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2:30 – 4:15 
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Present: Geoffrey Sirc (chair), Stacey Aronson, Ben Bornsztein, Arlene Carney, Carol Carrier, 

Dann Chapman, Vladimir Cherkassky, Erin George, Jayne Fulkerson, Kathryn Hanna, 
Morris Kleiner, Holly Littlefield, Theodor Litman, Anna Masellis, Luis Ramos-Garcia, 
George Sheets, Roderick Squires, Virginia Zuiker 

 
Absent:  Tom Clayton, Larry Wallace 
 
Guests: Professor John Sullivan, Professor Jennifer Windsor, Mary Everley (Relocation 

Assistance Office), Vice President Rusty Barceló, Senior Vice President Robert Jones, 
Associate Vice President Geoffrey Maruyama; Dr. Thomas Dohm (Measurement 
Services), Dr. David Langley (Center for Teaching and Learning), Professor Cathy 
Wambach (chair, Senate Committee on Educational Policy) 

 
Other:   Professor Patricia Frazer (Women's Faculty Cabinet), Jackie Singer (Director of 

Retirement Benefits), Dick Sommerstad (Director, Academic and Corporate Relations 
Center), Nan Wilhelmson (Office of Human Relations) 

 
[In these minutes: (1) spousal/partner hiring; (2) student rating of instruction] 
 
 
1. Spousal/Partner Hiring 
 
 Professor Sirc convened the meeting at 2:35 and welcomed all of the guests.  He said that one of 
the goals of Committee discussion in recent years has been to make the University more family-friendly; 
spousal/partner hiring is a big element of that goal. 
 
 Vice President Carrier opened the discussion by observing that many employees are coming to 
the workplace with a spouse or partner with employment and other needs and that there is a large 
literature on the subject.  It is becoming more and more critical that the University address those needs.  
She noted several points. 
 
--  The University has a supportive policy that allows hiring a spouse or partner without going through the 
search process.  The University has made 48 such hires in the last four years, some funded with central 
dollars and some not.  Of those 48, 17% went into tenured faculty positions, 35% received tenure-track 
positions, and 48% took other faculty or P&A positions. 
 
--  Spouse/partners may come into other positions (civil service, bargaining unit) or may come to the 
University through a regular search process. 
 

                                                 
* 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 Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, October 9, 2007 
 
 

2

--  Ms. Wilhelmson gathered extensive information on the spousal/partner hiring practices at the CIC 
institutions; they hope to expand that information to include other peer institutions such as Washington 
and Texas. 
 
 Senior Vice President Jones provided a historical perspective.  He recalled that then-Provost 
Bruininks appointed him Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs and thus responsible for faculty programs, and 
he was informed by Vice President Carrier about the policy on spousal/partner hires; he realized, 
however, that there were no dedicated funds to support the policy.  He received a lot of requests to broker 
deals for spouses/partners and saw an increasing trend of a spouse or partner associated with the primary 
hire.  In CLA at one point there were several hires a department wanted to make but lost all five 
candidates because no arrangements could be made for a spouse or partner.  Provost Bruininks quietly set 
aside $200,000 for spousal/partner hires and they tried to leverage those funds with other resources.  Dr. 
Jones said that he added another $300,000 (recurring) to the pool in FY 06 and established the rule that 
the central administration would provide 50% of the funds for a spousal/partner hire and the college 
would provide the remainder.  The commitment would be for two years, so there was about $700,000 
available.   
 
 It became clear, based on the demand for funds, that they needed to rethink the policy, Dr. Jones 
said.  Initially, the funds were used for any spouse, whether or not one of the people involved were 
tenured or tenure-track faculty.  Some of the funds had been used for  central and college administrative  
spouse/partner hires, so the policy was changed to require that a tenured or tenure-track faculty must be 
involved in the hire.  
 
 Additional funds $(250,000) have been added to the pool on a non-recurring basis for FY08.  
These funds have been critical, Dr. Jones said, even if they meet only about half of the need.  They have 
made a critical difference in hiring outstanding faculty.  They are trying to increase the amount of funding 
available on a recurring basis. 
 
 Vice President Barceló said this meeting was timely because they are conducting a review of the 
program.  At present the funds are available on a first-come, first-served basis, but one college could use 
up all the money if it had a sufficient number of spousal/partner hires.  Her office will have meetings with 
the deans to set priorities, although up to now there has been a balance across colleges in use of the funds.  
While the pool is growing, it is still insufficient to meet all the needs (she noted that she has a request on 
her desk right now for $200,000).  Dr. Jones said that since 2002 the colleges and central administration 
have spent about $6 million on spousal/partner hires. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney reported that many departments call her first about spousal/partner hires; she 
refers them to Dr. Barceló's office.  Dr. Carney said she evaluates the files for the no-search hires; many 
of the individuals are coming as tenured faculty so she previews them for tenure.  She also looks at the 
tenure-track hires and makes sure the Provost knows about them.  The Provost makes the final decision 
on tenured hires.  Often she will receive two files from the same college but without any request for 
central funds, so it is difficult to estimate the total number of spousal/partner hires that have been made; 
colleges may make the hires through two searches.   
 
 Dr. Carney also reported that the University has been a participant in a Stanford study of dual-
career couples, which will provide valuable information on attitudes and satisfaction. 
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 Dr. Barceló said that one challenge the University faces is that it is prohibited by law from 
inquiring if someone has a spouse or partner.  As a result, they often learn at the time an offer is extended, 
which creates problems because they cannot make a decision on a spousal hire in 24 hours.  Sometimes 
they learn from other senior faculty in the department that there is a spouse or partner, which allows them 
to start the process earlier. 
 
 Ms. Everley next described the services of the Relocation Assistant Program, which includes: 
consultation about the Twin Cities job market and University hiring; review of vitae, resume, and cover 
letter; posting of career synopsis and vitae on their Community Employers website, which is sent to top 
Human Resources executives in the Twin Cities and 200 area businesses, colleges, hospitals, etc.; 
participation in a spouse/partner job search workshop; referrals to various University and external groups.  
They also provide services specific to the type of position the spouse/partner is seeking (academic 
position at the University, non-academic University positions, academic positions at area colleges and 
universities, non-academic positions at same, professional positions in the public or private sector, and 
non-professional positions in the public or private sector.   
 
 They are notified by about 80 spouses or partners each year that they need assistance, a number 
that is increasing, Ms. Everley reported.  They are also asking earlier, before the primary hire makes a 
commitment to the University.   
 
 Academic and Corporate Relations, headed by Mr. Sommerstad, has contacts with 7000-8000 
companies in the Twin Cities and works with both academic and non-academic hiring. 
 
 Professor Sirc asked about the success rate of the referrals.  Ms. Everley said it is about 50% for 
serious job-seekers.  If someone is reticent or unsure, they will have a tougher time.  If the spouse or 
partner contacts her, they tend to follow up, she said.  She is willing to work confidentially if the 
individual prefers; in some cases, the primary hire may not want to bring the spouse's/partner's hiring 
record into the process.  They are also creating a higher education consortium so that a spouse or partner 
will have access to all the higher education job opportunities in the region.   
 
 Dr. Maruyama next presented a series of slides entitled "Weather or Not to Come:  Faculty 
Reasons for Accepting or Declining Offers," data results from surveys that he and Carol Rachac 
conducted of faculty candidates who received job offers from 2000 to 2003 (about one-third of whom did 
not accept and two-thirds of whom did).  (367 potential respondents, a 48% response rate.)  Two of the 
slides (2x2 cells) dealt with the importance of attributes versus comparison to outside offers for those who 
accepted and those who declined the offer.  The X axis was comparison to competition (worse to better); 
the Y axis was importance (low to high).  For those who accepted the offer, the outlier was 
weather/climate, deemed worst (by comparison) but low (in importance).  Salary was rated as high in 
importance and exactly on the dividing line between worse and better than competitors.  Three additional 
factors that ranked high in importance and better than the competitors were research support, department 
faculty, and department culture/climate.  There were no marks in the upper left quadrant (important but 
where Minnesota was worse than competitors. 
 
 For those who declined the offer, the factor that ranked second-highest in importance and second-
worst for Minnesota in comparison to competitors was spouse/partner career opportunities.  (Most 
important, and where Minnesota came off slightly worse than competitors, was research support;  more 
important than many of the other factors, and where Minnesota came off far worse than competitors, was 
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weather/climate.)  For those who declined Minnesota offers, there were eight entries in the upper left 
quadrant, where candidates rated an item important but where Minnesota was worse than its competitors; 
in addition to weather and spouse/partner career opportunities, the candidates ranked Minnesota worse on 
salary, research support, quality of life, hiring department culture, proximity to family and friends, 
service/outreach expectations. 
 
 In looking at the factors that influence a decision, Dr. Maruyama pointed out, the largest is the 
spouse/partner.  Other significant influences are mentors, colleagues, and advisor.  Also of interest were 
data on number of visits to the University and whether or not there was a prior relationship with the 
University.  For those who made 0-1 visit, the acceptance rate was 61%; for those who made 2 or more 
visits, the acceptance rate was 76%.  For those who had no prior relationship with the University, the 
acceptance rate was 61%; for those who did, the acceptance rate was 83%.   If someone has family here or 
grew up here, or more exposure to Minnesota, they are more likely to accept an offer here.  This also 
suggests, Dr. Maruyama said, that departments should have the candidate bring the spouse/partner along 
on the first visit as well as subsequent visits.  Ms. Everley added that if the spouse/partner comes and 
takes a tour of the Twin Cities, he or she is always impressed with how beautiful the cities are and at the 
cultural opportunities available. 
 

Professor Windsor (chair, Speech-Language-Hearing Sciences) commented that she had a couple 
of words to muddy the waters.  She said she appreciated Dr. Barceló talking with department chairs to 
increase visibility of the program.  There is something to negotiate when both the primary hire and the 
spouse/partner are seeking academic positions because the funding can be tricky.  They may not be new 
dollars; they could be bridge funding, a retirement, or the department may give up a future position.  One 
size does not fit all, she said.  What departments face, asked to hire the spouse/partner, is the record of the 
individual and whether he or she could be tenured in the department, the fit in the department, and 
whether the individual's interests fit the department's strategic plan (especially important in small 
departments, where new positions are highly valuable).  To honor the department constitution and ensure 
faculty support, they would conduct an interview and follow a hiring protocol (which requires a 75% 
affirmative vote in her department). This could slow the hiring time frame for the candidate.  The 
department hiring the spouse/partner may have nothing to gain, she said, and it all comes down to limited 
money and how best to spend it.  Department dollars might be college dollars, because if a unit wants to 
make a high priority hiring a spouse or partner, it might have to forgo something else in order to do so. 

 
 Professor Sullivan (former chair, Political Science) said that his department had a lot of 
experience with this issue over a number of years.  They were asked a number of times to hire a spouse; 
by department policy, they had to conduct an interview, have a position available, and not cede 
department priorities.  They interviewed a number of spouse/partner candidates but never hired one 
because all of the requisite conditions were not met.   
 

In one case they were lucky, Professor Sullivan related.  They hired two great people and did not 
know until very late in the process that the two were spouses; they just happened to have two positions in 
the same field open.  If they had had only one, it probably would not have worked out.  The two  were 
from Harvard and Berkeley, and if there had not been two positions available, they likely would have 
ended up at a coastal university.  They now are quite happy here.  The department also lost a great scholar 
at one point because the spouse could not get a job at the University because the appropriate department 
already had two or three people in her field and the department involved did not want to give up other 
priorities to "overbuild" in this particular field.  When he left, others also left shortly after in part because 
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he was such an important scholar to the field.  Overall his department is about 50/50 on the issue, 
Professor Sullivan concluded.   
 
 When he looks at the policy of competitors, Professor Sullivan commented, it looks like central 
funding of spousal hires would be a cheap way to hire top-notch faculty.  He and members of the Faculty 
Consultative Committee pointed out to the Provost last year that spousal hires are a common good and it 
does not work to ask units to sacrifice for others.  If it is a common good, then there should be common 
goods funding.   
 
 Professor Ramos-Garcia said that when another department sends a spouse or partner to his 
department, they feel considerable pressure to hire the individual and ask if they must do so.  He said he 
would like to believe that higher-ups have analyzed the situation before they come to the conclusion that a 
department must hire a spouse or partner.   
 

Professor Kleiner said he was glad to see the effort the University was putting into 
spousal/partner hiring and suggested the University might have an advantage over the rest of the Big Ten 
except possibly for Northwestern, in Chicago, in terms of opportunities for employment.  The University 
has a great academic labor market in the metropolitan area; to what extent are they able to find positions 
in other colleges in the area?  The ability of the University to leverage the metro area could enable it to do 
better than other institutions.  One major concern is timing, Dr. Carrier said—getting the spouse/partner 
position nailed down early enough so that the University is still competitive for the couple or the primary 
hire.  But they may have to wait for something at a major corporation.  Ms. Everley reported that in the 
corporate world, the hiring process takes about a month for each $10,000 of salary attached to the 
position, a timeline that does not fit University hiring needs.  There are a number of colleges in the area, 
she agreed, but they hear the same thing from them that they hear from University departments:  they 
have someone in the area and can't hire another.  Or the spouse/partner may not take a job in a community 
college because that is not where they want to be.  They can piece together adjunct and part-time 
positions, but that may not make the spouse/partner happy. 
 
 Professor Bornsztein said the policy is invisible to faculty and there are not sufficient resources 
available.  Has there been a failure of some sort in making it more visible?  And it is a long time to wait, 
if Ms. Everley is right about the relationship between time and salary, and a department can lose the 
primary hire if the spouse/partner cannot find a job.  The unit taking a spouse or partner does not benefit 
as much as the department making the primary hire.  The person would usually not be their first choice, 
Professor Windsor agreed that he or she might not be.  Does the department making the primary hire pay 
more, Professor Bornsztein asked?  They do not, Professor Windsor said.  But the unit may be so 
committed to the primary hire, Dr. Carney said, that the dean of the college may pay 2-3 years' salary for 
the department taking the spouse or partner.  Dr. Jones agreed and said there cannot be a cookie-cutter 
approach; each case must be worked out. 
 
 Dr. Jones commented that the initial $200,000 for spouse/partner hires was spent within a month 
so there was nothing to publicize.  The same thing happened the next year.  Now that they will try to 
continue to increase the funding available, they will have conversations with the deans, but they also will 
continue NOT to accommodate any spousal hire (e.g., not P&A, civil service, administrative positions) 
unless there is a tenured or tenure-track faculty line involved.  The average faculty member does not 
know about the policy because the deans have not broadcast its availability.  If they can get the funding 
available to $750,000 in recurring funds, and continue to have it grow, there will be increased hiring.  



Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, October 9, 2007 
 
 

6

Colleges and departments generally have been good about not refusing spouse/partner hires, and many of 
them have brought good things to the departments that hired them.  In a few cases, the secondary hire has 
proven to be more exciting and outstanding than the primary hire. 
 
 In the future the pool of funds can be used as a retention tool, Vice President Barceló commented.  
For example, a faculty member gets married to a faculty member at another institution or his or her status 
changes.  If the pool is both for retention and new hires, how are priorities set, Professor Masellis asked?  
That is a problem, Dr. Jones agreed.  They may have 4-5 requests and have to evaluate which are most 
critical; they talk to the dean and the department and sometimes must say "no, that is not a high-enough 
priority" or it may be that the department can't broker a deal.   
 
 Professor Sullivan said he at first was panicked when he heard that the administration has dipped 
into the sabbatical pool for spouse/partner hiring funds.  What happens when extra dollars in the 
sabbatical pool are used for this purpose rather than to help fund sabbaticals?   The spouse/partner pool 
and the sabbatical supplement pool were created about the same time, Dr. Jones said, and colleges were to 
add money; the administration decentralized the sabbatical pool but there were funds left over because 
there were not requests to use it all—so rather than leave it sit, they used it for the spouse/partner hires.   
 
 What the University has is really good, Professor Zuiker said.  When she came to the University 
11 years ago, there was no pool; if there had been, her spouse would not have to commute 2 hours to a 
MNSCU school.  Professor Sirc asked if it is likely the results of the survey Dr. Maruyama described 
would be different if were administered again.  Dr. Jones said he hope they would be if it were done in the 
future; the $750,000 is not enough but they are being more intentional and strategic in using the funds and 
they hope to affect attitudes.  Some parts of the effort have only been in place a few months. 
 
 Professor Frazier asked if there are gender issues involved; she has heard that the University is 
losing more top-quality women faculty than men.  Dr. Maruyama said he did not believe there was any 
significant gender difference in spouse/partner hires; the number of faculty of color involved has been too 
low to reach any conclusions.   
 
 Professor Ramos-Garcia asked if there are examples of the spouse/partner being able to negotiate 
salary and research support.  There have been, Dr. Carney said, and it is unusual if they are not able to do 
so. 
 
 What is the reward or benefit to the department hiring the spouse/partner, Professor Litman 
asked?  That is a barrier; how does the University reward departments that make the secondary hire?  
Sometimes departments do well if the dean or the chair of the first department provides a good deal, Dr. 
Carney said.  Other times, the department may feel it is giving things up.  The view changes depending on 
whether a department is doing the recruiting or being asked to hire the spouse/partner.  She agreed it is an 
issue of the common good, but having recurring central funds would be a problem because the 
administration would be sitting on a large pool of funds waiting to be used and department chairs would 
ask why the money could not be used for strategic faculty hires.  Dr. Jones pointed out that none of the 
CIC schools centrally fund spouse/partner hires on a recurring basis.   
 
 Think of the comparative advantage the University would have if it did so, Professor Sullivan 
commented, if no one else is doing it.  It would cost a lot, Dr. Carney responded.  The several million 
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dollars would be worth it, Professor Sullivan replied.  That would mean reducing other hires, Dr. Carney 
said. 
 
 Professor Sirc thanked the guests for joining the meeting and presenting the information. 
 
2. Student Rating of Instruction 
 
 Professor Sirc now welcomed Drs. Dohm and Langley to the meeting to discuss the revised 
student-rating questions.  (The preferred term is now student rating, not student evaluation, as more 
descriptive of what actually occurs.)   Professor Sirc recalled that the forms were being redesigned by a 
joint subcommittee appointed by this Committee and the Committee on Educational Policy, chaired by 
Dr. Langley.  The subcommittee developed new questions and did a pilot study and the results are to be 
reported to the Committee today. 
 
 Dr. Dohm reviewed the process that led to the development of questions being presented to the 
Committee today.  As a result of the pilot study, they can provide feedback on the proposed questions 
from both students and faculty (who volunteered to participate in the pilot).  The student feedback was 
very favorable and the results on the items were very strong (these were highly-qualified faculty). 
 
 Dr. Langley reported that they compared the core items (six questions) with other popular 
instruments used around the country that have been in place for 20+ years and well-validated.  There are 
common themes that emerge:  organized, clarity, feedback, student learning, respect, etc.  The six core 
statements have a conceptual framework in the Student Learning Outcomes and have both learner-
centered and instructor-centered questions.  They have dropped the overall statement (in part because it 
was over-emphasized in promotion and tenure documents and in part because they wanted to avoid use of 
one number).  They also structured the written questions and have changed the scale from the previous 
form so there are six choices.   
 
 Feedback from the Committee on Educational Policy and the Academy of Distinguished Teachers 
suggested there should be minor changes in the questions, as follows: 
 
1.  The instructor was well prepared for class. 
 
Suggested alternate wording:  The instructor was well prepared for teaching this course. 
 
[ADT faculty member who teaches clinical or on-line courses suggested this wording would make the 
fact of preparation applicable across more course structures.] 
 
2.  The instructor explained the subject matter clearly. 
 
Suggested alternate wording:  The instructor presented the subject matter clearly. 
 
[ADT faculty member suggested that this change of wording would be more appropriate for on-line or 
hybrid courses.] 
 
3.  The instructor provided useful feedback to improve my class performance. 
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Suggested alternate wording:  The instructor provided feedback intended to improve my course 
performance. 
 
[SCEP members believed the item conflated the issue of providing feedback with the issue of students’ 
finding the feedback useful.  The alternative wording makes the item more instructor focused.] 
 
4.  The instructor treated me with respect. 
 
5.  I have a deeper understanding of the subject matter as a result of this course. 
 
6.  My interest in the subject matter was stimulated by this course. 
 
Written Comments for Final . . . Form 
 
1.  What did the instructor do that most helped your learning? 
 
2.  What did the instructor do that hindered your learning? 
 
3.  What could you have done to be a better learner? 
 
Possible addition:  Open Comment 
 
 Dr. Dohm said the new form is set up to be theoretically sound, work better for the Center for 
Teaching and Learning to diagnose problems and assist faculty, and link to the Student Learning 
Outcomes (which is especially if they are going to be used in promotion-and-tenure decisions).  Dr. 
Langley said there will also be a proposed question bank from which faculty can draw to add questions 
for their courses, as well as a bank of questions linked to the student learning outcomes.  Some of the 
nationally-used instruments have 25 or more items, which seemed to most people to be too many.  No one 
course should cover all seven learning outcomes; they may cover only two or three; faculty can pick 
questions tailored to the learning outcomes, 
 
 Vice Provost Carney said that what has not received attention is that there is now a six-point scale 
with a descriptor for each point.  At present in promotion-and-tenure files, they see one number for 
teaching, perhaps a 5.2 (compared to a 5.7 department average), but there is no report of standard 
deviation or other statistical controls.  She said she would rather hear that a department strives for a 
certain standard; if it is 5, then if someone performs at the level of 4 the department becomes concerned, 
below 4 is considered substandard, and they can look at the results for the individual items on the form.  
Using these results wisely will make the items related to teaching in the promotion-and-tenure dossier 
more authentic and valuable.   
 
 Professor Kleiner said that members of this Committee have been concerned about the value 
added for the course.  How do the questions capture what was learned in class?  They have tried to 
identify particular aspects of teaching on the new form, Dr. Langley said.  Professor Kleiner said his 
question was "what did you learn relative to what you knew at the beginning of the class?"  That is 
captured in questions 5 and 6, Dr. Carney said:  the student understands more and an increased interest (it 
is possible, she observed, that a student may understand more and have no interest in the subject).  
Professor Cherkassky said the question about deeper understanding is trivial—if the student took the 
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course, he or she should have a deeper understanding or they will fail the course.  Why not a measure of 
quality?  Professor Masellis suggested enhancing the open-ended questions. 
 
 Professor Wambach reported that the Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP) was also 
concerned about how the questions were worded (especially in the case of courses that were not 
traditional single-instructor), so the suggested changes are an improvement.  She said she sees a 
consensus on the six items, with the changes, with the understanding that faculty will have other 
questions to select from to add to these six.  One problem is that the student-release questions overlap 
with these and are also longer.  The student comments from the pilot, which included the student-release 
questions, were that the form was too long and repetitive, so there is a need to go back to the students 
about their questions.  The students on SCEP said that if the form is too long, students will just "blow it 
off," so it is necessary to obtain as much information as possible with the fewest number of questions. 
 
 Professor Ramos-Garcia said that item 4 should not be included because it is a problem in 
language and culture classes.  When students from one culture encounter another in a class, it may not 
match what they expect in terms of respect.  Dr. Langley suggested that something on the syllabus or said 
in the course could mitigate such effects. 
 
 One SCEP member who teaches large classes has maintained that such instructors will be 
disadvantaged by question 3 in particular, Professor Wambach reported, although in some cases 
presumably the ratings could be done in the lab rather than the lecture.  Dr. Carney agreed there will be 
differences across courses and departments need to evaluate the results to take those kinds of differences 
in to account, not just create a single score.   
 
 Professor Fulkerson said many online courses are taught in her school, and usually they do not 
see response rate on rating forms as high as the paper versions.  The data for the new form suggest a 
significantly higher online response rate; why? And what can be done to increase response rates?   Dr. 
Dohm said he did not know; there could be several reasons.   
 
 Professor Bornsztein suggested changing "class" to "course" in item 3.  The Committee 
concurred, as did Drs. Dohm and Langley.  He also pointed out that the items put a lot of emphasis on the 
students and focus on one instructor, which is unusual for the Academic Health Center.  Drs. Carney and 
Langley both pointed out that the AHC has a waiver from the Senate policy and is adopting a method of 
evaluating instruction better suited to AHC instructional methods.  No form like this could work well in a 
course with multiple instructors, Dr. Langley agreed.   
 
 Professor Zuiker said that when she teaches an online course, the students never see her, so there 
will need to be changes to the form for online courses.  Dr. Langley said there are other efforts underway 
independent of this, in Vice Provost Wahlstrom's office, related to online courses.  They would still use 
the six core items because they align with the Student Learning Outcomes.  That they are, Dr. Carney 
added, is great because they will be useful for those who teach online courses.   
 
 Professor Cherkassky reported that in his department, which is all in-class instruction, has 
abolished online evaluation because the participation rate dropped; the evaluations are now done as part 
of the course.  20% of students never show up—they are the worst students—and could vent their 
frustration in an online evaluation (they would not with in-class evaluations because they are not there to 
fill them out).  Dr. Dohm said that about 11% of classes use the online version and a number have done so 
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and gone back to paper.  Professor Wambach reported that the AHC requires all students to at least go to 
the website and register, even if they do not fill out the form, or their grades are withheld.   
 
 Professor Sirc asked about Committee members' sentiment about the "open comment" item.  
Committee members expressed support for the item. 
 
 Professor Sirc also asked why these two structure items than the ones that were on the previous 
form.  Because of feedback from SCEP and the Academy, Dr. Dohm said.  The new questions fit with the 
overall framework in that they are both student- and instructor-centered and mean there will be fewer 
directionless comments, Dr. Langley added.  Professor Sirc said he liked the question "to succeed in this 
class, my recommendations for students would be:"; the students objected to it, Dr. Langley said, because 
students never get to see the comments.  
  
 The Committee voted unanimously to approve the new questions, as changed. 
 
 Professor Sirc thanked Drs. Dohm and Langley and adjourned the meeting at 4:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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