
Minutes∗ 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, February 26, 2003 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Martin Sampson (chair), Wilbert Ahern, Victor Bloomfield, Vernon Cardwell, Shawn 

Curley, Scott Ferguson, Steve Fitzgerald, Gretchen Haas, Marsha Odom, Kim Pinske, 
Karen Seashore, Mary Ellen Shaw, Craig Swan, Douglas Wangensteen 

 
Absent:  Dale Branton, Frank Kulacki, Carol Miller, Mary Sue Simmons 
 
Guests: Professor Richard McCormick, Laurel Carroll (Council on Liberal Education); 

Professor Laura Koch (Faculty Academic Oversight Committee for Intercollegiate 
Athletics); Tina Faulkner (Enrolled Student Services) 

 
[In these minutes: (1) awards for contributions to education; (2) Council on Liberal Education and 
CLE courses; (3) returning exams to students; (4) athletic policies] 
 
 
1. Awards 
 
 Professor Sampson convened the meeting at 1:05 and turned to Professor Curley for a report 
from the nominating committee for the Award for Outstanding Contributions to Postbaccalaureate, 
Graduate, and Professional Education.  Professor Curley reviewed the nominees and described the 
selection process (there were 20 nominees).  The Committee unanimously approved the nominations. 
 
 Later in the meeting, Mr. Ferguson reviewed the nominees for the Morse-Alumni Award for 
Outstanding Contributions to Undergraduate Education; the Committee also unanimously approved 
those nominees.  Mr. Ferguson noted that two of the winners this year had been nominated previously 
and had been encouraged to re-apply.  He also said that there will be significant emphasis on the point 
that the nominating committee does NOT look favorably on additional materials submitted with the 
nomination.  Professor Ahern noted that the number of nominees for the award this year, 18, was 
down significantly from last year, 38, so there should be some effort to encourage more nominations. 
 
 Professor Sampson said he would contact the individuals to inform them of their selection. 
 
2. Council on Liberal Education 
 
 Professor Sampson welcomed Professor McCormick and Ms. Carroll to the meting to discuss 
the work of the Council on Liberal Education (CLE).   
 
 Professor McCormick reported that CLE, besides doing its regular job of evaluating courses to 
fulfill liberal education requirements, has been recertifying all liberal education courses (starting last 

                                                 
∗ These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota Senate 
or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     2 
February 26, 2003 
 
 

 

year).  CLE decided to review all courses that fulfill a core requirement; last year they reviewed the 
physical/biological sciences core courses and courses that fulfill the international perspectives theme.  
This year they are looking at the arts and humanities core courses and the cultural diversity theme; the 
remaining themes and core courses will be reviewed in the next two years.  In the process of 
recertification CLE is increasingly requiring syllabi from the semester courses (earlier approvals were 
based on quarter courses); Professor McCormick said they were grateful to the Senate and this 
Committee for the guidelines on syllabi, which provides CLE a baseline by which to evaluate them.  
CLE is requiring the syllabus to make clear to the students (and the Council) why the course fulfills 
the requirement. 
 
 As they have gone through the courses in a core or theme, issues are coming up and they will 
want advice.  Professor McCormick reported that Vice Provost Swan has recommended that the entire 
liberal education process should be re-thought as part of the campus re-accreditation in a few years.  
Dr. Swan said that the faculty should look periodically at bigger questions; there are no questions now 
with regard to the themes but they may not be the right ones in 2050, so one needs to ask from time to 
time if they are still appropriate.  Some Council members wanted to propose changes, Professor 
McCormick said, but Dr. Swan thought the proposals were beyond the charge to CLE and more 
appropriate to a broader review of liberal education requirements.  The changes proposed, Dr. Swan 
said, would require action by the Twin Cities Campus Assembly (the body that approved the 
requirements now in place). 
 
 One issue that is pushing the limits of the CLE charge is new types of math requirements.  
Some CLE members want suggestions for future guidelines, Professor McCormick reported. 
 
 Another issue is the size of the core.  There were not supposed to be a huge number of 
courses, but the number in the core has proliferated.  Some believe the way to make the system more 
effective is to cap the number of core courses. 
 
 CLE also supervises the writing-intensive courses, of which there are currently 470.  There is 
questioning about whether there are too many and whether the process is working correctly.  There is 
an initiative in the Center for the Interdisciplinary Studies of Writing to assess the writing-intensive 
requirement.  The University of Missouri, for example, requires students to take fewer writing-
intensive courses but those courses are much more closely supervised (by their Writing Center); many 
here who learned about the Missouri approach were impressed, Professor McCormick said, because 
there are questions about how the requirement has been implemented here.  For example, are TAs 
instructed properly in large courses?  Would it be better to have smaller writing-intensive courses with 
more supervision?   
 
 In the physical/biological sciences lab core courses that were re-certified, was there a number 
that needed serious work to be recertified, Dean Bloomfield asked?  Very few, Ms. Carroll said; they 
are stable introductory courses that are cohesive and taught by a stable group of faculty.  What about 
the international perspectives theme, Dean Bloomfield asked?  That was a little more controversial, 
Professor McCormick replied.  The definitions for qualifying have been made more precise and a 
requirement that there be more emphasis on relevance to the contemporary world (it is some of the 
more historically-focused courses that caused the problem--such courses are not ruled out but they 
needed to show some relevance to the modern world).  Were any courses de-certified, Dean 
Bloomfield inquired?  There were not, Ms. Carroll said, but some needed to make changes.  What 
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would it take for a course not to qualify for re-certification, Professor Wangensteen asked?  If the 
course could not meet the criteria or if a faculty member chose not to have it meet the criteria, Ms. 
Carroll said. 
  
 Is there any effort to consider student assessments of a course as part of the re-certification 
process, Professor Seashore asked?  If a course is to be in the core, it should meet some minimum 
standard that students find satisfactory.  Physical and biological sciences courses are probably easier to 
measure in this respect because they have more stable content and instructors; in other areas, there 
appears to be a mish-mash of courses.  She said she thought it was obligatory to ask students about the 
courses.  This Committee has struggled over the question of course evaluation, she noted, but when 
core courses are so integral to what the University does, students must be asked.  Faculty do not own 
the courses, Professor Curley observed.  If several faculty are teaching a core course, Professor 
Seashore responded, and one does well but the others do not, a department should "pull the plug" on 
those not doing well.  If in a writing-intensive course students get papers back with few comments and 
nothing that helps improve their writing, it should not continue to be offered. 
 
 Ms. Haas suggested that rather than using the existing evaluation results, it would be better to 
ask students if they are getting out of a course what they are supposed to.  The syllabus is one 
measure, Professor Seashore said, but that is intent, not enactment.  There should be a special 
evaluation for the core, theme, and writing-intensive courses, especially if there will be fewer of them.  
It would be better to have a "good housekeeping seal of approval" beyond review of the syllabus, she 
maintained.  What is the goal of having fewer courses, Ms. Haas asked?  Increased quality, Professor 
Seashore said. 
 
 Several on CLE have talked about having fewer core courses, Professor McCormick said, but 
then other ask about access; it is not clear the solution is quantitative.  The writing-intensive courses 
are a special problem.  In a survey of seniors there were questions about core courses, so they do have 
some data about how well the courses were meeting the function they should serve.  Students are not 
in a position to tell if a course fulfills liberal education requirements, Professor Cardwell objected; the 
view and perspective of the faculty member is more important.  But he agreed with Professor 
Seashore, he said; there is a list of courses the University says meet graduation requirements.  There 
should be student assessment of the courses because some students only take a few of these courses, so 
they should be high-quality courses that students say are well-taught.  If they are not well-taught, they 
should be de-certified or taught by someone else.  This Committee talked earlier about how to 
distinguish the University from non-research institutions; these liberal education courses are part of 
what should characterize the distinction, he said. 
 
 Dr. Swan said he was sympathetic to Ms. Haas's point that the current questions on the student 
evaluation forms do not get at a substantive evaluation of the materials in a course.  He said he did not 
know if Professor Cardwell was correct in his view that students cannot evaluate a course.  It might be 
easier to add questions to the web-based evaluation form.  He agreed with Professor Cardwell on the 
issue of quality, however; the question is being sure about how to measure quality.  If one is not 
careful, faculty could end up teaching to the student evaluations and lose ground on other measures of 
quality.  (The data that exist, he added, would not provide information about specific courses.)  
Professor McCormick agreed that CLE needed more specific data about courses.  The unique thing 
about CLE courses is that they are the only ones that are campus-wide, the only ones that students 
across the campus need to take. 
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 Mr. Ferguson pointed out that a lot of courses fulfill more than one requirement; students are 
ALWAYS looking to double-dip, he said.  Would assessing quality include evaluation of both 
experiences?  It would, Professor McCormick said.  CLE discusses such courses first under one 
category and then the other.  A previous CLA associate dean argued that CLE should not allow 
double-dipping and there is some support for that sentiment.  Courses are often good in one category 
but not both.  The problem with not allowing double-dipping is that students with a tight curriculum 
would not be able to graduate on time.  CLE does demand that courses meet the criteria for both 
categories (e.g., 1/3 of a course must be devoted to the theme; the core requirement is harder to test, 
but it must provide immersion in the disciplinary core). 
 
 Professor Curley said he was sympathetic to the possible pitfalls of student evaluations, but as 
a faculty member from the Carlson School he has to raise the issue of market perspective:  CLE is 
aware of student evaluation by what students select and do not select; is that sufficient?  But it is a 
controlled market, Professor Seashore responded.  And it is a controlled market that generates 
enrollments for departments lucky enough to get core and theme courses, Professor Sampson added.  
That was a MAJOR issue on the Howe Committee, Professor Seashore recalled (she was a member), 
and departments were concerned about enrollment implications.  If departments are given the 
enrollment that comes with core and theme courses, Professor Sampson said, it is not unreasonable to 
have a concern about quality and extra measures of it.  Professor Curley said the number of low-
quality courses is probably small and they are likely weeded out.  Mr. Ferguson commented that 
students look on the theme and core courses as requirements and many are not excited to take courses 
in a particular area, so it is important that they be high-quality in order that students take things away 
from the courses. 
 
 Professor Sampson inquired if there is a policy issue for this Committee or if there is anything 
it should do at this point.  Professor Seashore suggested shelving the issue until there is a major review 
in a couple of years.  Dr. Swan agreed, saying the Committee should wait until the reviews and 
identification of issues.   
  
3. Returning Examinations to the Student 
 
 Professor Sampson turned next to Ms. Haas, who reported that she was bringing the issue of 
whether or not students have a right to have their exams returned because it was brought by a student 
to the student members of the Committee.  The student wanted her exam back; the course policy is 
that exams are not returned.  Ms. Haas distributed copies of an email message from the department in 
question about the policy. 
 
 Ms. Haas reviewed what the department does in terms of providing students with information 
about their exam performance and agreed that it does a great deal, including providing tools to study 
for future exams.  The question is whether a student who wants to use the exam to study may have it 
returned.  Professor Sampson agreed this is a legitimate request; the question is what the responsibility 
of the department is to provide feedback to students. 
 
 The question is, what is a legitimate response to a legitimate question, Dr. Swan said.  May 
students SEE their exam, even if they cannot take it away, or do they just receive a score?  They only 
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see a list of the questions they answered incorrectly, Ms. Haas said.  (The examinations are multiple-
choice.)   
 
 The question is whether students are given sufficient information for them to identify areas of 
weakness, Professor Cardwell said.  If they are, then the department should be able to keep the tests.  
Exams should be part of the teaching process as much as lectures, he said; the exam can highlight for 
students areas in which they are not as well-prepared.  There must be adequate feedback and often that 
comes only with the exam answers.  He said he was unclear whether students could get the questions 
back or only their own answers.  They can review the exam in the room, Ms. Haas told him.  So the 
access is clear but the convenience is not, Professor Seashore concluded. 
 
 Professor Wangensteen agreed with Professors Cardwell and Seashore but said there is 
something to having one's own exam back.  Students often write notes or underline words, and so on, 
and they cannot see those notes on a clean copy of the exam.  Why not give them the exam?  So they 
can keep a question bank, Professor Seashore speculated.  Dr. Swan said he was not sure how far to 
push the department; he said he gives his students the questions he has asked in the past; he writes new 
ones each year.   
 
 Professor Curley said the student's request was a reasonable one but what the department is 
doing is also reasonable.  They provide access to the exam and a teaching opportunity; there are a 
number of reasons why they might not want exams in general circulation (e.g., they can use the 
questions in the future, it will be fairer because some students may have access to the exams while 
others would not).   
 
 There are no existing policies that speak to this question, Ms. Haas said in response to a 
question. 
 
 Professor Odom said that the Committee may not have enough information.  With a large 
number of students, presumably there is an answer sheet and scantron correcting.  She said she could 
not imagine not letting students see their own exam as evidence of what they scored (faculty can make 
mistakes in grading).  What would cause a department not to allow students to hold their own response 
form? 
 
 The student who asked the question was present at the meeting.  She told the Committee she 
looked into this a lot.  A student may see the bubble sheet to check any discrepancies in grading.  Her 
points are that she wants the exam to use as a study for the final exam and that she is going into a field 
that requires a lot of coursework in this area and wants the exam to refer to permanently.  She was told 
that the department does not re-use questions so there is no issue about a question bank.  She said she 
does not feel students are well-served by studying a previous test for the final. 
 
 Dr. Shaw said that with respect to the answer sheet, it falls under student rights to see what 
they have done at the University.  Students have different learning styles, she added, and it is 
unfortunate the department will not give the exam back to the students.  Mr. Ferguson recalled that he 
had taken courses in different departments, one of which gave the exam back and the other of which 
only posted scores; he said he learned a great deal more from the former.  The test should be a learning 
experience, he said.   
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 Professor Sampson said he was impressed with what the department does for students after an 
exam.  It might not be what others may do, he said, but it might also be better than what others do.  
There is a legitimate policy issue about feedback that should be provided to students.  Micromanaging 
instruction is a bad idea, Professor Seashore responded; while she said she does not believe this 
practice is the best pedagogy, she also could not design the best pedagogy for the University and she 
could be wrong.  There should be a requirement that adequate feedback is provided but she said the 
Committee should not propose to regulate this particular course in this department.  And the feedback 
should be timely, Dr. Swan said. 
 
 Professor Wangensteen said the student should be able to see the bubble sheet.  He related that 
in the Medical School, every test is returned and students receive the answer key when they leave the 
exam. 
 
 The student who raised the question said she wished to plea as an undergraduate for support 
because they do not receive priority.  She said she has nothing to show from her work in the 
department except for her own notes.  This is a simple request, she said, and for a student who 
essentially paid $1000 for the course, she should be able to have her test back.  She said she wants the 
University "to be amazing for undergraduates" but this department rule does not help.   
 
 It was agreed that Professor Sampson would draft a policy on feedback to students for the 
Committee to consider. 
 
4. Athletic Policies 
 
 Professor Sampson welcomed Professor Koch, chair of the Faculty Academic Oversight 
Committee for Intercollegiate Athletics, to the meeting.  Professor Koch noted that she brought to the 
Committee some time ago a set of proposed revisions to some of the policies that govern 
intercollegiate athletics on the Twin Cities campus.  Professor Sampson noted that the Faculty 
Consultative Committee had asked that athletic policies with educational policy implications be 
reviewed by this Committee before they are brought to the Assembly Steering Committee for action. 
 
 Professor Koch reminded the Committee that there are two athletic oversight committees; the 
one she chairs is composed entirely of faculty except for the Director of Academic Counseling and 
Student Services and the Director of Compliance.  Many of the policies she has brought have been in 
existence for many years and most of the change is merely tweaking (e.g., to reflect the change in 
committee structure or the merger of the two departments).  All of the policies were reviewed and 
approved for the change to semesters so have already seen considerable review. 
 
 Professor Koch then reviewed each of the policies with the Committee.  One policy that has 
garnered considerable attention is the one that bars coaches from contacting instructors about the 
academic performance of an athlete.  The policy clarifies how coaches can obtain information (through 
the academic counselors) and affirms that it does NOT bar ALL contact between coaches and 
faculty/instructors (which is how the coaches had construed it).  What if an instructor wants to deliver 
information to a coach, Professor Sampson asked?  That should also be through academic counseling, 
Professor Koch said; they do not want to open up conversations between coaches and instructors about 
academic work of a specific student.  Under no circumstance should a coach and instructor talk about 
a student in a class, Professor Wangensteen agreed.  Professor Koch pointed out that the coaches see 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     7 
February 26, 2003 
 
 

 

this rule as punitive.  Her committee asked other Big Ten schools about their rules; the Minnesota 
provision is the same as that of the other conference institutions. 
 
 One new policy deals with grade changes.  All such changes for athletes are reported to her on 
a weekly basis (and to the director of academic counseling and director of compliance).  They review 
the changes to determine if anything is out of line and will examine any change if it affects a student's 
eligibility to participate in athletics; if it does, the faculty representative will speak with the instructor.  
This puts an extra check on the system, Professor Koch said.  For athletes near a 2.0 GPA, they can 
lose their eligibility, while other students go on probation.  They want to be fair to athletes but also 
want to be sure that no one is manipulating the system. 
 
 It was agreed that the Committee would continue its review of the policies at a future meeting. 
 
 Professor Sampson adjourned the meeting at 3:05. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


