
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Halloween, 2007 

1:30 – 3:30 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Cathrine Wambach (chair), William Bart, April Knutson, Richard McCormick, Peh 

Ng, Jane Phillips, Paul Siliciano, Donna Spannaus-Martin, Craig Swan, Douglas 
Wangensteen 

 
Absent: LeAnn Alstadt, Gail Dubrow, James Leger, Claudia Neuhauser, Molly Tolzmann, Joel 

Weinsheimer 
 
Guests: Professor Thomas Brothen (chair, Faculty Academic Oversight Committee for 

Intercollegiate Athletics); Tina Falkner (Office of the Registrar) 
 
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) report from the Faculty Academic Oversight Committee for Intercollegiate 
Athletics; (2) student-rating-of-teaching questions; (3) procedures for students filling out the rating 
forms (problems in classrooms); (4) the proposed Twin Cities liberal education requirements] 
 
 
1. Report from the Faculty Academic Oversight Committee for Intercollegiate Athletics 
 
 Professor Wambach convened the meeting at 1:40 and commented that one task this 
Committee (SCEP) has not attended to in the past as well as it should is having conversations with 
committees that deal with issues related to the SCEP charge.  She welcomed Professor Brothen to 
discuss the work of the Faculty Academic Oversight Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics 
(FAOCIA). 
 
 Professor Brothen reviewed the work of FAOCIA: 
 
--  oversee academic eligibility of student-athletes 
-- compliance:  be sure the University is complying with NCAA and Big Ten rules 
-- academic integrity 
-- ensure the opportunity for academic development of student-athletes 
-- act on requests for waivers 
--  review the academic progress of individual student-athletes and teams and the role of coaches 

in academic progress 
-- review team schedules, establish standards for the permissible number of missed class days 
-- advise the director of student services (academic advising) 
-- advise the compliance director 
-- participate in searches for coaches 

                                                 
* 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. 
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-- consult with the President, the Athletic Director, and the Faculty Athletic Representatives 
about the work of the committee. 

 

 One big issue for the committee has been the Kane-Leo report recommendations; it is 
involved in the second recommendation ["Examine the potential for an intensive and 
comprehensive Summer Bridge program to help student-athletes—especially those who are 
academically fragile—successfully transition into the academic and social rigors of life on a 
college campus]. 
 
 FAOCIA is also involved in the fifth recommendation ["Strengthen current efforts to more 
fully integrate intercollegiate athletics with the broader University community by eliminating 
unnecessary barriers and creating structures and opportunities that promote a culture of 
integration].   After the last men's basketball scandal, the University set up rigid firewalls between 
coaches and the faculty, Professor Brothen related, which may have since interfered with good 
communication between the two groups.   
 
 The athletic student-services office sends out requests to faculty asking for progress reports on 
student-athletes in order to catch problems early, before it is too late.   Professor Ng asked why there 
cannot be academic alerts for all students, to be sent to the academic advisor (and in the case of 
student-athletes, also to the coach).  Dr. Falkner said that the alerts go to the athletic and college 
advisors, not the coach.  As the issue of alerts comes up for review, she said, the Committee could 
look at the number and timing of the alerts.  Counselors and student-athletes want them early, 
Professor Brothen said, and they also like to hear if students are doing well. 
 
 Does each student-athlete have two advisors, one for the major and one for athletics, Professor 
Wangensteen asked?  Professor Brothen said they do different things; the advisor in athletics student-
support services does not have a lot to do if the student-athlete is doing well academically but is more 
active if the student is at risk academically.  Dr. Swan pointed out that the advisors in athletics do not 
have sign-off authority but that it is not reasonable to expect regular advisors in colleges and 
departments to know about the many Big Ten and NCAA rules. 
 
 The Committee discussed for awhile the issues surrounding notification about academic 
performance for courses that have labs and recitations and lectures and to whom the request should go. 
 
 One issue related to ensuring that student-athletes are doing well and making use of support 
systems is the extent to which faculty provide information to advisors, Professor Wambach observed. 
 
 Professor Brothen next reported that the NCAA certification process is on the horizon, a 
process through which athletic departments must go every ten years.  After the last review, special 
admits (and General College) were an issue (the NCAA is concerned that they not receive special 
treatment).  They concluded that General College admitted at-risk students and that was their business.  
Now that has changed and the University makes holistic admissions decisions; special admits who fall 
below the 50th percentile are handled by an administrative office that has no involvement on the part of 
coaches.  With all the pressure on coaches, Mark Nelson, who directs the student-services office in 
athletics, makes recommendations about which prospective student-athletes he believes his office can 
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work with.  This issue does not fall within the purview of FAOCIA because it works only with 
students once they are at the University, but it could be something the committee looks at because 
admissions decisions have an effect on graduation rates. 
 
 Vice Provost Swan said there is discussion taking place about reducing the number of special 
admits in a targeted way.  Special admits are not limited to athletics.  There is a formalized group that 
reviews special admits.  His question, Professor Brothen said, is what role FAOCIA should play.  
There is the potential for trouble with special admits.  Every student must be admitted to a college, Dr. 
Knutson asked?   (They must.)  There could be a problem since the General College no longer exists, 
she said; what happens to the special admits?  They make a decision about where they believe the best 
fit for that student is, Dr. Swan said, and all the decisions are made following guidelines established by 
the colleges.  If there is a question, they talk with the college. 
 
 Anyone coming from high school who has spent a lot of time on one activity could have a 
lower GPA, Ms. Phillips observed; how does the holistic admissions process deal with that situation?  
Dr. Swan suggested the Committee talk with Dr. Sigler, the Director of Admissions for the Twin 
Cities campus, about that question.  Professor Wambach noted that the Committee will be meeting 
with Dr. Sigler in the near future about the question of the role of the faculty in admissions; this is an 
example of where faculty could be involved (for example, someone could have spent a lot of time 
practicing and playing the piano in high school and not have a good GPA, but the School of Music 
might say it wants the student anyway).  Those kinds of activities tend to be weighed favorably in 
admissions, Professor McCormick said, and make up for a lower GPA.  The question is how far one 
goes; there are no formulae.  They also talk about primary factors (academic) as well as secondary 
factors, Dr. Swan added. 
 
 Professor Ng asked if there is a cut-off on the number of days they will allow a team to miss 
classes.  Professor Brother said there is; the maximum is nine.  They review schedules, and do allow 
some exceptions in individual sports.  The athletic department has to make the case that the student-
athlete is making up the missed work.   
 
 Vice Provost Swan asked if there is a timetable for the NCAA certification process.  Professor 
Brothen said the internal report is due in the spring, after which there are peer reviewers who visit 
campus (who can make corrective recommendations).   
 
 One issue is grade changes, Professor Wambach said.  Professor Brothen receives all of them 
(for student-athletes) every week in order to be sure there is no pattern of changes and that faculty are 
not giving too many.  FAOCIA tries to exercise academic control.  There has been a concern about a 
student who, for a course that meets once per week, misses three class sessions.   Counselors try to see 
that student-athletes don't register for such a course when it is clear the team schedule will cause the 
student to miss too many classes.  There is also a concern about independent study courses, but also 
recognition that student-athletes, like any other students, may have legitimate reasons for taking such a 
course.  Professor Brothen said they generally steer student-athletes away from independent study.  He 
also reported that both the student-services office and the compliance office review the grade changes 
every week as well.  His review is primarily to see what the faculty are doing. 
 
 Dr. Swan suggested Professor Brothen comment on compliance audits.  Professor Brothen 
related that each year FAOCIA identifies a team to audit and interviews the coaches and players and 
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examines the academic performance of the team members.  The process includes transcript reviews, 
Dr. Swan added. 
 
 Professor Bart asked if FAOCIA is interested in interventions that could boost graduation 
rates.  It is, Professor Brothen said.  Part of its purview is to be involved in such programs, although it 
typically does not initiate them. 
 
 Professor Wambach thanked Professor Brothen for his report. 
 
2. Student-Rating-of-Teaching Questions 
 
 Professor Wambach reported that the three committees involved in developing the student-
rating questions now agree on the six mandatory questions.  The only controversy that remains 
concerns the open-ended questions.  FCC wanted to limit them to two and eliminate the learner-
centered question.  SCFA disagreed and said the merger of the "what most helped/hindered" questions 
was acceptable but did not like the rewording.  SCFA liked the question that called on students to 
reflect on their effort because it is related to the student-learning outcomes and will provide valuable 
feedback to faculty.  FCC accepted, at her suggestion, a "what did the instructor do that most affected 
your learning in the course" rather than a "helped/hindered" question.  FCC agreed and also accepted 
SCFA's view that the learner-centered question should be retained. 
 
 Professor McCormick said he could live with this compromise, although the "what most 
affected" question was bland and not likely to elicit as many responses as something peppier.  Not 
everyone liked the "hinder" question, so it would be better simply to use the positive question ("what 
helped your learning") because it probably will elicit negative responses as well as positive ones.  But 
it is less evocative.  Professor Wangensteen agreed that it would likely not elicit as many responses, 
which the questions are supposed to do.  Professor Bart pointed out that this is an empirical matter:  it 
could elicit responses or it might not.  Those who are negatively affected could use the question to 
respond, but it would help if the Committee had data; right now it is floundering, he said. 
 
 Professor Ng asked why FCC set a rigid rule, saying there should be no more than three 
questions?  Professor Wambach said it is trying to anticipate what will happen at the Faculty Senate—
and FCC does not want to see the entire effort scuttled because of a question that provokes a "no" vote 
or because there are too many questions. 
 
 Is the assumption that if there are a lot of questions, students will respond conscientiously and 
all of the data will be used, Professor Bart asked?  His sense is that the data will more likely be used if 
there are fewer questions.  Professor Ng said she would get rid of one question and not include one 
about "what most affected" the student's learning.  She was a member of the subcommittee that made 
the recommendations, and their view was that questions should be short and clear, not fuzzy and not 
double-barreled.  "Help or hinder" is a problem; she would prefer to go with one question, or "most 
affected" if necessary.  Professor Wambach said she believed SCFA and FCC would accept a 
recommendation from this Committee that the form include only the one question, "what most 
helped."   
 
 There was a discussion about possible research that could be done using various questions and 
evaluating the responses, but Professor Wambach said the subcommittee already made use of the 
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research to develop the closed-ended questions.  The open-ended questions give students structured 
freedom to respond.  It would be a big project to conduct such research and the Office of Measurement 
Services probably does not have the time or resources to do it.  Professor McCormick agreed and said 
there should be no more pilots or surveys because this project needs to be done.  Anything that is put 
in place will be looked at over and over to see how it is working.  When used in college promotion-
and-tenure procedures, there will be no analysis to improve teaching, but the individual instructor also 
looks at the results and could get ideas about improving his or her teaching.  Professor Wambach 
pointed out that instructors can also add open-ended questions to ask students about the course.  
Another FCC concern, she added, was that if the questions take a lot of room on the form, how can it 
be ensured that students will have enough space to answer the question? 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously in favor of retaining the "what most helped" question and 
approving the entire set. 
 
 Ms. Philips commented that by requiring students to evaluate their own performance and 
efforts in the course, by the fourth year they will be helped. 
 
 Professor Wambach then reported that she met with two student leaders about the student-
release questions.  They discussed the three choices:  revise or shorten the student-release questions 
and rescale them based on feedback from the pilot study; develop a new short list of student release 
questions (perhaps four); or use the Illinois system of releasing the names of the top one-third of the 
faculty (based on the results from the mandatory questions).  The students said they would learn more 
about the Illinois system but their first inclination was to shorten the existing list.  She said she would 
stay in touch with the students and try to get the matter settled. 
 
 Professor McCormick said that regardless of what the students decide, the Committee need 
not give up on the Illinois system.  The student-release system does not work; the University could 
adopt the Illinois system and students might find it useful once they see it.   
  
 Professor Wambach said she also talked with the students about RateMyProfessor.com.  They 
do use it, she said, but they do not usually add information to it.  Faculty need to know students rely on 
it, which raises questions about whether it is in the faculty's interest to have them use a system with 
few responses.  Is it time to release more information from the University because it is based on a 
larger number of responses?  Professor McCormick said that the University's restrictiveness spurs the 
use of bogus systems such as RateMyProfessor.com, and thus argues for the use of something like the 
Illinois system or some system that is more-responsibly organized.  Professor Ng agreed and said it 
would better for the faculty to have some control over the system.  Dr. Swan reported that one recent 
study found a moderately-high correlation between RateMyProfessor.com ratings and institutional 
ratings.  If RateMyProfessor.com were to become really reliable, the University could get out of the 
business and outsource the work.   
 

The Committee needs to monitor the process, Professor Wambach said, and must use its 
authority to approve any set of questions the students come up with.  She told the students that the 
student-release questions are currently most valuable to the faculty since only the faculty member can 
see the students' responses to those questions, unless he or she agrees to release them.  The faculty will 
not agree to release the questions unless they believe the information from the questions is useful for 
students, and not available from other sources such as the course guide. 
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3. Procedure for Students Filling Out the Rating Forms 
 

Professor Wambach next reported that a procedural issue had been raised.  The policy requires 
that the instructor be absent from the room when the forms are filled out.  One faculty member learned 
later from a student in her class that during the time when students are to be filling out the forms, one 
of the students organized a petition to rate the individual negatively.  She wondered about the 
procedures when a faculty member might be the target of such an effort.  How can the instructor 
monitor the course-evaluation time when he or she is out of the room? 

 
In another case reported to the Committee, an instructor was concerned that students were 

conferring about him.  He now tells them they cannot do so and stands outside the door to monitor 
what is occurring. In another case reported to the Committee, an instructor was concerned that 
students were conferring about him.  He now tells them they cannot do so and stands outside the door 
to monitor what is occurring.  There is a problem with evening courses, Ms. Phillips said, when 
someone to help the instructor administer the evaluation may not be available. 

 
There is a purpose for requiring that the instructor leave, Professor McCormick pointed out:  

so students do not feel intimidated or monitored.  Standing outside the door is probably OK, but there 
is a policy question:  can an instructor direct that students cannot confer?  There is no policy against it, 
but it does seem to subvert the process.  The intent, Dr. Swan said, in independent and anonymous 
responses, and one should not want students to feel pressured.   

 
Should the procedures allow the instructor to invite another staff member into the classroom to 

monitor the process, Professor Wambach asked, and to be sure there is no caucusing?  What about 
online evaluations, Ms. Phillips asked?  One cannot control those settings.  But the University must 
deal with the problem if students are so upset they talk about it. 

 
Professor McCormick pointed out that the revised policy allows online surveys to be 

mandatory.  The Academic Health Center is doing it right, he said; to get their grade, a student must at 
least log into the site but need not fill out the survey.  That would have been a violation of the previous 
policy.  The AHC practice achieves higher response rates than paper copies in class and it is a 
direction the rest of the campus should move in.  Dr. Swan said he was not sure the AHC can withhold 
grades, and students can see their transcripts.  They withhold the grades, Dr. Falkner said.  Eventually 
they receive the grade in any event, Professor Wangensteen said; to not fill out the survey will not stop 
a student from graduating.  Students are provided a large window of time to fill out the forms, Dr. 
Falkner said, and receive a lot of reminders.  It is part of every class.  It may also be a more 
professional group of students, Dr. Swan observed.  For undergraduates, with 120,000 to 150,000 
grades each semester, there could be a significant impact on financial aid, he pointed out; there would 
be serious implementation issues if such a system were to be considered for undergraduates.   

 
The Committee discussed possible incentives that could be used with undergraduates. 
 
As for the problem of inappropriate behavior during the time students are filling out the 

evaluation forms, the Committee agreed it should develop an Interpretation of the policy that notifies 
instructors it is permissible to have another individual present in the room (another instructor or a staff 
member) while the students are filling out the forms. 
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4. Discussion of the Proposed Liberal Education Requirements 
 
 Professor Wambach asked Committee members their views on the presentation Professor 
Schiff made at the last meeting about the proposed new Twin Cities campus liberal education 
requirements developed by the Council on Liberal Education.  [The recommended requirements 
include one core course in each of the following areas:  the arts and humanities, the biological 
sciences, historical perspectives, literature, mathematical thinking, the physical sciences, and the social 
sciences.] 
 
 Ms. Phillips said that while she might take issue with some little things, overall she was very 
positive about the report.  She said she did not see any core theme that focused on economics, which is 
a big hole because economics drive much of what we do and how society makes decisions; it cuts 
across all the cores and themes.  She said she was not sure what she would want to see, but expressed 
worry that a student could get through four years of college with no instruction in economics. 
 
 It is not a radical document, Professor Wambach said.  The justification of the core is that it 
introduces students to ways of knowing, so it is not clear why the humanities have two classes and the 
sciences receive two, or why history is privileged.  The sciences are similar but not identical.  It is not 
clear why the focus is on ways of knowing if the idea is to get across major intellectual approaches. 
 

Professor McCormick said that Professor Wambach divided ways of knowing into four 
categories; the Council chose seven.  To some extent the recommendations are reformist, keeping the 
original categories and remedying them by eliminating a source of contention (e.g., there were 2 social 
sciences plus history, now there is one social science plus history).  Part of the reason is that the 
Council kept the same general categories so there will be buy-in and not too much is upset.  The 
recommendations try to make the system simpler and clearer so students can understand it; they also 
set a higher bar for core courses and make it harder to scam the system.  He said he could make an 
argument that the distinction drawn in his area (between arts and humanities) is not sensible, but his 
argument would have no practical import in terms of the LE designation such courses would receive 
(regardless whether they are arts or humanities, they will be classified as "AH"). 
 
 Professor McCormick said that Professor Wambach divided ways of knowing into four 
categories; the Council chose seven.  To the extent the recommendations are reformist, keeping the 
original categories and remedying them, they are a source of contention (e.g., there are more social 
sciences).  Part of the reason is that the Council kept the same general categories so there will be buy-
in and not too much is upset.  The recommendations try to make the system simpler and clearer so 
students can understand it; they also set a higher bar for core courses and eliminate some scamming.  
He said he could argue that the distinction drawn in his area is not sensible, but his argument would 
have no practical import in terms of courses.   
 
 Professor Wambach asked if the Committee believed the recommendations could be 
implemented.  The core courses must be taught by regular faculty (Vice Provost Swan said that has 
been the rule all along).  Is it enforced, Professor Wambach asked?  It is not, Dr. Swan said, but the 
point is the courses are taught be tenured, tenure-track, or P&A faculty, not by graduate students.   
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 Dr. Swan said he would make an argument for historical perspectives.  It is important that 
students and citizens have a historical perspective, one course to teach them how to think about 
history, how interpretations are made, and how history is used.  He said he was comfortable with 
pulling it out of the social sciences.   
 
 Professor Leger noted that one recommendation requires two hours of lab per week; are those 
contiguous 60-minutes sessions?  They are contact hours, Professor McCormick said—the usual 50 
minutes.  Dr. Swan said he objected to the two hours and would prefer a regular lab without a clock, 
given the number of simulations students can do on their own time.   
 
 Professor Wambach inquired how much of the math requirement must be at or above the level 
the University accepts.  Students could be interested in applied math; does it require basic and 
advanced algebra?  Dr. Swan said that if Committee members find the language ambiguous, they 
should comment on it.   
 
 Dr. Knutson said, in response to a question from Professor Wambach, that she was impressed 
by the report.  The biggest problem is to convince students that meeting the requirements is 
worthwhile; everyone needs to promote the value of a liberal education more.  Students may be so 
focused on their careers that they do not realize the importance of multiple perspectives.  She said she 
was disturbed by one of the appendices indicating that only a small number of students said they got 
anything out of their historical perspectives course.  The goal is wonderful but it is not clear students 
understand it.  The numbers do suggest students are not responding positively to liberal education 
requirements, Professor Wambach agreed.  The report also notes the faculty don't support them, Dr. 
Swan said.  There is also the perception that students do not take faculty evaluations seriously—they 
are used for important decisions but the faculty do not explain, so students are surprised to learn that 
the results are taken seriously.  The Council has been moving to make things must more explicit to 
students, Professor McCormick said.   
 
 Very important work must be done to link the student-learning outcomes and the liberal-
education requirements, Professor McCormick said.  They must be synchronized in a meaningful way 
because if they are competing, they will not move the University forward.  Professor Wambach agreed 
there needs to be more integration of the two.   
 
 Professor Wambach concluded that the Committee was generally pleased with the 
recommendations on liberal education and only had questions about a few small items.  She adjourned 
the meeting at 3:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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