She noted the checks and balance in the system and that one of the two athletic 
committees has an equity subcommittee.  They found no systemic discrimination based on gender but 
did identify five areas in which the University is recommending additional review:  a recent decline in 
the number of female coaches, and a difference in the percentage of the budget spent on equipment, 
publicity, administrative support, and recruiting in women's sport programs versus men's sport 
programs.  Overall, however, they found no gender inequities in any of the 13 program areas focused 
on by the NCAA in the self-study instrument. 
 
 With respect to minority issues, in 2001 the NCAA certified the program with no conditions.  
As with gender equity, the Equity subcommittee was pleased with the work of the athletic department 
in this area.  The percentage of racial and ethnic minority student-athletes reflects the percentage of 
minority students enrolled on the Twin Cities campus and the number of minority employees has 
increased in the recent past.  The students and coaches who responded to surveys circulated by the 
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Equity Subcommittee revealed no climate issues related to minority or gender issues for students-
athletes, staff or coaches.   
  
 In terms of student-athlete well-being, a major success is the McNamara Academic Center.  
They were pleased to note that the staff deliver life-skills programs and that the athletes also benefit 
from University-wide programs. Student-athletes participate in the governance of the department and 
there is a strong code of conduct. 
 
 There are a lot of good things happening in all three areas, Vice President Barceló concluded. 
 
 Mr. Donohue, Deputy General Counsel for the University, explained that he chaired the 
subcommittee that studied governance and compliance.  They concluded the program adheres to 
governance and compliance operating principles.  Does the University control the program?  The 
subcommittee dealt with two questions, one of governance and one of compliance. 
 
 Their analysis began with the 1999 basketball problems and the year-long investigation that 
followed, which led to a change in personnel and a six-year probation for the program.  What 
happened then is important to governance because of the changes that ensued.  (1)  The athletic 
director reports to the President, not a vice president, although he works closely with the President's 
Chief of Staff on daily operations.  (2) The McNamara Academic Center reports to the Provost 
(earlier, the men's basketball coach had his own academic counselor).  (3)  The athletic compliance 
office reports to the General Counsel rather than a vice president.  The faculty issued their own report, 
the Clayton Committee, which recommended the administrative changes and also created the two 
existing athletic oversight committees, one devoted solely to academic issue and one that provides 
general operational oversight.  The subcommittee reviewed the changes that were made and believes 
they were appropriate and allow the University to oversee the athletic department in an appropriate 
manner. 
 
 The question of whether there is effective compliance was the second question.  A new 
compliance director was hired after the basketball problems; he added two staff and worked to educate 
those involved with the program (over 1000 people and he gave tests).  The compliance office has a 
good monitoring program, academic audits, and it investigates and reports NCAA violations.  Because 
it reports to the General Counsel's office, it is independent of athletics.  Minnesota is one of the 
schools that reports everything, is a "thick file" school, and the subcommittee believes the University 
has a strong, well-structured program to achieve compliance. 
 
 Professor Wambach said it sounds like the report contains a lot of good news.  What process 
will be used to roll it out to the public so the good news is known?  Provost Sullivan said the report is 
on the web now and comments are being taken.  The report was taken off the web at the end of the 
public comment period but is available to internal audiences on their portal view through April 7, 
when the final version of the document will be prepared. The final report will be available May 1.  
There is ongoing monitoring, he said, and the structure of the review processes gives one confidence 
that the University will not have a problem.  As Mr. Donohue has noted, any time there is a program 
with thousands of people involved, there will be problems, but they will not arise because of the 
processes in place or the management structure.   
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 Provost Sullivan extended his thanks to Katherine Himes from his office and to Ms. Lockhart 
from Dr. Barceló's office for their assistance.  Professor Wambach thanked the guests for joining the 
meeting and adjourned it at 3:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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