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AND 
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Regents Room, Morrill Hall 

12:10 - 3:00 

AGENDA 
Approx. time. 

12:10 1. Minutes of May 15 (if available). 

12:15 

12:45 

1:00 

1:20 

1:55 

c.., 2:00 

2. Advising on University Lnformation Systems: 

Discussion with members of the special interim 
committee advising Assistant Vice President Barbara 
Wolfe. Guests: Lael Gatewood, chair, William Hanson, 
Russell Hobbie, Tom Scott, John Sullivan. 

3. Reports: 

A. Finance Committee chair. 

B. SSCC chair. 

c. sec chair. 

D. Others? 

4. Lower Division Report: Motions and Comments for June 5 
Assembly docket. 

5. Governance Committee Report: Discussion and consideration 
of next steps. 

6. Nominating procedures for SCC, FCC, and SSCC: for action. 
(Members see motion enclosed.) 

7. Recognition of deceased students (motion on June 5 
Senate docket) . (For sec action; members see resolution 
distributed for May 15 meeting.) 

8. DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

(see page 2) 



2:00 

2:30 

3:00 

8. A. President's updates to SCC on 

- CtF Special Committee on Continuing Education 
and Extension 

- CtF generally 

- Peat, Marwick Mitchell report: what it covers 

- Patent Policy (on June 5 Senate docket) 

- University-Industry Relations Policy 
(on June 5 Senate docket). 

B. SCC's and President's reflections on the year. 

9. Adjourn. 
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MINUTES 
SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 

AND 
DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

June 5, 1986 
12:15 - 3:10 

Regents Room, Morrill Hall 

Members present: Ellen Berscheid, Patrick Durbin, Patricia Gearrick, 
David Hamilton, Linda Hanson, Ron Kubik, Joseph Latterell, Cleon Melsa, 
Jack Merwin, Paul Murphy, Tim Pratt, Wanda Reinke, Irwin Rubenstein, 
Roy St. Laurent Frank Sorauf, Deon Stuthman (Chair), Bruce Williams. 

Members-elect present: Mark Brenner, Charles Campbell, Brenda Ellingboe, 
Ronald Phillips, Andrew Seitel, W. Phillips Shively, Bruce Vandal. 

Guests: Lael Gatewood, Russell Hobbie, President Kenneth Keller, William Hanson, 
Vice President V. Rama Murthy, Mary Jane Plunkett, ~1arsha Riebe, Thomas Scott, 
Maureen Smith, John Sullivan, Vice President Neal Vanselow. 

1. Senate Committee on Educational Policy's Extended Subcommittee on 
Information Systems. 

Guests: Subcommittee members Professors Gatewood, Hanson, Scott and 
Sullivan, and Dean Hobbie. 

Note: The subcommittee had been created the previous year by agreement 
among the Consultative Committee, Committee on Committees and SCEP, to serve 
as an interim advisory committee until such time as a regular Senate committee 
on Computers and Other Information Systems could be constituted. Professor 
Gatewood, chair of the subcommittee, told SCC that most of its attention during 
the past year had been devoted to familiarization and telecommunications. She 
said her group recommended that it continue next year in its interim capacity 
as a small advisory body meeting monthly with Assistant Vice Pres:ident 
Barbara Wolfe to review her planning process. 

Professor Gatewood distributed copies of a memorandum dated 5 June 1986, 
which was addressed to SCEP and contained a synopsis of 1985-86 deliberations 
and a set of recommendations. It read in part, 

"This subcommittee was charged with reviewing the planning and 
educational policy implications as Information Systems matures, 
and recommending a faculty governance structure for the new unit. 
The subcommittee reports to SCEP as do other instructional advisory 
groups such as the Research and Library Committees. Because of 
the overwhelming effect of the change to telecommunications during 
the year, and because Information Systems is just now preparing its 
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forward plan for the biennium, the subcommittee endorsed 
continuing the arrangement for one more year." 

Eight recommendations followed, concerning (1) a telecommunications policy 
statement; (2) technical problems of data transmition, and charging policies; 
(3) the need for advisory committees at the local computer service centers; 
(4) subsidization of research computer use; (5) the need for a funding system 
for student microcomputer access; (6) the need for increased student access 
to computing; (7) the wide diversity of computers on campus and of different 
procedures and protocols, and the need to integrate instructional resources 
at a high level; and (8) Dr. Wolfe's summary of collegiate plans for computing 
in the next biennim and the absence of a process to integrate them into the 
University's overall planning and budgeting process. 

Mr. St. Laurent inquired whether the subcommittee had discussed how a 
permanent Senate committee should be structured. Professor Gatewood noted 
that a former University Computer Committee had been eliminated during Senate 
reorganization in 1980-81 because it had become a rubber stamp. The current 
subcommittee thinks another year is advisable to look specifically at the 
problem of creating a new committee. 

Professor Sorauf inquired about whether the system interconnections and 
database availability referred to in item (8) were funding or policy matters. 
Professor Gatewood replied they were both. She said databases are being developed 
for specific machines. Since no one has worked on a more universal access 
system, users must go to different systems for different data. Security concerns 
are one reason for resistance to universal accessibility. Other issues are 
machine capability and local control. This turf issue, she said, needs to 
be reviewed and is changing at other institutions. 

Professor Hamilton regarded the lack of a University policy as the reason 
our telecommunication system was in disarray. He said he had found it almost 
impossible to get certain information he needed. This impacts on the faculty 
capacity to do research. He was concerned that there was no forum for formu
lating a policy. Dr. Hobbie told SCC that the telecommunications system became 
obsolete for data transmission from the time it was bid because newer technology 
had greatly multiplied transmission speed. 

Professor Gatewood said the interim committee is finding the need to have 
representatives from more and more units in a University forum. She told SCC 
that Dr. Wolfe had prepared a detailed and comprehensive report yet, beyond 
showing it to the subcommittee, was unable to proceed with it except to take 
it--as an individual--to the Academic Vice President. 

Professor Merwin asked whether faculty are stuck with a pr1c1ng structure 
which prevents many departments from linking their equipment for data trans
mission. Professor Gatewood said Dr. Wolfe and others are looking at the 
pt!oblem, however, because Telecommunications is no longer in Dr. Wolfe's 
purview (under Academic Affairs) but instead reports to the Vice President 
for Finance and Operations, Dr. Wolfe does not have the necessary clout. 

Mr. St. Laurent asked whether the University's computer services are 
becoming more centralized or less, Professor Gatewood said Dr. Wolfe wants 
"seamless" computing between central, departmental and personal computers. 
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Professor Rubenstein commented that the computer system and the supercomputer 
represent a great asset to the University, but that we need to address ourselves 
to integrating the system. He suggested we benefit from expertise that may have 
developed at other institutions that have adopted plans. Professor Gatewood said 
several are ahead of us in many respects and we can benefit from their documents. 
But when asked whether the University could hire expert consultants, she said 
the thinking has been we know what we need and can plan it faster. Collegiate 
units had decided against outside consultants for telecommunications because the 
cost was very high and they thought they could do it themselves. 

Dr. Hobbie agreed that planning is important but said we have to keep it 
fluid and move ahead rapidly. We are in relatively good shape, he said, given 
our resources. We do not wait to work out the all-University compatability. 
But, said Professor Hamilton, the danger is that we will never get that com
patability if we don't bite the bullet and do it. Professor Gatewood remarked 
that institutions that achieve compatability can move ahead faster. Professor 
Brenner advised recognizing the problem but not barring people from setting 
something up. Professor Gatewood said she did not think either Dr. Wolfe or 
the subcommittee intended to prohibit any innovative solutions. 

Regarding the establishment of a permanent Senate committee, Mr. St. Laurent 
asked whether the charge to study setting up a new committee might not go to the 
Committee on Committees as well as to the special interim committee. 

In closing, Dr. Gatewood emphasized that Dr. Wolfe's extensive report 
needed to get into the planning process but had not yet gone to any Senate 
committees save the interim subcommittee. 

2. Introductions. 

Professor Stuthman introduced member-elect Professor Phillips; Mr. St. Laurent 
introduced members-elect Brenda Ellingboe, Andy Seitel, and Bruce Vandal. 

3. Reports. 

A. Senate Finance Committee. Professor Merwin. 

SFC had met twice with Vice President Murthy since the last SCC meeting 
to be brought up to date on the budget/biennial request work of the vice presi
dents. The next meeting would be June 16 or soon after. SFC had today 
received the recommendations from the Faculty Affairs Committee for salaries 
and sabbaticals; Dr. Murthy had not yet reviewed them; however, he also had a 
proposal on sabbatical support from the deans. 

Child Care support. The Finance Committee had asked Professor Merwin to 
speak in today's Assembly meeting in favor of the motion from the Steering 
Committee to affirm a desire for increased University attention to child care 
needs and to approve several recommendations grounded in the report of the 
Child Care Committee. 

B. Student SCC chair. Mr. St. Laurent. 

(1) SSCC has voted to ask the Calendar Committee to study next year 
the feasibility of implementing an early in-early out system. SSCC recognizes that 
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there are drawbacks to such a calendar but believes it needs to be looked at. 
(Professor Sorauf noted students could achieve that schedule by backing a move 
to a semester calendar.) 

(2) SSCC looked at the proposed Grievance Procedures as they regard 
students, and will forward their comments to the authors. SSCC notes there 
seems no way for a student to grieve an administrative action, such as one 
concerning financial aid. 

(3) SSCC has scheduled a short orientation to follow today's 
Senate meeting. 

C. SCC Chair. Professor Stuthman. 

Professor Stuthman announced the results of the FCC elections; the FCC's 
officers are also the officers for the Senate Consultative Committee: 

1986-87 Chair of Senate Consultative and Faculty Consultative Committee: 
Ellen Berscheid. 

1986-87 Associate chair of Senate and Faculty Consultative Committees: 
Shirley Clark. 

4. Report of the Special Committee on Coordinating Lower Division Education 
on the Twin Cities Campus (Commitment to Focus). (For Campus Assembly action later 

in the day.) 
The chair reported on changes made since SCC's last mailing regarding the 

presentation to the Assembly. The Assembly Committee on Educational Policy (ACEP) 
had added a sentence to its resolution to make it plain that other kinds of 
changes than those recommended by the Lower Division Committee are not excluded 
from consideration. The new language reads: 

"Nothing in that report, however, is to be construed as recommending 
that research on, experimentation with, or development of any 
techniques or organizational strategies for improving undergraduate 
education should be prohibited or discouraged." 

It was the chair's opinion that the addition made the whole resolution acceptable 
to most people; he hoped the Steering Committee would support it. 

There remained before the Steering Committee a draft of a second motion 
to identify a follow-up process so the efforts can be both continued and 
implemented. The chair requested that the Steering Committee indicate its 
agreement with the amendment from the Educational Policy Committee and separately 
introduce to the Twin Cities Campus Assembly its own motion. 

Mr. St. Laurent moved the Steering Committee do so. The motion was 
carried without dissent. 

5. Report of the Special Committee on Governance. 

(Note: members had received in advance copies of the Governance Committee's 
report.) 

Ms. Hanson, chair of the Governance Committee, recognized with appreciation 
the work of the members of the special committee. She noted that they propose 
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some basic resolutions they believe will improve the existing structure. 

She referred to concerns raised in the Faculty Consultative Committee's 
May 29 meeting: (a) that the report goes beyond a self-study in proposing 
changes; Response: Committee could reword the recommendations in question 
form; (b) that the committee didn't pay enough attention to the workings of 
student governance; Response: readers are referred to the appendix and to 
the Jodl Report which the Governance Committee finds highly valuable and 
supports; and (c) the issue of reducing the number of student committees; 
Response: Governance concluded on the basis of its survey responses that 
participation problems were a general concern and not principally a student 
concern. 

She went on to say the committee had concluded the governance system was 
sound; however, communications among the parts can be improved. She said she 
understood the concern that they did not propose considering sweeping changes 
such as reducing the system's size and complexity. The Governance Committee 
favors first making soft changes and then seeing if major changes still seem 
called for. They recommend that rather than disbanding apparently weak 
committees, such committees be given assistance. They ask that Committee on 
Committees look into the question of how those committees can better do their 
jobs. 

Professor Brenner found much that was interesting and useful in the report, 
but noted that one area unaddressed which still needed attention was that of 
the creation of ad hoc task forces outside the governance structure. Ms. Hanson 
said she hoped the report came across as supporting the use of the governance 
structure. Mr. St. Laurent mentioned that the Governance Committee had raised 
that issue with Professor Stuthman and with President Keller. The president 
had explained that he saw the normal mode as working in the governance system 
but that there were exceptions at times when specific tasks required prompt 
action. 

Professor Rubenstein reminded the meeting that the historical or1g1n of 
the Governance Committee and its report had been the fall 1984 Swan-Turner 
motion to remove most students from the University Senate. Although that 
motion had been defeated (February, 1985), it was symptomatic of faculty concern 
that there be a clear faculty voice. He then raised the question of whether 
the complexity of student governance, or of all governance, discourages 
participation. 

Ms. Hanson said the matter of a clear faculty voice was of real concern 
to the Governance Committee. It took a step to clarify that voice by proposing 
an amendment regarding agenda-setting for the Faculty Senate. Another recom
mendation of the report would permit divided votes in the Senate. 

Professor Rubenstein inquired whether the Governance Committee had anyone 
in mind to carry out the recommendations. Professor Murphy pointed out that 
some are directed to Committee on Committees; Ms. Hanson added that some are 
directed to the Consultative Committee and some are left unassigned. 
Mr. St. Laurent said that since the Governance Committee was an extended 
subcommittee of SCC which is the Senate's steering committee, SCC is the appro
priate body to make many of the decisions about assignments. Clearly there is 
implementation work to be done, he added. Professor Rubenstein asked who the 
committee had in mind to prepare and distribute the proposed handbook. 
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Mr. St. Laurent said that would be the Clerk of the Senate. 

Professor Stuthman said it would help if the Governance Committee could 
prepare for the SCC an inventory of its recommendations and the bodies they 
see as the likely implementors. 

OUTSIDE REVIEW? Professor Sorauf noted that getting an outside review 
had been the premise in setting up the self-study in fall 1985. He called 
the notion that we are self-contained a provincial one and said perhaps someone 
would recommend ways we could perform our governance more simply and more 
effectively. He thought our built-up system of layer-upon-layer sapped our 
vigor, and said he could not understand what argument there could be against 
asking for some fresh eyes to take a look at us. 

Professor Stuthman noted that the standing position of the SCC is that 
there be an outside review since the motion approved last fall was to conduct 
an outside review and to precede it with a self-study. 

Mr. St. Laurent said he had also thought we could benefit from an outside 
review, but had been influenced by arguments that no one else had a system like 
ours and that some institutions have abysmal systems. 

Professor Campbell voiced his sympathy with Professor Sorauf's remarks 
about complexity being a big part of the problem. He saw complexity and 
frustration with the governance structure as driven by the complexity of the 
administrative structure. Since the administration has this year been getting 
outside consultation on streamlining, he hoped the Governance Committee's report 
referred to that too. 

Mr. Seitel asked what composition of a review team had been envisioned. 
Professor Sorauf said all discussion had envisioned faculty and student visitors. 
Mr. Seitel asked if we could find others from a system even remotely resembling 
ours. Professor Merwin suggested we might seek advice from bodies like the 
Association of American Universities on institutions reputed to have good 
governance systems. Professor Murphy commented that when he had participated 
in reviews on other campuses it had become clear that the University of Minne
sota had the reputation for the greatest democratic and participatory process. 
Mr. Seitel said that reputation holds among students at other campuses too. 

Professor Sorauf said that since we probably invest more student and 
faculty hours in governance than any comparable institution, we are participatory. 
But, it is wearying. He believed we could have as great an impact in a more 
efficient way. He does not want to close the door on the possibility that there 
might be a better way of doing it. 

Professor Shively gave his preference for selecting as reviewers people 
who have studied the question formally, rather than faculty members. Professor 
Stuthman believed we would learn from visitors from different kinds of systems, 
even though we would have to take some time to educate them. If reviewers had 
the reports ahead of time they could at least start by asking good questions. 

Professor Rubenstein moved that the chairs of the Senate Consultative 
Committee and the Student Senate Consultative Committee, in consultation with 
others as needed, identify an appropriate outside review team. Mr. Williams 
seconded the motion. 
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When Professor Campbell inquired what would be the source of funding 
for the review, Professor Stuthman said he assumed it could come from the 
Senate budget. 

Vote. The motion was carried, with Professor Murphy dissenting and 
Ms. Hanson abstaining. 

Professor Stuthman requested members to submit their suggestions on how 
to go about implementing the Governance Committee's recommendations which 
have no costs attached. 

6. Resolution on a Nominations/Appointment Procedure for the Consultative 
Committee. 

Copies of the proposed procedure had been distributed to members in 
advance of the meeting. Mr. St. Laurent requested action on this as an SCC 
self-rule to prevent inadvertent lapses from full committee participation. 
The procedure calls for establishment of a standing nominating subcommittee 
with equal numbers of faculty and students, which may do preliminary work 
subdivided into its student and faculty components but should bring forward 
recommendations for SCC appointments and nominations only from the full 
subcommittee. 

Mr. St. Laurent moved adoption of the procedures and Professor Hamilton 
seconded the motion. It was carried without dissent. 

7. Motion to the University Senate on the recognition of deceased students. 

Professor Stuthman and Mr. St. Laurent moved SCC approval of the motion 
they had co-signed. The text had been distributed in advance to committee 
members: 

"To amend Article I, Section 7, of the bylaws by appending the following: 
In like fashion, it shall be a function of the clerk of the University 
Senate to obtain after convenient intervals but at least once annually 
from the Office of Registration and Records or other official sources 
a complete list of those registered students who have died during the 
preceding interval. The clerk shall include the names of those students 
in the agenda of the Senate for recognition by it.n 

Mr. St. Laurent said he thought the question of how they could be appro
priately identified had been resolved to take place through the Clerk of the 
Senate and the collegiate offices. 

The motion was carried without dissent. 

President Keller joined the meeting at this point. 

SCC DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

8. Commitment to Focus: Update. 

A. Continuing Education and Extension. President Keller explained that 
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the Special Committee on Continuing Education and Extension had had some 
difficult getting started under several approaches. In the meantime, CEE 
itself had been working on its response to CtF. The president said he believed 
CEE had produced a good, responsive document that fleshed out the broad 
recommendations made in CtF· The administration would use it as the more 
complete working document and proceed this summer to the next step. So, for 
good reason, he said, the special committee as originally conceived was not 
established. 

Professor Berscheid said that the Coordinating Committee had addressed 
CEE's document at two meetings and would address it again; a shortcoming is 
that it lacks anything yet on the faculty. The president noted his concern 
about giving attention to inloading, which Professor Berscheid noted 
was one of the Coordinating Committee's interests as well. 

President Keller said unit-CEE integration should be part of Commitment to 
Focus, and that dealing with a revised kind of budgeting for CEE would make us 
more concerned with its entire program. 

B. Commitment to Focus and the state's other higher education systems. 

President Keller reported that the Higher Education Advisory Council (HEAC), 
consisting of the heads of the four systems, the Commissioners of Education 
and of Finance, and the head of the Higher Education Coordinating Board, had met 
this morning to talk about mission differentiation, which is being driven by 
CtF· He said significant progress had been made this year: 

- There is agreement regarding transfers from the University of Minnesota 
to community colleges, an important first step as regards preserving 
access. 

- The State University System has agreed in principle to establish a 
second four-year program in the Twin Cities. A likely way to accomplish 
this is a formal upper division structure at Metropolitan State University. 

- Mission differentiation. The distinctions among the systems have been 
sharpened. There are three categories: the doctoral-granting institution 
(only the University of Minnesota), the baccalaureate degree-granting insti
tutions, and the two-year institutions. HEAC discussed the wishes of two 
state universities to expand into professional doctoral programs; he thought 
the group had concluded that was not advisable. Discussion continues on the 
distinction between basic research and applied research. HEAC appears to 
agree that research is integral to the University's educational mission and 
not integral to the educational mission of the state universities. However, 
they might take on some projects as state specials. 

President Keller told the meeting he believed we were making progress on 
the CtF question of what the rest of the state is going to do. Compared to a 
year ago there is a lot more serious talk about missions. He thought the Univer~ 
sity had made it clear it was not playing a numbers game. Everything is 
oriented toward making a programmatic shift, and one can estimate how that 
shift is likely to change enrollments. 

Professor Rubenstein noted that the president of Ohio State University 
(on campus in April as part of the NCA's accreditation team) reported that 
OSU's undergraduate enrollments had climbed when it first raised entrance 
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requirements. President Keller acknowledged that phenomenon, but asked 
people to keep in mind that the University had now capped enrollments in 
some popular programs. At first, he said, there is no cost to responding 
to the promise of a better education. However, after a few years both the 
institution and the entering students may be changed. We are not funded, he 
said, for high quality education given the numbers we presently have at the 
University. Our goals would not be met by being a larger university. 

Professor Stuthman suggested that the consumers of the state's education 
system might be the last to buy into the concept of dividing up the mandate 
of the state's system of higher education. 

President Keller referred to his numerous public appearances to talk about 
the University over the previous IS months; he said he would continue to take 
every opportunity to speak about the plan. What we find, he said, is that 
generally after he speaks people have a favorable view of the objectives. 

Professor Phillips inquired whether with the clearer distinction of 
missions would come more opportunity for faculty at other state institutions 
to do research at the University of Minnesota. Such an opportunity would 
deflect the move to build in research at other institutions. President Keller 
said that was part of the hope and a part of the capital campaign. He said he 
had raised this kind of networking concept quite explicitly. He said some of 
the state universities still want to offer "professional doctorates" for some 
certifications they say are needed. 

Professor Berscheid called the idea of research networking marvelous, 
but said the fact is we don't have enough resources to do well by our own 
graduate students. The president said we have to get some support from the 
state and we have to recognize the needs of other systems as well as our own. 

9. The Peat, Marwick, Mitchell study of the University's administration. 

President Keller told SCC that central administration had asked these 
consultants last year to help the administration look at itself and think 
through certain issues, within certain constraints it imposed. The consultants 
visited the University; they have prepared documents on each of the five areas 
they studied: Student Affairs, Academic Affairs, budgeting, planning, and 
campus administration. The administration is sorting through the reports 
to see what makes sense to it. 

The president said the visitors had been an effective mirror and that 
as the administrators talkedto them,they found the visitors' fresh look to be 
of real value. He said he considered it a worthwhile process. The consultants 
spent time studying processes central administration had never questioned. 

Campus administration: coordinate campus vs. central. Initially the 
recommendations are to decentralize questions which have no policy implications, 
such as much of Student Affairs. For example, they recommend that the flow 
of grades not be co-mingled University-wide in the first place. President 
Keller called this a good suggestion which saves money in the organization of 
the various databases. 

Academic Affairs. The president said central administration should be 
very concerned when new programs are developed, and so forth, but less concerned 
with micromanagement which both keeps the office from attending to macromanagement 
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and conveniently removes responsibility from the coordinate campuses. He 
thought there was no controversy over academic program development, but noted 
there seemed to be great controversy over promotion and tenure. 

Promotion and tenure decisions. The recommendation is that promotion and 
tenure decisions be made on each coordinate campus on the basis of agreed-upon 
criteria. There would still be central review but it would address itself to 
whether the responsible campus administrator was doing what was expected of 
him or her. 

The Morris Campus has felt strongly that the promotion and tenure review 
should culminate centrally. Fortunately, he said, we can arrange these changes 
campus by campus. 

He said we do not have a system that works well. There is trouble in finding 
equivalencies. Some reviewers make substitutions since it would be preposterous 
to apply the same standards to faculty in all the different missions. The 
administration has made allowances for the differences of opportunity on each 
campus as well as the differences of purpose. 

He told SCC he thought the University would be better off decentralizing 
promotion and tenure responsibility to each campus and reviewing centrally the 
campus administrator's performance of the assignment. 

Professor Latterell complained that the Morris Campus had not had any 
significant opportunity to join the discussion on this question. He said their 
concern was a very strong one that the coordinate campuses remain genuine units 
of the University. President Keller said the proposed change should not result 
in standards inappropriate to the University. He asked whether it is the best 
use of the Academic Vice President's time to sit over 200 to 400 promotion and 
tenure documents each spring. 

Professor Sorauf asked whether the University was going to have one tenure 
code and one set of standards throughout. He said this question could be 
addressed separately from the question of centralization vs. decentralization. 
He said there are variances within this campus and even more with the coordin
ate campuses, especially with the two-year colleges. The sticking point is 
always over the application of standards. Standards, expectations, and 
publications from different faculty are always the question. President Keller 
said one would find the University is always establishing equivalencies; the 
standards are not the same throughout. 

The president said he is trying to put authority and responsibility back 
on the chancellors and vice chancellors. But Professor Shively argued that 
while in theory holding administrators responsible is a good thing, it is a 
blunt instrument and he fears it won't be used unless there is an extraordinary 
case. In actual fact, he said, we have not used removal of administrators as 
a way to improve this university. President Keller said firings are not likely, 
but salary increases are an important motivating tool for administrators just as 
they are for faculty. 

Professor Merwin asked whether the president thought the decentralization 
could work within the existing tenure code or whether modifying the tenure code 
was envisioned. The president said he did not see a need to change the tenure 
code. Structurally the system would remain the same with the regents having the 
final say; but the point at which the main recommendation is made would be 
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different. 

There will still be more review and consultation on this recommendation, 
he told the committee. 

President Keller said he was not totally convinced by the Peat, Marwick, 
Mitchell recommendations, but is particularly interested in a subset of them on 
certain issues regarding central organization. Any changes the administration 
accepts can't be instituted overnight, he said. 

In response to a question from Professor Berscheid, he said salary judgments 
are decentralized; Morrill Hall only reviews the decisions which come from the 
colleges; we look for differentiation in salary awards and for consistency with 
the University's goals. Salary decisions must be governed by University policies. 

Mr. Pratt asked whether the report under discussion had any tie-in with 
OAS's study of student fees. Rumor said an outside review of fees was needed. 
President Keller replied it had been concluded that would be too expensive. 
An internal review of the fees data is underway. 

Mr. Kubik suggested that if promotion and tenure decisions were left up 
to the individual campuses, the likelihood would increase that individual 
chancellors would be subjected to more pressure, would treat each case personally, 
and would grant tenure even when not merited; he questioned whether the results 
would be good for all the generations of students who would then study under 
that professor. President Keller said there is even more pressure on central 
administration, although of a different kind, to wink at an erroneous judgment 
in order to maintain peace. 

Mr. Kubik thought the proposed changes looked like a way of chopping off 
the coordinate campuses. President Keller said, on the contrary, they say we 
trust you and see you as responsible. We have to build up a system based on 
the competence of the people in it. 

10. Revised Patent Policy (Due for Senate vote later in the day). 

President Keller noted that the revision provided for more money to go to 
the investigator and less to central administration and the units. He wanted 
the committee to be aware that at present the patent office cannot support 
itself and that the proposed distribution does not provide support to the 
patent office. The point the policy makes is that the University as a whole 
is less critical than the individual investigator. The principle of the 
reallocation of dollars concerned him, he said. As we continue in this direction 
we become less and less of a University and more and more of a clearinghouse. 
Insofar as the policy raises incentive, it will be to perform more applied 
research and less basic research. Producing technology transfer is socially 
important; producing income for the investigator is an individual reward. 
He would think the basic costs of having produced that transfer should be 
supported by the income it generates. 

The meeting adjourned at 3:10p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith Poppele, Executive Assistant 



' l5i1 UNIVERSiTY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 
420 Borlaug Hall (c/o Agronomy) 
1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone: (612)625-7719 

June 2, 1986 

President Kenneth H. Keller 
202 Morrill Hall 

Dear Ken: 

This Thursday the Senate Consultative Committee as a 
whole will have its final discussion with you for the 1985-86 
year. We'd appreciate your giving us an update and your own 
comments on several major i terns of business: 

- The Commitment to Focus Special Committee on 
Continuing Education and Extension; 

- The Commitment to Focus generally; 

- The Peat, Marwick, Mitchell report (a run-down on 
what it covers); 

- The University Patent Policy; and 

- The University-Industry Relations Policy. 

As we know, the Senate will vote later that afternoon on 
these last two policy documents. 

To conclude our meeting, we'd like it very much if you 
would remain to reflect with us on this year's considerable 
activity. 

DDS:mbp 

Encl.: agenda 

Cordially, 

&~71/'_. 
l'kff' 

Deon D. Stuthman, Chair, 
Senate Consultative Committee 
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DATE: 5 June 1986 

FROM: La~l C. Gatewood, Ph.D., Chair 
SCEP Subcommittee on Information Systems 

TO: Senate Committee on Educational Policy 

SUBJECT: Synopsis of 1985-6 Deliberations 

The subcommittee, appointed by SCEP in May 1985, met eight times during 
the academic year. The members are William Hanson, John Chipman, John 
Sullivan, Russell Hobbie, Tom Scott and Lael Gatewood, with Barbara Wolfe 
ex-officio. This subcommittee was charged with reviewing the planning and 
educational policy implications as Information Systems matures, and 
recommending a faculty governance structure for the new unit. The 
subcommittee reports to SCEP as do other instructional advisory groups 
such as the Research and Library Committees. Because of the overwhelming 
effect of the change to telecommunications during the year, and because 
Information Systems is just now preparing its forward plan for the 
biennium, the subcommittee endorsed continuing the interim arrangement for 
one more year. In addition, the following recommendations were made: 

1. 

' 2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

' 

A telecommunications policy statement was approved, stating that the 
telecommunications department is the responsible owner and vendor of 
all communications facilities on the Twin Cities campuses. 

The pricing of the telecommunications system provides enhanced voice 
transmission at the expense of data transmission. The high monthly 
cost of the new data phones has prevented many departments from 
suitably wiring their computers, terminals and telephones together as 
anticipated. Some other data problems noted concerned performance: 
the additional load from the old voice-type data transfers; the loss 
of the "smart modem" protocol for remote communications, and poor 
off-campus transmission. The technical problems are being examined; 
the charging policies should be reviewed. 

Advisory committees have been instituted for Academic Computer 
Services and Systems, but are still needed for some of the local 
Service Centers. These committees should have student, faculty, and 
Civil Service representation as well as a member of the constituent 
library's automation group. 

(1986-7) Fifty-dollar subsidized research grants for students and 
faculty should be available on all the all-University computer 
facilities including supercomputers. These grants should be funded by 
similar mechanisms if possible, i.e. a required co-payment, a central 
administrative contribution, and return from income. 

(1986-7) The Regents Policy forbidding additional student fees 
be re-examined to consider a microcomputer access card. 
approved, then other operational funds (staff, supplies 
maintenance) must be found for these instructional resources. 

should 
If not 

and 
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6. Student access to public facilities is geographically dispersed, but ~ 
limited by equipment numbers and building hours. Mechanisms must be 
found to provide increased access, especially for students who are 
part-time or live off-campus. Some departments, programs and learning 
resource centers are providing student workstations, but it is 
difficult to recognize and support these facilities centrally. As 
computer usage becomes a required part of the curriculum, these 
alternative modes of access must be acknowledged and maintained. 

7. The wide diversity of computers on campus is further exacerbated by 
the different charging policies, command procedures, software support, 
communication protocols, and user services. This has worsened in the 
last year with the separation of Telecommunications, Academic 
Computing Services and Systems, the Supercomputer Institute, and 
Administrative Information Systems. This differs from the original 
recommendations of the 1982 Committee on Computation, Communication 
and Information. In addition, library automation requires close 
coordination with communication and computer facilities. These 
instructional resources must be integrated at a high level within 
central administration. 

8. President Keller's Committment to Focus mandates that the University 
join the country's top research universities which requires high 
quality instructional and research computing. The collegiate plans 
for computing in the next biennium have been summarized by Dr. Wolfe 
in a foc~se~ document entitled Focus on Computing. Its broad ~ 
objectives YR1t&, summarized below, have been discussed and approved ~ 
by the subcommittee. These will require detailed strategic planning 
during the next year. Unfortunately there is no forum for further 
review to integrate it into the University's planning and budgeting 
process. 

a. Central funding should support all student and faculty computing 
for instruction and unfunded research. 

b. All public and departmental campus computers should be 

c. 

interconnected, by the telecommunications system if possible. 

Training about and with 
curriculum, requiring a 
development. 

computers 
program 

should be part of 
for faculty learning 

the 
and 

d. Sharable databases such as library catalogs, bibliographic 
services, University bulletins, class schedules, instructional 
courseware, etc. should be available electronically. 

e. Administrative Information Services should provide easy and 
affordable access to the University's management databases for 
departmental research, instruction, and administration. 
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PROPOSED NOMINATIONS/APPOINTMENT PROCEDURE 

fm- the 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

The Senate Consultative Committee <SCC) shall have a standing 

nominating subcommittee. Membership shall consist of equal numbers of 

faculty and students appointed from the Consultative Committee by the 

Chair of SCC in consultation with the student chair. 

The purpose of the subcommittee is to provide to SCC the names of 

individuals to be placed in nomination for the various positions to 

which the Senate Consultative Committee is given that authority. 

The subcommittee may divide into student and faculty components 

for the purposes of obtaining individual student and faculty nominees. 

However, nominations for positions to which the SCC nominates <or 

appoints) should be brought forward to the sec from the full 

subcommittee. 
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University of Minnesota, Morris 
Morris, Minnesota 56267 

February 12, 1986 

MEMO TO: Joe Latterell 

FROM: Julie Ulrich, Secretary, Campus Resources and Planning Committee 

SUBJECT: CRPC's Recommendation Regarding Decentralization Issue 

Below is the recommendation from the Morris Campus Resources and Planning 
Committee regarding the decentralization issue. 

The Morris Campus Resources and Planning Committee directs 
its representatives to the Senate Consultative Committee to 
protest the manner in which the decentralization issue is 
proceeding. 

Don Spring's suggestions to you, Joe, were as follows: 

1. That the Senate Consultative Committee notify the 
President that this issue is not being handled 
according to University procedure. 

2. That you inform the Tenure Committee that the terms 
and conditions are about to be changed without the 
proper consultation. 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
MORRIS 

March 14, 1986 

Meredith Poppele 
Senate Consultative Committee 
420 Vorlaug Hall 
1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, MN 55108 

Dear Ms. Poppele; 

Morris, Minnesota 56267 

Enclosed are excerpts of the minutes of the Morris Campus Resources 
and Planning Committee meetings at which the Peat Marwick study was 
discussed. Please keep in mind that these are draft minutes which, 
as of this date, have not yet been approved by the Committee. The 
two issues under discussion are 1) that UMM promotion and tenure 
decisions would no longer go through a central approval process; and 
2) that the campus would be required to establish a campus-level 
promotion and tenure committee. The Committee understands that this 
study has been discussed in administrative groups, and that specific 
recommendations are ready to be implemented. Members of the Committee 
are concerned that these Peat Marwick recommendations are about to be 
implemented without appropriate consultation. 

The decentralization study is being done under the Vice President for 
Finance, David Lilly. You may be able to obtain copies of the Peat 
Marwick recommendations from his office. 

Sincerely, 

?~it'~ 
Joseph J. Latterell 
Professor of Chemistry 

ju 

enc. 



EXCERPTS FROR DRAFTS OF THE ~INUTES 
OF THE FEBRUARY 12 AND FEBRUARY 19, 1986 REETIRGS OF THE 

~ORRIS CARPUS RESOURCES AND PLANNING CO~ITTEE 

Minutes of the Campus Resources and Planning Committee 

February 12, 1986 Meeting 

Members Present: H. Elifoglu, Chair; E. Blake; w. Campbell; 
H. Fahl; R. Kubik; J. Lacey; J. Latterell; L. Lor; 
R. McCannon; B. McGinnis; T. Payne; D. Spring; and 
P. Whelan. 

The meeting then turned to a discussion of the promotion and tenure 
recommendations in the Peat Marwick study. The Chair believed this 
was an important issue and that the Committee should prepare a 
statement regarding those recommendations. 

Blake noted that aside from the initial flurry of reactions she has 
not heard any more about the issue. She believed that individual 
comments would be helpful, but did not know if it was necessary for 
the Committee to act on the issue immediately. She indicated that 
other members who are involved on all-University committees may have 
some information. One member stated that he had asked the chair of 
the Consultative Committee about the Peat Marwick study and the 
Chair was unaware that the study was being done. Another member 
noted that the student chair was also unaware of it. Blake 
commented that the study was being done under the Vice President for 
Finance and not under Academic Affairs. Those in the Twin Cities 
may generally be less aware of the study than we are. A third 
member indicated that it had been mentioned in the all-University 
Planning Committee, but it was implied that the study had not been 
completed. 

One member believed that the Peat Marwick recommendations regarding 
decentralization of purchasing (in another part of the study) would 
involve major changes for his division, which orders much equipment 
on bids. To duplicate that large process at UMM without major 
expansion would seem impossible. 

Another member expressed concern over the fact that Imholte is 
expected to vote on accepting the promotion and tenure 
recommendations without having more opportunity to consult with the 
campus. "That is just not the way the University operates." Blake 
explained that Imholte's position on some of the recommendations 
differs from that of the rest of the Chancellors. It could be 
effective for this Committee to submit concerns or reservations in 
support of his position. 

One member, who also serves on the Senate Consultative Committee, 
asked what would be appropriate action for him to take in that 
committee. It was suggested that he do two things: 1) urge the 
Senate Consultative Committee to notify the President that this 
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issue is not being handled according to University governance 
procedures; and 2) inform the Tenure Committee that the terms and 
conditions of faculty employment may be about to be changed without 
the proper consultation. A member believed that at this time it 
would be most appropriate to object to the process. We have not had 
the opportunity to exchange ideas and opinions. 

One member made the following motion: 

The direct representatives to the Senate Consultative 
Committee and the Faculty Consultative Committee should be 
instructed to protest the proceedings on the 
decentralization issue. 

The motion was seconded and the representatives were so charged. 

Minutes of the Campus Resources and Planning Committee 

February 19, 1986 Meeting 

Members Present: H. Elifoglu, Chair; w. Campbell; H. Fahl; 
R. Kubik; J. Lacey; J. Latterell; L. Lor; 

Guests: 

T. Mahoney; B. McGinnis; T. Payne; D. Spring; and 
P. Whelan. 

J. Imholte; K. Pronk; and M. Rodriguez. 

A proposed statement was distributed by the two members who had 
volunteered to prepare a statement on the position of the Committee 
in regard to the process by which the Peat Marwick recommendations 
were being handled. One of the members explained that at last 
week's meeting the Committee had directed its member who also serves 
on the Senate Consultative Committee to express concern regarding 
the proceedings at that level, and had asked two volunteers to 
prepare a statement reflecting the Committee's attitude regarding 
the proceedings. The latter was meant to strengthen the 
Chancellor's hand, as the Committee believed he was under some 
pressure to act on the recommendations. 

The member who serves on the Senate Consultative Committee indicated 
that he had been trying not to raise issues, but rather comment on 
the process and have the Consultative Committee discuss the 
consultation process. 

Chancellor Imholte noted a new development in the situation. Once a 
month the Chancellors meet with the President. At the last meeting, 
Imholte asked Keller whether, if the Peat Marwick recommendations 
were accepted, all the coordinate campuses would have to conform to 
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them. Keller indicated they would not. 
negotiated agreements could be made for 
UMM, for example, negotiate to continue 
promotion and tenure? Keller indicated 

Imholte then asked if 
individual campuses. Could 
the current arrangement for 
that that would be possible. 

One member asked if the statement before the Committee was now 
inappropriate. Imholte believed it would still be appropriate for 
the Committee to submit a statement; people ask what the campus 
thinks of the recommendations. 

A member moved that the following statement be accepted by the 
Committee and submitted to the Chancellor. 

On both procedural grounds and matters of substance, the 
Caapas Planning and Resources Committee objects to the 
Peat ~arwick recommendations on decentralization of 
promotion and tenure for the coordinate campuses: there 
are so many unanswered questions that we cannot endorse 
the proposal, and urge the Chancellor to seek a 
postponement of the decision. 

The motion was seconded, and a vote was taken. The vote was 11 in 
favor, 0 opposed, and 0 abstentions. 
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100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

August 27, 1986 

Stuart B. Schwartz, Professor, Department of History 

Kenneth H. Keller, Presiden~ 

SUBJEcr: 

Ellen Berscheid, Professor, Department of Psychology, and Chair 
University Senate Consultative Connnit~~ 

- ~--:J_ 
Implementation Task Force on Undergraduate Educatio 

We are writing to invite you to serve on the Implementation Task Force on 
Undergraduate Education. This task force has been fanned in accordance with 
the June 5, 1986, resolution of the Twin Cities campus Assembly. It is 
charged with prioritizing the agreed-upon reconunendations contained in the 
several documents on improving undergraduate education, with developing an 
implementation plan to realize these, and with further actions to achieve 
the additional aims and suggestions espoused in each of these documents. To 
the extent that these dbcurnents contain conflicting recommendations, the 
task force is asked to address these inconsistent elements. 

The documents to be dealt with include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 

1. The report of the Task Force on the Student Experience (Wallace Report, 
1984) . 

2. The report of the connnittee on Quality Undergraduate Teaching and 
learning (Page Report, 1985) 

3. The report of the Special Committee on Unified and Increased . 
Preparation Requirements (Collins Report, 1986) 

4. The report of the Special Committee on Coordinating lower Division 
Education on the Twin Cities campus (Hanson Report, 1986) and 

5. The several connnibnent to Focus Coordinating Connnittee corrnnunications 
to Connnibnent to Focus study groups addressing undergraduate education. 

Additional recent reports which the task force may wish to co~ider are: 

1. 'Ihe report of the Orientation Program Review Connnittee (McFarland, 
1983) 

2. The report of the Special committee on Enriched Advising for 
Academically Fragile Students (Wales, 1986) 
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J. The Proposal to Create a University of Minnesota Program for Teaching 
Assistant Development, a report of the Task Force on TA Training ani 
Development (cafarelli, 1986). 

We want to emphasize that the basic charge to the task force is to 
prioritize and to develop plans for implementing the recailUl\ei'rlations in 
these recent planning docmnents. The charge is not to undertake a fresh 
study of the corrlitions and needs of undergraduate education. A great deal 
of thoughtful planning has been done and many ideas have been generated. 
Now we want to take the next step and pull this work together in a concrete 
agerrla for action. · 

The task force should periodically interact with and report to the 
Conunitment to Focus Coordinating Conunittee, the Assembly Steering Conunittee, 
and the Senate Conunittee on Educational Policy. We ask that the task force 
submit its report by December 12, 1986. 

John Wallace has agreed to chair the Implementation Task Force. Gretchen 
Kreuter will provide staff support. The first meeting of the task force 
will be held on '1\lesday, September 16, from 9:30 a.m. - 11:30 a.m., in room 
238 Morrill Hall. 

If we do not hear from you to the contrary, we will assume that you are 
willing to serve. 

KHK/EB/a1p 

c: Roger W. Benjamin, Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs 
W. Andrew Collins, Chair, Senate Conunittee on Educational Policy 
Richard J. Sauer, Vice President for Agriculture, Forestry, arrl Home 

Economics 
Neal A. Vanselow, Vice President for Health Sciences 
Frank B. Wilderson, Jr. , Vice Pr~ident for Student Affairs 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

TWIN CITIES CAMPUS ASSEMBLY MINUTES 

JUNE 5,1986 

The meeting of the Twin Cities Campus Assembly was convened in 25 Law Center on 
Thursday, June 5, 1986, at 3:15p.m. Coordinate campuses except Crookston were linked 
by phone. Checking or signing the roll as present were 97 voting members of the faculty, 21 
voting members of the student body, 1 member of the Council of Academic Officers, and 14 
nonmembers. 

Vice Chair David Hamilton presided. 

I. MINUTES OF APRIL 17 MEETING 
Action (2 minutes) 

II. COMMITTEES OF THE ASSEMBLY, 1986-87 
Action (3 minutes) 

Approved 

These nominations are in addition to those approved at the May 15 meeting. 

CONVOCATIONS & THE ARTS Students: Lee Abbe, Julie Harrold, Matthew Wiley. 

HONORS PROGRAMS Students: Judy Grew, Randal Svea, Debra Williams. 
STUDENT AFFAIRS Students: Tim Brown, Elizabeth Greeman, Daniel Haley, Christopher 
Klein, Lesli Kravetz, Michael Martens, William Massey, Michael Ouyang, Thomas Patton, 
Jodie Parizek, Kristi Skjei, Sophie Ziegeweid. 

STUDENT BEHAVIOR Students: Lori Anton, Kate Graber, Kevin Hanson, Christopher 
Kein, Lesli Kravetz, Marshal Peterson, Michael Hazard Turnure, Allison Vanstone, Chuck 
Webber, Peter Zeller. 

UNIVERSITY-ROTC RELATIONSHIPS Students: Jim Akeuc, Stephen Cook, 1 to be 
named. 

Postponed 

INFORMATION: 

STEERING Students: Patrick Durbin, Brenda Ellingboe, Roy St. Laurent, Andrew Seitel, 
Bruce Vandal. 

MOTION: 

Ill. EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 

LOWER DIVISION EDUCATION COORDINATION 
Action (30 minutes) 

Postponed 

That the Assembly adopt the following resolution regarding the coordination of lower 
division education on the Twin Cities campus: 

In order to improve the quality of undergraduate education-especially lower-division edu
cation-on the Twin Cities campus, the following steps should be taken: 
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1. There should be established on the Twin Cities campus an Undergraduate Center, re
sponsible to the Office-of the Vice President for Academic Affairs, for the purposes of: 
a) providing a single office to serve as a point of first contact with the University for under
graduates and prospective undergraduates; b) serving as a visitor center in a highly visible 
and accessible location on the Minneapolis campus; c) helping people new to the Twin Cit
ies campus-students and visitors alike-find their way to appropriate services and offices; 
d) providing advising referral and certain important advising services that are not currently 
provided; and e) simplifying the processes of approaching, entering, and moving through 
the University. 

2. The Undergraduate Center and Student Support Services should be linked under Aca
demic Affairs in such a way as to facilitate and encourage cooperative work in recruiting, 
prospective-student relations, admissions and records, financial aid, and other important 
student services. The Center should also be linked under Academic Affairs with the Office of 
Minority and Special Student Affairs in such a way as to facilitate and encourage coopera
tive work and to ensure that the needs of students are adequately met. The possibility of a 
similar linkage of the Center and the Office for Students with Disabilities should be studied 
and seriously considered. 

3. The faculty should seek to provide in all undergraduate classes, but especially in large 
classes, structured experiences that promote active learning and work to lessen the 
anonymity that students too often encounter. Such experiences are especially important 
during the freshman year when students new to the University feel most isolated. (Adminis
trative actions of the kind listed in Recommendation 2a of the Special Committee's report 
should be taken to support and encourage faculty in these activities.) 

4. Faculty and administrators should seriously consider establishing on the Twin Cities 
campus a research center on undergraduate education that would deal with all aspects of 
the educational process, including curriculum, teaching,learning, advising, and special pro
grams. Such a center would draw on the expertise of the University's faculty, including spe
cialists from the General College, the College of Education, and other colleges, to seek 
ways of improving the undergraduate experience. 

5. Major administrative responsibility for protecting and enhancing the quality of under
graduate education should be focused on a senior officer in the Office of the Vice President 
for Academic Affairs. That officer should be given sufficient authority to carry out his or her 
charge. In particular, the officer should: a) be responsible for the Undergraduate Center and 
for its linkage with Student Support Services and the Office of Minority and Special Student 
Affairs; b) coordinate and support, in concert with their respective deans, the lower-division 
academic-support services offices in the several colleges in such a way as to encourage a 
higher quality of services, easier student access to services, greater efficiency, and protec
tion of those offices' budgets in times of retrenchment; c) be responsible for carrying out the 
recommendations for improving undergraduate education contained in the report of the 
Committee on Quality Undergraduate Teaching and Learning (Page Report) and the report 
of the Task Force on the Student Experience (Wallace report); d) take steps to ensure that 
the All-University Liberal Education requirements are met by students in every college; 
e) take steps to ensure that barriers between colleges-both those that inhibit transferring 
from one college to another and those that inhibit students in one college from taking 
courses in another-are kept at a minimum; and f) initiate and support ongoing review of 
teaching and advising, curriculum overlap, and student involvement. The responsible ad
ministrative officer should report annually to the Assembly, through its Committee on Edu
cational Policy, on the progress of activities in these areas and evaluations of their 
effectiveness. 

The Special Committee's final report contains not only the recommendations listed 
above, but a number of others concerning curriculum, quality of teaching and learning, aca
demic student services, creation of intellectual communities, and the role of the General 
College. In implementing this resolution the University should seriously consider all the rec
ommendations in the Special Committee's final report. Nothing in that report, however, is to 
be construed as recommending that research on, experimentation with, or development of 
any techniques or organizational strategies for improving undergraduate education should 
be prohibited or discouraged. 
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The Special Committee on Coordinating Lower Division Education on the Twin Cities 
Campus believes that the University of Minnesota, being a large, urban, land-grant, re
search institution, needs to reaffirm in actions its commitment to quality lower-division edu
cation and, more generally, to quality undergraduate education on its Twin Cities campus. 
The members of the Special Committee believe that the size and complexity of the Twin 
Cities campus can be used to advantage in providing a rich variety of quality educational 
opportunities for undergraduates. They further recognize the value of an educational envi
ronment that emphasizes the importance of communciation, computer, and study skills, 
fosters student engagement with a wide variety of subject matters, encourages student in
volvement in the academic life of the institution, honors the importance of student achieve
ment through the educational process, and respects the diverse needs of students. ACEP 
unanimously endorsed the recommendations in the report. 

MOTION: 

W. ANDREW COLLINS 
Acting Chair 

Approved 

That the Twin Cities Campus Assembly adopt the following resolution: 

To address the improvement of the quality of undergraduate education-especially 
lower-division education-on the Twin Cities campus, we recommend the creation by the 
administration and the Assembly Steering Committee of a committee including administra
tive personnel, faculty, and students. This group would be charged with prioritizing the 
agreed-upon recommendations contained in the several documents on improving under
graduate education and with developing an implementation plan to realize these; it would be 
charged with further action to achieve the additional aims and suggestions espoused in 
each of these documents. To the extent that these documents contain conflicting recom
mendations, the proposed group would also be asked to address inconsistent elements. 
These documents include but are not limited to: 

1) The Task Force on the Student Experience (Wallace Report, 1984); 

2) The Committee on the Quality of Undergraduate Teaching and Learning (Page Report, 
1985); 

3) The Special Committee on Unified and Increased Preparation Requirements (Collins 
Report, 1986); 

4) The Special Committee on Coordinating Lower Division Education on the Twin Cities 
Campus (Hanson Report, 1986); and 

5) The several C,F Coordinating Committee communications to C,F study groups address
ing undergraduate education. 

This group should periodically interact with and report to the Commitment to Focus Co
ordinating Committee, the Assembly Steering Committee, and the Assembly Committee on 
Educational Policy. 

COMMENT: 
The above motion provides for a follow-up process to continue efforts on improving the 

quality of undergraduate education and to develop a plan for implementing recommenda
tions. 
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DEON STUTHMAN, Chr. 
Steering Committee 

Approved 
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TWIN CITIES CAMPUS ASSEMBLY - Agenda, June 5, 1986 

ITEM IV. EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 

The Educational Policy Committee wishes to amend its motion concerning 
the final report of the Special Committee on Coordinating Lower Division 
Education on the Twin Cities Campus by replacing the last paragraph of 
the motion (i.e., the paragraph following section 5 and preceding the 
Comment) with the following: 

The Special Committee's final report contains not only the recommenda
tions listed above, but a number of others concerning curriculum, 
quality of teaching and learning, academic student services, creation 
of intellectual communities, and the role of the General College. 
In implementing this resolution the University should seriously con
sider all the recommendations in the Special Committee's final report. 
Nothi~ in that report, however, is to be construed as recommending 
that research on, experimentation with, or development of any tech
niques or organizational strategies for improving undergraduate educa
tion should be prohibited or discouraged. 
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MOTION: 

That the Twin Cities Assembly adopt the following resolution: 

In order to improve the quality of undergraduate education--especially 
lower-division education--on the Twin Cities campus, the following steps 
should be taken: 

1. There should be established on the Twin Cities campus an 
Undergraduate Center, responsible to the Office of the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs, for the purposes of: a) 
providing a single office to serve as a point of first 
contact with the University for undergraduates and 
prospective undergraduates; b) serving as a visitor center in 
a highly visible and accessible location on the Minneapolis 
campus; c) helping people new to the Twin Cities campus-
students and visitors alike--find their way to appropriate 
services and offices; d) providing advising referral and 
certain important advising services that are not currently 
provided; and e) simplifying the processes of approaching, 
entering, and moving through the University. 

2. The Undergraduate Center and Student Support Services should 
be linked under Academic Affairs in such a way as to 
facilitate and encourage cooperative work in recruiting, 
prospective-student relations, admissions and records, 
financial aid, and other important student services. The 
Center should also be linked under Academic Affairs with the 
Office of Minority and Special Student Affairs in such a way 
as to facilitate and encourage cooperative work and to ensure 
that the needs of students are adequately met. The possibility 
of a similar linkage of the Center and the Office for Students 
with Disabilities should be studied and seriously considered. 

3. The faculty should seek to provide in all undergraduate classes, 
but especially in large classes, structured experiences that 
promote active learning and work to lessen the anonymity that 
students to.o often encounter. Such experiences are especially 
important during the freshman year when students new to the 
University feel most isolated. (Administrative actions of the · 
kind listed in Recommendation 2a of the Special Committee's 
report should be taken to support and encourage faculty in these 
activities.) 

4. Faculty and administrators should seriously consider 
establishing on the Twin Cities campus a research center on 
undergraduate education that would deal with all aspects of 
the educational process, including curriculum, teaching, 
learning, advising, and special programs. Such a center 
would draw on the expertise of the University's faculty, 
including specialists from the General College, the College 
of Education, and other colleges, to seek ways of improving the 
undergraduate experience. 

5. Major administrative responsibility for protecting and enhancing 



the quality of undergraduate education should be focused on a 
senior officer in the Office of the Vice President for Academic 
Affairs. That officer should be given sufficient authority to 
carry out his or her charge. In particular, the officer should: 
a) be responsible for the Undergraduate Center and for its 
linkage with Student Support Services and the Office of Minority 
and Special Student Affairs; b) coordinate and support, in 
concert with their respective deans, the lower-division academic
support services offices in the several colleges in such a way as 
to encourage a higher quality of services, easier student access 
to services, greater efficiency, and protection of those offices' 
budgets in times of retrenchment; c) be responsible for carrying 
out the recommendations for improving undergraduate education 
contained in the report of the Committee on Quality Undergraduate 
Teaching and Learning (Page Report) and the report of the Task 
Force on the Student Experience (Wallace report); d) take steps 
to ensure that the All-University Liberal Education requirements 
are met by students in every college; e) take steps to ensure 
that barriers between colleges--both those that inhibit 
transferring from one college.to another and those that inhibit 
students in one college from taking courses in another--are kept 
at a minimum; and f) initiate and support ongoing review of 
teaching and advising, curriculum overlap, and student 
involvement. The responsible administrative officer should 
report annually to the Assembly, through its Committee on 
Educational Policy, on the progress of activities in these areas 
and evaluations of their effectiveness. 

The Special Committee's final report contains not only the recommendations 
listed above, but a number of others concerning curriculum, quality of 
teaching and learning, academic student services, creation of intellectual 
communities, and the role of the General College. In implementing this 
resolution the University should be guided by all the recommendations in the 
Special Committee's final report. 

COMMENT: 

The Special Committee on Coordinating Lower Division Education on the Twin 
Cities Campus believes that the University of Minnesota, being a large, urban, 
land-grant, research institution, needs to reaffirm in actions its commitment to 
quality lower-division education and, more generally, to quality undergraduate 
education on its Twin Cities campus. The members of the Special Committee 
believe that the size and complexity of the Twin Cities campus can be used to 
advantage in providing a rich variety of quality educational opportunities for 
undergraduates. They further recognize the value of an educational environment that 
emphasizes the importance of communication, computer, and study skills, fosters 
student engagement with a wide variety of subject matters, encourages student 
involvement in the academic life of the institution, honors the importance of 
student achievement through the educational process, and respects the diverse 
needs of students. SCEP unanimously endorsed the recommendations in the report. 

Committee on Educational Policy 
W. Andrew Collins, Acting Chair 
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DRAFT OF JUNE 2, 

PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTARY MOTION FROM ASSEMBLY STEERING COMMITTEE 

Re: Lower Division Education 

MOTION: That the Twin Cities Campus Assembly adopt the following resolution: 

To address the improvement of the quality of undergraduate education 

especially lower-division education -- on the Twin Cities Campus, we 

recommend the creation by the administration and the Assembly Steering 

Committee of a committee including administrative personnel, faculty, and 

students. This group would be charged with prioritizing the agreed-upon 
<1- ~/,' ' ' ,, 

recommendations contained in the several reports on improving undergraduate 

education and with developing an implementation plan to realize these; it 

would be charged with further action to achieve the additional aims and 

suggestions espoused in each of these reports. To the extent that these~ 
<I 

reports contain conflicting recommendations, the proposed group would 
-{,. ,., '" r-

also be asked to address inconsistent elements. The reports are those of: 

1) The Task Force on the Student Experience (Wallace Report, 1984); 

2) The Committee on the Quality of Undergraduate Teaching and Learning 

(Page Report, 1985); 

3) The Special Committee on Unified and Increased Preparation 

Requirements (Collins Report, 1986); 

4) The Special Committee on Coordinating Lower Division Education 

on the Twin Cities Campus (Hanson Report, 1986); and 

S) The several CtF Coordinating Committee communications to CtF 

study groups addressing undergraduate education. 

This group should periodically interact with and report to the Commitment 

to Focus Coordinating Committee, the Assembly Steering Committee, and the 

Assembly Committee on Educational Policy. 

CO~WENT: The above motion provides for a follow-up process to continue 

efforts on improving the quality of undergraduate education and to develop 

a plan for implementing recommendations. 

Deon D. Stuthman, Chair, 

Assembly Steering Committee 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

All University Senate 
Consultative Committee 

420 Borlaug Hall (c/o Agronomy) 
1921 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telenhone (612)625-7719 

June 2, 1986 

To: Assembly Steering Committee 

From: Deon Stuthman 

Re: Resolution on Lower Division report 

Shuttle diplomacy among multiple negotiators has produced a modified 
settlement. Three texts are attached. 

(1) The Assembly Committee on Educational Policy will submit 
to the Assembly a new paragraph to replace the final paragraph 
of its motion (see your copy of the docket from the May 29 
Daily or your materials from our May 15 meeting); 

(2) Andy Collins wrote a new Comment to follow that ACEP motion; 

(3) A handful of us on the Steering Committee have reworked our 
motion and added a brief Comment. 

Please take a look at these attached materials; copies of them will 
be distributed at the door tQ the Assembly meeting. 

Ellen Berscheid, Irwin Rubenstein and I recommend that, in light of 
the amended final paragraph of the ACEP motion, the Steering Committee 
submit its motion as a supplement to, instead of a substitute for, the 
motion from ACEP. 

Encl.: (3) 
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6/2/86 

Amended final paragraph of ACEP motion on Lower Division Report, submitted 
for June 5 Assembly action: 

The Special Committee's final report contains not only the recommendations 

listed above, but a number of others concerning curriculum, quality of 

teaching and learning, academic student services, creation of intellectual 

communities, and the role of the General College. In implementing this 

resolution the University should seriously consider all the recommendations 

in the Special Committee's final report. Nothing in that report, however, 

is to be construed as recommending that research on, experimentation with, 

or development of any techniques or organizational strategies for improving 

undergraduate education should be prohibited or discouraged. 

(2) Andy Collins' draft new Comment to the motion referred to above: ~~ 

The Special Comn1ittee on Coordinating Lower Division Education on the 

Twin Cities Campus believes that the University of Minnesota, being a large, 

urban, land-grant, research institution, needs to reaffirm in actions its 

commitment to quality lower-division education and, more generallyA to quality 

undergraduate education on its Twin Cities campus. The members of the 

Special Committee believe that the size and complexity of the Twin Cities 

campus can be used to advantage in providing a rich variety of quality 

educational opportunities for undergraduates. They further recognize the 

value of an educational environment that emphasizes the importance of 

communication, computer, and study skills, fosters student engagement with a 

wide variety of subject matters, encourages student involvement in the 

academic life of the institution, honors the importance of student achievement 

through the educational process, and respects the diverse needs of students. 

The Assembly Committee on Educational Policy believes the Special 

Committee's report addresses matters that are essential to improving the 

quality of undergraduate education -- especially lower-division education 

on the Twin Cities campus. In particular it recommends fundamental changes 

in: the structure and organization of services for providing information 

and academic support relevant to undergraduate education and student life, 

including needs of minority students, special students, and students with 

disabilities; the nature and quality of instruction and the lessening of 
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Changes from ACEP, page 2 

anonymity that students often feel; and institutional research on the 

educational process, including curriculum, teaching, learning, advising, 

and special programs. 

The report also provides a valuable service in reiterating the 

recommendations contained in the report of the Committee on the Quality 

of Undergraduate Teaching and Learning (Page Report~ and the report of 

the Task Force on the Student Experience (Wallace Report). In conjunction 

with these and the results of other recent committee deliberations on 

issues related to undergraduate education, the report of the Special 

Committee provides a strong foundation for expeditious action to enhance 

the quality of undergraduate teaching and learning at the University of 

Minnesota. ACEP commends the members of the Special Committee and, 

especially, its chair for their broad consideration of issues related 

to lower-division education and urges strongly that the Assembly and 

the administration move quickly toward achieving the aim of improved 

undergraduate education. 

Assembly Committee on Educational Policy 



' IMPLEMENTATION INVENTORY 

Role of Senate 

Recommendation I A) Business & Rules/Senate Consultative Cmte. 
B) Senate Consultative Committee 

Recommendation II A) Senate Consultative Committee 
B) Budget Subcommittee 
C) Senate Consultative Cmte/Business & Rules 

Communication 

Recommendation I A) Committee on Committees 
B) Senate Consultative Committee 
C) Senate Consultative Committee 
D) Clerk of the Senate/Budget Subcommittee 

Recommendation II Senate Consultative Committee 

Recommendation III Senate Consultative Committee 

Recommendation IV A) Committee on Committees 
B) Senate Consultative Cmte./Clerk of the Senate 
C) Committee Chairs/Clerk of the Senate 

Recommendation V A) Business & Rules/Senate Consultative Cmte. 

Recommendation VI A) Budget Subcommittee 
B) Senate Consultative Committee 

Orientation 

Recommendation I Senate Consultative Committee 

Recommendation II Senate Consultative Committee 

Recommendation III Committee Chairs/Senate Consultative Committee 

Recommendation IV Committee Chairs/Senate Consultative Committee 

Recommendation VI Senate Consultative Committee 



Page 2 
Implementation Inventory 

' Accountability 

Recommendation I President/Senate Planning Committee 

Recommendation II Senate Planning Committee 

Recommendation III Senate Consultative Committee/President 

Recommendation IV Committee Chairs 

Recommendation V Committee on Committees 

Recommendation VI Committee Chairs 

Recommendation VII Senate Consultative Committee 

Structure 

Recommendation I Senate Consultative Committee 

Recommendation II Committee on Committees 

Recommendation III Committee on Committees 

Recommendation IV Senate Consultative Committee 

Recommendation V Committee on Committees 

LH/cm 



l5TI UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Minnesota student Association 
TWIN CITIES 240 Coffman Memorial Union 

300 Washington Avenue S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2414 

Linda L. Hanson 
Special Senate Committee on Governance 
240 Coffman Memorial Union 

July 2, 1986 

Ellen Berscheid 
Senate Consultative Committee 
N 309 Elliott Hall 
East Bank 

Dear Professor Berscheid, 

JUL 8 1986 

Congratulations on being selected SCC chair. As part of your year's 
challenge, the SSCG hopes you will guide SCC to begin implementing 
the recommendations for improving governance found in SSCG 1s report. 

SSCG believes the external review is an issue separate from one's 
view of SSCG 1 s recommendations. Some will say SSCG didn't go far 
enough. But in the spirit of incremental change we suggest Consul
tative move SSCG 1s recommendations forward. 

An aid to implementation is enclosed. As Professor Stuthman requested 
it assigns each recommendation to the appropriate individuals. 

Sincerely, 

Linda L. Hanson, Chair 
Special Senate Committee on Governance 

co: sec 
SSCG 
Committee on Committees 


