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SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEBTING 
AND 

DISCUSSION NITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

May 15, 1986 
Regents Room, Morrill Hall 

11:35 - 3:00 

AGENDA 

1. Minutes of May 1 (to be sent separately). 

2. Reports: 

A. SSCC Chair; 
B. sec Chair; 
C. Finance Chair. 

3. Report of the Special Committee on Governance 
(text to be mailed separately). 

4. Grading policy motion on the Twin Cities Campus 
Assembly docket for May 15. (NOTE: Still to come is an 
amendment proposed by the committee which initiated 
the grading policy change motion. Please also bring 
your Senate docket or the SCEP-SASS grading change 
motion distributed at the May 1 meeting.) 

5. Strategic Defense Initiative motions on the 
University Senate docket for May 15. (See motion 
and proposed amendment as published in the May 8 
Minnesota Daily.) 

6. Coordinating Twin Cities Lower Division Education: 
Report. of the Special CtF CoTPmi ttee. (NOTE: Enclosed 
to members are the Resolution and Report from the 
special committee, and a memorandum of dissent.) 

7. Child Care Report: continuing discussion. Guest: 
Professor Margery Durham. (NOTE: a proposal for a 
motion to be submitted to the June 5 meeting of the 
Twin Cities Campus Assembly will be sent later.) 

cont. 



' 2:00 

2:45 

3:00 

' 
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8. DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER AND OTHER GUESTS: 

Physical Plant Operations. Additional guests: 
David Lilly, Vice President for Finance and Operations, 
Tony Aydinalp, Director of Physical Plant Operations, 
and Professor Harry Hogenkamp, Chair of the Senate 
Com."TTi ttee on Physical Plant and Space Allocation. 

9. Ratification of nominations and appointments to 
Senate and Assembly committees. (Note: list of faculty 
and student names enclosed to sec members.) 

10. Recognizing deceased students within University Senate 
meetings. (Note: see proposed bylaws amendment 
enclosed to sec members.) 

11. Distribution of draft of SCC's annual report. 

12. Adjourn. 



l5i1 UNIVERSilY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 

420 Borlaug Hall (c/o Agronomy) 
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MINUTES 
SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 

AND 
DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

May 15, 1986 
Regents Room, Morrill Hall 

12:05 - 3:05 

Members present: John Aal, Ellen Berscheid, Patrick Durbin, Patricia Gearrick, 
Richard Goldstein, Linda Hanson, Ron Kubik, Cleon Melsa, Jack Merwin, 
Paul Murphy, Tim Pratt, Wanda Reinke, Irwin Rubenstein, Roy St. Laurent, 
Frank Sorauf, Deon Stuthman (Chair). 

Members-elect present: Mark Brenner, Charles Campbell, Shirley Clark. 

Guests: Tony Aydinalp, Margery Durham, John Dickey, Harry Hogenkamp, 
President Kenneth H. Keller, Susan Klemond, Vice President David M. Lilly, 
Mary Jane Plunkett, Marsha Riebe, Maureen Smith, William Thomas. 

1. Minutes of the May 1 meeting. On May 19 the minutes will be considered 
approved with any corrections that have then been reported. 

2. Agenda change. Discussion of the Governance Committee report was 
postponed until the June 5 meeting because members had only received their 
copies on this date. 

3. Reports. 

A. SSCC. Mr. St. Laurent. 

(1) SSCC has nominated Tim Pratt to chair the Student Senate. 

(2) For the interviews with the candidates for Academic Affairs 
Vice President and Provost, four student governance officers will join the 
SSCC: the president of UMD's Student Association, the Twin Cities student body 
president, the chair of the student representatives to the Board of Regents, 
and the Council of Graduate Students (COGS) chair. 

B. Consultative Committee. Professor Stuthman. 

(1) Additional committee chairpersons to propose to the Senate are 
David Lenander for Business and Rules and Carl Adams for Planning. 

(2) The report of the Athletics Task Force was delivered on this 
date to the president. 
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(3) SCC Annual Report. Copies of the draft were to be mailed to 
SCC members within a few days; members were asked to look at that draft 
immediately and call suggestions to Mrs. Poppele so the report could be 
submitted for the June 5 docket. 

C. Finance Committee. Professor Merwin. 

Since the joint SFC-SCC meeting on May 7 the Finance Committee has initiated 
frequent meetings with the Vice President for Academic Affairs, which will 
continue until July 10 when the biennial request is presented to the Regents 
for their information. 

4. Grading policy change motion to the Assembly. (Assembly Steering Committee 
business.) 

The chair asked the Steering Committee's position on the proposal from 
the Student Academic Support Services Committee (SASS) and the Educational 
Policy Committee to change the grading system from A-N to A-F. Professor 
Stuthman mentioned that SASS and ACEP apparently intend to look next year 
at related aspects of the grading policy. Mr. St. Laurent reported that the 
SSCC had voted unanimously to endorse the motion. 

DISCUSSION. Professor Sorauf observed that the change lengthens the 
grade distribution by distinguishing better between C's and D's and the F. 
The University's transcript, he said, had been criticized and the University 
itself criticized for not confronting failing work as other schools did. 
The A-N system probably hurt both the good students and the B-C level students. 

Professor Merwin, however, held that in principle the University should 
not be in the business of failing people but rather of measuring achievement 
and accomplishment. Professor Sorauf replied that tF' means the work an 
individual did does not meet the minimal acceptable level. 

Professor Melsa inquired whether there would be any change in the with
drawal policy; some discussion ensued but participants were uncertain of the 
answer. Professor Sorauf noted that Twin Cities colleges establish their own 
rules regarding progress towards degree and the accumulation of incompletes 
and withdrawals. 

Copies were distributed of an SASS amendment concerning converting an I 
to an F instead of to an N, in keeping with the intent of the basic motion. 
Professor Melsa inquired whether the phrase, "have successfully completed a 
course," includes having received a D. Several members suggested that that 
part of the original language should be reconsidered. 

CONSENSUS. The Committee gave its support without dissent for the 
grading policy change motion. 

5. Strategic Defense Initiative. 

(There was a motion before the May 15 Senate meeting from the Senate 
Committee on Social Concerns to resolve "that the University will not accept 
research projects or grants where the funds are identified as originating 
with the Strategic Defense Initiative.") 
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The chair introduced Professor John Dickey, chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Social Concerns (SCSC). 

Professor Dickey told SCC that his committee had devoted most of two 
meetings to this issue. sese opposed the mriginal motion (introduced to 
the Senate in February by a student senator) because it would have had the 
Senate urge "the University of Minnesota to refrain from participating in 
research specifically for SDI." Social Concerns regarded the urge to refrain 
from participating as an infringement on academic freedom; funding is a 
different matter from academic freedom, said Professor Dickey. He gave 
the supporting arguments which are contained in the SCSC Comment in the Senate 
docket. He distinguished between political decisions, which he said the SCSC 
decided it could not make, and social and moral issues, on which the committee 
believed it should comment. 

Professor Berscheid inquired whether there was any precedent for prohibiting 
research at this University on certain projects or under certain funding. 
Professor Dickey acknowledged that this University would be among the first 
to initiate this prohibition if it did so, but said he thought the reviews 
of the Animal Care and Human Subjects in Research Committees illustrated 
similar kinds of control. Professor Berscheid saw the charge to those 
committees as of a different order, concerning the protection of the subjects 
of research but not the research topic. 

Professor Sorauf said that if the moral issue is that SDI research would 
lead to an unwise or immoral defense policy, a similar rationale could be 
used to halt almost any research conducted at the University. Professor 
Dickey described the problem with SDI as the increase in kind of the militari
zation of the planet. He called it a tremendously sign1f1cant step to 
introduce weapons of mass destruction into space. 

He acknowledged Professor Sorauf's definition of the issue as a matter 
of public policy but said it is also more than that and that we must have 
concerns for the results of the weapons which we develop. Professor Sorauf 
responded that in a democracy those questions must be settled in the public 
arena. 

Professor Murphy asked to what extent Professor Dickey foresaw that the 
research conducted would result in classificaiton of results and limitation 
of distribution. Professor Dickey said the concern is with the likelihood 
of post facto dlassification. Probably one cannot legally prevent the Department 
of Defense from classifying material; a researcher could at best return the 
funding. 

Mr. Pratt expressed his apprehension that at a later stage funding would 
no longer go to general and basic research but to applied SDI research with 
the result of a drying up of funds for basic research. Professor Berscheid 
thought this unlikely as researchers in almost every area now get DOD money. 

Mr. St. Laurent reported that the SSCC had voted 4 to 2 with one absen
tion in favor of the Social Concerns Committee's motion. 

Professor Dickey commented that there has been a major funding shift 
from civilian space agencies to the DOD. When the University takes a large 
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amount of funding from any one agency, links are formed; two or three years 
from now too many bridges will have been built for the University to take the 
step then of declining to participate. 

Professor Rubenstein said that he did not have to be convinced that SDI 
was a mistake politically. But he added that he did not think any of the 
University community should dictate what kinds of research any faculty can or 
can't do. Mr. St. Laurent spoke in agreement, saying it would be a mistake 
to prohibit the funding. 

Professor Sorauf said if faculty members become beholden to their source 
of funds, that is another question and the same can apply to corporate funding. 
As regards basic vs. applied research, there are signs all over that this 
country neglects basic research. Some of the research on SDI will be very 
basic with many uses and applications beyond SDI. 

Professor Campbell identified himself as a signatory to the Physics 
Department petition pledging not to do SDI research. To sign such a petition 
is to take a political position. Professor Campbell did not favor the SCSC 
motion. He contended that the stand of individual signers is diluted if the 
institution takes a position. 

SCC POSITION. The committee indicated that it wished to state its 
position to the Senate. On a show of hands, with only current members voting, 
4 sec members favored the sese resolution and 10 opposed it. 

6. Commitment to Focus: Coordinating Twin Cities Lower Division Education. 
(Assembly Steering Committee business.) 

(Copies of the Report from the Special Committee and the accompanying 
Resolution to the Assembly had been sent earlier to the SCC.) Copies of a 
slightly modified resolution, which on May 9 had been approved unanimously 
by the Educational Policy Committee, were distributed to SCC. The report 
from the Lower Division Committee is being handled in governance in a way 
parallel to the report from the Committee on Preparation Requirements -- that 
is, with a resolution to the Senate/Assembly from the Educational Policy Committee. 
The Steering Committee addressed the question of what kind of recommendation 
it would make to the Assembly. 

Professor Sorauf inquired what the CtF Coordinating 
done regarding the Lower Division report and resolution. 
said the Coordinating Committee would meet on it May 16; 
disappointing. 

Committee would like 
Professor Berscheid 

she found it still 

Professor Campbell commented that it seems a college would be set up, 
but where authority would lie is not clear. He agreed the University needs 
new funding for this area but he anticipated opening a possibly serious 
conflict with the collegiate system. 

Steering Committee members voiced their apprehension that adoption of 
the present resolution would cut off further exploration of additional options 
because the Special Committee had dismissed them. Mr. St. Laurent said the 
students were disappointed that no more heed had been taken of the responses 
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which students and others had submitted to the interim report. Ms. Hanson 
said her own biggest concern was that the recommendations remain vague and 
responsibilities are not at all specifically assigned. 

Professor Murphy moved that the resolution not be an Assembly agenda 
item until fall 1986, at the earliest. In the brief discussion which followed, 
members voiced a disinclination to freeze action for several months, and 
Professor Murphy withdrew his motion. 

It being the wish of the Steering Coro~ittee to encourage action on the 
report's positive elements, including overlap with the Wallace and Page Report 
recommendations, the chair announced that he would arrange for a small number 
of Steering Committee and Coordinating Committee people to work toward a 
solution regarding handling the Lower Division resolution. 

DISCUSSION WTIH PRESIDENT KELLER 

7. The Child Care proposal and motion. (Assembly Steering Committee business.) 

Guest: Professor Margery Durham, Child Care Committee chair. 

A draft of a motion to the Assembly had been sent to the full SCC member
ship in advance. It called for the Assembly to recommend 

- that central administration assign an employee to assume the 
Coordinator responsibilities outlined in the Child Care Report; 

- that the Campus Assembly establish a standing committee on 
child care (later modified: see below); 

- that the Faculty Affairs Committee revisit the concept of a 
cafeteria of fringe benefits for faculty, especially regarding 
child care and reduced tuition for dependents; 

- that the Finance Committee strongly consider recommending child 
care support items for inclusion in the biennial request. 

President Keller told the committee that he agreed with three of the 
recommendations but questioned whether there was a need to establish an ad hoc 
standing committee on child care. After a brief discussion, Professor Durham 
said she thought that regular and visible reporting to the Senate Committee on 
Social Concerns would probably be acceptable to her committee. 

Professor Stuthman gave assurances that the Steering Committee is interested 
in keeping the child care issue visible. He inquired whether the draft motion 
is adequate for the present. President Keller, noting that one suggestion in 
the Child Care Report is that the need for care for dependent children become 
one criterion for financial aid, said the Steering Committee might consider 
introduc1ng that concept 1nto the motion. A provision could be added to 
investigate such a shift of support dollars; central administration would 
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assign such an investigation to the Office of Financial Aid. The Steering 
Committee agreed to add this to its motion. 

After further discussion as to which existing committee should be iden
tified for the Coordinator to report to, there emerged a consensus that the 
Steering Committee should serve that role for at least a couple of years. 
Professor Durham voiced her own satisfaction with that assi~1ment. She asked 
that Steering Committee members keep in mind the civil service aspect of child 
care service and the research aspect. 

There was a consensus that the Assembly Steering Committee be identified 
in the Assembly mot1on as the comm1ttee to which the Coordinator would 
report at least annually. 

Mr. Kubik asked whether the child care staff would be augmented if a 
current staff member became the coordinator, and President Keller and Professor 
Stuthman said that would happen. The president said that in fact the child 
care staff presently does about three-fourths of what the Child Care Committee 
recommended a Coordinator do. Getting more refined data will be one of the 
Coordinator's new tasks. 

Professor Stuthman acknowledged the excellent efforts of Professor Durham 
and her committee, and the full Consultative Committee joined in an appreciative 

r o un d of app 1 a use . 

8. Physical Plant aperations and the University's Physical Environment. 

The guests who joined the meeting for this item were Mr. Tony Aydinalp, 
Director of Physical Plant Operations; Professor Harry Hogenkamp, chairman of 
the Senate Committee on Physical Plant and Space Allocation (PPSAC); Vice 
President for Finance and Operations David Lilly; and Associate Vice President 
for Finance William Thomas. 

The chair recognized Professor Sorauf who told the group that since Brief 
had quoted him on the subject of physical plant operations he had received 
more faculty comment than on anything else with which he had become involved. 
The University's physical environment is a subject many people feel deeply 
about. He drew his examples from the West Bank. There is dissatisfaction 
over: 

Maintenance inadequacies including 
- cleanness of floors 

- equipping of classrooms and faculty offices (including the absence 
of chalk, and the quality of projectors and screens): these facil
ities fall far short of those at other public institutions; 

- elevators 

other amenities and services such as hot or even warm water; 

Aesthetics: we have created some ugly, desolate, and uninviting spaces 
such as the paved square surrounded by Blegen Hall, the Humphrey 
Institute, and Wilson Library. 

The poor physical environment, he said, cripples classroom atmosphere and 
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demoralizes students and faculty. There's been a failure to stand for first
class environment, yet environment and education are related. If we fail to 
create a better physical environment we'll fail to create faculty and student 
loyalty. 

Professor Stuthman invited Vice President Lilly to describe plans for 
addressing the problems. 

Vice President Lilly said that Professor Sorauf's remarks were well taken. 
The physical environment isvery important and we have to address it. Changes 
will include building a park atop the new underground parking behind Morrill 
Hall and alleviating the windy tunnel problems on the West Bank. He noted that 
President Kller had said he wanted responsibility for the Twin Cities Campus 
pointed up and that the Provost would have that responsibility. One problem, 
said Mr. Lilly, has been that no one has clearly had that responsibility. 

ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES. Mr. Lilly announced that Physical Plant Operations 
would be separated out from Physical Plant Planning and assigned to Associate 
Vice President Thomas, who will report to the Provost. President Keller said 
that the details of the shift have not been worked out and there is an outside 
consultant making recommendations. Mr. Lilly distributed copies of a revised 
organizational chart which, however, does not show the Provost. 

Mr. Lilly told the Committee that University spending in the operations 
area had not kept pace with inflation and that our productivity is below the 
national average in part because we haven't invested in equipment and training. 

Mr. Thomas was then asked to comment on the addition to his portfolio. 
He spoke of people as being the central and most important element in the 
formula. He is able to see the problems from the differing viewpoints of 
the supervisors and the employees. He referred to a negative cycle which set 
in. There was a tremendous retrenchment. In the face of that, one can get 
on with the job and try to increase productivity, or the supervisors can feel 
unappreciated and do less, and that attitude gets passed on down the line. 

Over the past few years, he continued, the campus has had a 20% cut in 
manpower and a 9% increase in space. We must try to convince the employees 
that they need better customer relations. But they,also need to know their 
contributions are important to the educational environment. He said he 
wanted to do a lot of attitudinal training and wanted to convince the employees 
they are important while making clear what is expected of them. It is possible 
that training would be done centrally but hiring be done by the college. 
Maintenance people might report to the dean who would tell them what needed 
doing better. Supervisors should be looking not for people sleeping on the 
job but rather to see if workers have done their jobs. 

Mr. Thomas said he would establish a customer service office where people 
can order their jobs. He said he believed the above changes would all be 
possible in the existing budget; the University can do a better job with what 
it has, but may not get to the level we would like. 

Professor Berscheid asked whether the administration had ever considered 
contracting out the service on new buildings as they come on line. Mr. Thomas 
said it has and that the administration is looking at that possibility for one 
coordinate campus. But, he added, doing so raises political problems. State 
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law requires an outside contractor preferentially to hire laid-off employees. 
He said his mind was not closed on the subject but that he recognized the 
problems. 

Professor Sorauf found the officers' reports encouraging. Yet many of 
his concerns remain unanswered, including the shortage of adequate equipment. 
He asked where the money can come from. He said he regarded this as a suffi-
ciently important area to deserve more funds. He said he thought faculty and 
administrators had been proceding under some false assumptions and needed to 
recognize the importance of supporting this area. 

President Keller referred to unfortunate decisions that get made late in 
a building planning process when, in the case of every new building, landscaping 
is traded away for more office space or 4aculty lounge space. To prohibit 
such changes would mean taking the final decisions away from the unit involved; 
however, the pragmatic short-term decision must not be allowed to prevail over 
long-term priorities. 

Professor Rubenstein shifted the discussion to the issue of efficiency 
of space use. Mr. Lilly said the administration now has a study, using the 
Minnesota Model, on the support units' and the largest academic units' use of 
space. The preliminary report showed the University 32,000 feet short of 
student space. President Keller said the University needs to create a system 
which interferes with our oligarchical approach. Departments sometimes hold 
onto 30% to 40% of classroom space for personal flexibility. Policies for 
efficiency tread on personal freedom. We need such policies but the change 
will have some consequences. 

Professor Hogenkamp told the meeting that the Physical Plant and Space 
Allocation Committee had studied janitorial services this year with Kurt Campbell, 
the custodial supervisor. From him, in a comparison with service in the private 
sector, PPSAC learned that IDS has 1 million square feet and employs 132 
janitors, while the University's Health Services have 2.5 million square feet 
and employ 113 janitors. Professor Hogenkamp said the unit's areas aren't 
nearly clean enough but we can't expect much realistically. PPSAC also found 
a real lack of student study spaces after hours; students sit on the floors 
to study. 

Mr. Aydinalp said that one of six custodians in the Health Sciences were 
laid off at the time of retrenchment, even as substantial square footage was 
added in that unit as well as elsewhere. Moreover, Health Sciences has a 
much higher need for cleaning. The assigned area per custodian ranges from 
17,500 square feet to 19,300 square feet in the unit. Because Health Sciences 
take proportionately more custodial time, other units have less: the assign
ment went from 23,000 square feet to 33,000 square feet. 

The only positive effect of retrenchment, he said, has been to help 
people realize the University needs to spend money on maintenance. There is 
a real number of personnel below which functioning well becomes impossible. 

Mr. St. Laurent said he had understood there was a requirement that student 
study space be included within any new building. President Keller said that 
reserve gets traded away. 
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Professor Sorauf said it appears there are administrative decisions which 
could be made that would make a difference. For example, delivery trucks and 
telephone trucks park where they should be prohibited (such as immediately 
outside Wilson Library's front doors). There should be attention to slackness 
and building supervisors should be available. 

Mr. Pratt noted that reasonable bike routes have to be considered along 
with landscaping. The West Bank now includes some serious bike route errors. 
Ms. Gearrick volunteered that students appreciate the flowering shrubs being 
set in around the Humphrey Institute. 

9. Committee nominations and appointments. 

The Committee accepted the new names reported for forwarding to the 
Senate and Assembly. 

10. Proposed Senate bylaws amendment to recognize deceased students. 

Mr. St. Laurent introduced this amendment, which parallels the practice 
of recognition of deceased faculty. He had spoken with Mr. James Preus, who 
had told him that Admissions and Records does not automatically receive the 
names of registered students who have died; however, Mr. St. Laurent spoke to 
the merit of the proposal to have reporting as the Clerk of the Senate has 
sufficient numbers to report, and at least annually. Units can be asked to 
forward names to the Senate office. He acknowledged that it was not the same 
kind of recognition as that for faculty members who have given many years of 
service, but he regarded it as still worthy of recognition for their having 
been current members of the University community. 

Professor Murphy noted that a similar case should perhaps now be made 
for deceased employees in the P/A and civil service categories. 

No objection was voiced to Professor Stuthman's question as to whether 
SCC could forward the motion for the June 5 Senate docket. 

11. Resolution of Senate motion on Indirect Cost Recovery Fund distribution 
policy. 

The chair reported that a friendly amendment was being offered to require 
consultation with the Research Comm1ttee as well as the Finance Committee' in 
the event budgetary circumstances persuaded central administration to hold 
more than one-third of available ICR's. The Consultative Committee accepted 
this amendment. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith Poppele, Executive Assistant 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 

420 Borlaug Hall (c/o Agronomy) 
1991 Buford Circle 

President Kenneth H. Keller 
202 Morrill Hall 

Dear Ken: 

St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telehpone (612)625-7719 

May 9, 1986 

Subject: May 15 sec meeting 

The extended time you gave to the Finance and Consul
tative Co!!lmittees Hednesday served many positive purposes. 
On behalf of the ~o~~ittees I extend warm thanks for 
providing the opportunity for so much candid exchange of 
information and views. As you'll see from a memorandum 
Jack Merwin is separately copying to you, he and Rama have 
arranged for .t-1ay 15 the first of a series of special SFC 
meetings on the biennial request. 

The Senate Consultative Co~~ittee will ask for less 
than an hour of your time en the 15th, from 2:00 to 2:45. 
As SCC has been intending, w~'v~ set that p~ricd aside to 
discuss physical plant operations issues, particularly the 
question of space mainte~ance. David Lilly, Tony Aydinalp, 
and Harry Hogenkamp (who's chairing the Senate's Physical 
Plant and Space Allocation Co~~ittee) will be on hand. 

DDS:mbp 

Encl.: SCC ag~nda 

Cordially, 

neon D. Stuthman, 'Chair, 
Senate Consultative Com!l'littee 
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TO: 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Marilee Ward 
Clerk of the Senate 
424 Morrill Hall 
Minneapolis Campus 

Office of the Associate Dean 

College of Veterinary Medicine 
Academic Affairs and Research 
460 Veterinary Teaching Hospitals 
1365 Gortner Avenue 
St. Paul. Minnesota 55108 

(612) 376-3886 

May 12, 1986 

' ( 

FROM: Wendell J. DeBoer, Chair J/.e,.""'-.~ 4.,/.S'~ 
Student Academic Support Services C~ttee 

RE: Proposed Amendment to VI. Educational Policy Committee 
Grading Policy Motion for Twin City Campus Assembly Agenda, 
May 15, 1986 

In correspondence to William Hanson and Deon Stuthman dated May 5, 1986, 
I apprised them of a need to reword the grading policy for the I grade 
to preserve the intent of reinstituting the F grade. On Friday, Deon 
Stuthman called and advised me to forward the proposed amendment to you 
so it can be prepared for distribution at the May 15, 1986 meeting. 

The amendment is underscored and is simply a housekeeping detail. It 
modifies the definition of the I grade as follows: 

"!--Assigned by an instructor to indicate Incomplete, in 
accordance with provisions announced in class at the begin-
ning of the quarter, when in the instructor's opinion there 
is a reasonable expectation that the student can complete 
successfully the work of the course. An I that is not made 
up by the end of the next quarter of residence becomes an F 
if registered under the A-F and an N if registered under the 
S-N; instructors may set dates within the quarter for make-up 
examinations. (In the Graduate School, in master's degree 
programs in undergraduate colleges, and in the doctor of 
medicine programs, an I remains until changed by the instructor.) 
When an I is changed to another symbol, the I is removed from 
the record." 

Another housekeeping detail which has come to my attention since May 5 
is regarding the definition of the N grade. Similarly it needs modifica
tion and involves a deletion as indicated: 

"N--Assigned when the student does not earn an S e~-e-Q-e~ 
h~~he~ and is not assigned an I. It stands for no credit." 

Please call me (6-3891/4-4747) if you have questions about these amendments. 

WJD/jl 
cc: William H. Hanson 
~~D. Stuthman 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Department ot Philosophy 
TWIN CITIES 355 Ford Hall 

Dear Colleague: 

224 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

May 8, 1986 

Enclosed is the final report .of the Special Committee on Coordinating 
Lower-Division Education on the Twin Cities Campus. Also enclosed is a 
resolution (containing some of the major recommendations from the report) 
that will be presented to the Twin Cities Assembly on June 5. 

The Special Committee was appointed last September. We were charged 
with examining goals and means for improving lower-division education and, 
more specifically, with determining how best to implement those recommenda
tions in Commitment to Focus that concern coordinating lower-division educa
tion on this campus. In January we issued an interim report that was widely 
distributed. We received many comments on the interim report, and we have 
tried to take all of them into consideration in drafting our. final report. 
Although the final report has some things in common with the interim report, 
they differ significantly in a number of ways. 

The Special Committee adopted the final report almost without dissent, 
but a minority response has been written by one member. That document, 
by Professor Sandra Flake, is also enclosed. 

I welcome your comments on the Committee's final report. You can 
reach me by phone at 625-7573 or by mail at the address printed above. 

Sincerely, 

ft~ 
William H. Hanson, Chair 
Special Committee on Coordinating 

Lower-Division Education on 
the Twin Cities Campus 

(. WHH/ra 
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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 advisi-ng 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 too 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 

taken to su ort and encoura e facult in these 

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 
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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 Polic , on the ro ress of activities in these areas 
and eva uations o t eir e 

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. 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 



RESOLUTION 

Apri 1 30, 1986 

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. We 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. We 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 i nvo 1 vement in the academic 1 i fe of the i nst i tut ion, 
honors the importance of student achievement throughout the education a 1 
process, and respects the diverse needs of students. In order to help 
ensure the realization of these goals, the Special Committee recommends 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, respons i b 1 e 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. 
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3. The faculty should seek to provide in all undergraduate 
classes, but especially in large classes, structured 
experiences that promote active 1 earning 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. 

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 
Genera 1 Co 11 ege, the Co 11 ege of Education, and other 
co 11 eges, 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 
res pons i b 1 e 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 (Wa 11 ace 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. 
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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. 

William H. Hanson, Chair 
Special Committee on Coordinating 

Lower-Division Education on the 
Twin Cities Campus 
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FOREWORD 

The charge of this Special Committee was to "examine goals and means for 
improving lower-division education" on the Twin Cities campus of the 
University of Minnesota. Specifically, we were charged with determining how 
best to implement those recommendations in Commitment to Focus that concern 
coordinating lower-division education. We were asked to examine and 
make recommendations on four areas: advising and counseling, curriculum, 
co-curricular activities, and standards for transition to the upper divi
sion; and to take up such matters as the feasibility of establishing an 
administratively distinct lower division, possibilities for improved 
coordination of resources in colleges and other units that serve 1 ower
division students, guaranteed admission to the upper division for a selected 
group of new freshmen, access to the University for underprepared students, 
and the possible roles of the General College in a coordinated lower 
division. 

The work that 1 ed to this fi na 1 report spanned the better part of seven 
months. Early on we interviewed representatives of each of the freshman
admitting colleges and the various student support services, and we studied 
documents these people provided. We also divided into subcommittees to 
examine in detail some major areas of lower-division education: curriculum 
and breadth of educational opportunity, advising, quality of teaching, and 
student i nvo 1 vement. We used the reports of these subcommittees and the 
results of our discussions in writing an interim report that was circulated 
widely in January, 1986. We received many comments on the interim report, 
including major documents from the General College, the Commitment to Focus 
Coordinating Committee, and the Faculty Consultative Committee. All of 
these we studied carefully as we prepared this final report. 



Final Report 

THE CHALLENGE OF PROVIDING 
HIGH-QUALITY LOWER-DIVISION EDUCATION 

ON THE TWIN CITIES CAMPUS 

Page 3 

In implementing Commitment to Focus the University faces both an opportunity 
and a challenge with respect to lower-division education on the Twin Cities 
campus. The opportunity is to use the more rigorous and focused nature of 
the institution to enhance significantly the experiences of lower-division 
students. The challenge is to plan and allocate resources wisely so as to 
take maximum advantage of this opportunity. More specifically, the Univer
sity needs to decide what sort of balance it will strike between its 
mission of lower-division education and its other missions. It then needs 
to carry out that decision in a way that maximizes the educational opportun
ities available to students, while preserving access in a manner that is 
consistent with its land-grant tradition. The recommendations contained in 
this report are intended to inform the decision and guide the action that 
will be required. 

In carrying out its charge the Special Committee reflected on the major 
goals of lower-division education, which it takes to be three: to introduce 
students to life in an academic community; to provide them with the begin
nings of a sound liberal education; and to prepare them for, and facilitate 
their transition to, the more specialized phase of their undergraduate work, 
the upper division. Each of these goals poses special difficulties and 
challenges on the Twin Cities campus of the University of Minnesota. 

Helping students to function effectively as members of an academic community 
involves both introducing them to appropriate habits of thought, study, and 
communication, and helping them become integrated socially into the commu
nity. These are of course related, and they pose special challenges on 
the Twin Cities campus in view of the size and diversity of the student 
body, the fragmentation of many student careers due to part-time and 
discontinuous registration, and the fact that most students are commuters. 

Providing students with the beginnings of a sound liberal education involves 
ensuring that they acquire certain basic skills and that they become 
familiar with the methods and the results of inquiry in several areas 
of learning. Nationally, the latter goal is often pursued by means of 
di stri but ion requirements, a core curri cul urn, or courses that attempt to 
integrate the subject matter of several disciplines. (Not all of this needs 
to be accomplished during the first two years of study, but it seems 
reasonable to expect that a good deal of it will be.) The challenge on the 
Twin Cities campus is to decide on an approach or approaches that best meet 
the needs of the diverse student body described above and that make optimum 
use of the resources available at a major research university. 

Preparing students for and facilitating their transition to the more 
specialized part of their undergraduate education is integrally related to 
provision of the skills and background just mentioned, since all have 
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traditionally been thought of as important parts of a liberal education. 
The sheer size of the Twin Cities campus and the large number of different 
programs it offers make it essential that students be well apprised of the 
range of opportunities and that they receive good counsel in making their 
choices. 

We believe that a balanced approach to lower-division education on the Twin 
Cities campus requires recognition and creative use of the unique resources 
that are available here. These include: a high-quality faculty actively 
engaged in research; a large graduate-student population, many of whom play 
important roles as teaching assistants; a collection of fields of study that 
is by far the 1 argest of any available in the state; and the cultura 1 
opportunities available in the metropolitan area. By creative and efficient 
use of these resources the Twin Cities campus can offer a program of both 
lower- and upper-division education that is sound, attractive to students, 
and unavailable at any other institution in the state, public or private. 

In reflecting on the place of lower-division education within undergraduate 
education, however, we became convinced that it would be a mistake to try 
drawing too sharp a 1 i ne between 1 ower and upper division. On the Twin 
Cities campus, with its diverse and mobile student body, students with fewer 
than 90 credits do not always take traditional "lower-division" courses or 
sequences, and students with more than 90 credits often do take them. More 
importantly, perhaps, many of the students who would benefit most from the 
kinds of services and opportunities that are often thought of as most 
appropriate for lower-division students are those who are transferring 
(either into, within, or out of the University) or returning after a break 
in their study. Not all of these are lower-division students. Finally, the 
distinction between lower and upper division is one to which colleges on 
the Twin Cities campus have paid less attention recently than in the past, 
and this suggests that it may not be wise to make too much of the distinc
tion. For these reasons this report does not attempt to restrict its 
attention to lower-division education, and many of our recommendations deal 
with undergraduate education generally. 

We believe the entire undergraduate program on the Twin Cities campus can be 
improved significantly, and this report contains a number of recommendations 
for doing so. Before getting down to specifics, however, we want to make 
several points as a background to everything else that is said in this 
report. 

1. When implementing changes in the present system, we should take care 
not to deplete the resources of valuable programs that are already 
seriously underfunded. Funding for instructional expenditures in the 
undergraduate colleges on the Twin Cities campus is low, and in some 
colleges these funds have decreased significantly in recent years. Yet 
these same colleges bear the major responsibility for lower-division 
education, and under the recommendations of this report they will 
continue to do so. There are many valuable programs that need more 
funds if the number of students they serve stays the same, or fewer 
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students to serve if the level of funding remains constant. One of the 
main principles of Commitment to Focus is that ways must be found 
to increase the level of funding per student. This principle must be 
borne in mind when implementing the recommendations of this report. 

2. The focus on research and graduate education on the Twin Cities campus 
can be used to advantage in lower-division education. Too much has 
been made of the tension between this focus and the goal of undergradu
ate--and especially lower-division--education. Undergraduates can play 
an active role in the research mission of the University (witness the 
success of the recently initiated UROP program), and graduate teaching 
assistants are a maligned group. With proper training and supervision 
graduate students can be effective teachers. They often approach their 
work with enthusiasm and, being not far removed from their own 
undergraduate experiences, can readily understand and empathize with 
their students' problems. Furthermore, professors actively engaged in 
significant research are often excellent undergraduate teachers. 

3. A new state law makes it particularly important that special attention 
be paid to lower-division education at this time. Under the Post
Secondary Enrollment Options Act of 1985, Minnesota high school 
students in grades 11 and 12 may register for courses at colleges and 
universities in the state and use the state aid that would ordinarily 
go to their school districts. There are already nearly 200 students at 
the University under this act. The act has the potential to bring many 
more young students to the University and seems to be part of a trend 
to soften the present sharp boundaries between secondary and post
secondary education. In these circumstances it is important for 
the University to review carefully its plans and procedures for 
educating beginning students. 

4. New preparation requirements are likely to be adopted that will change 
the University's opportunities and responsibilities with respect to 
lower-division students. The Special Committee on Unified and In
creased Preparation Requirements is recommending a number of require
ments (i.e., four years of high school English, two years of social 
studies, three years of mathematics, three years of science, and 
two years of a foreign language) that students would be strongly 
encouraged to meet before entering the University and would be required 
to have met at a subsequent point in their careers. If this recommen
dation is adopted the University will need to provide: appropriately 
challenging courses for entering students who meet the requirements; 
more basic courses for those who do not; advising that is sensitive to 
these requirements and helps students satisfy them in a way that is 
least disruptive of their college-level work. 

5. The recent reports of two other speci a 1 committees bear heavi 1 y on 
lower-division education and should be considered in conjunction with 
this report. The reports of the Task Force on the Student Experience 
(1984; "the Wallace Report") and the Committee on Quality Undergraduate 
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Teaching and Learning (1985; "the Page Report") contain many excellent 
recommendations, the implementation of which would substantially 
improve lower-division education on the Twin Cities campus. We see our 
role as differing from that of these two committees in a number of 
ways, the most important being that our charge focuses on lower
division education, and that we are specifically charged with con
sidering the feasibility of establishing an administratively distinct 
lower division. We nevertheless think of this report as complementing 
the two reports just mentioned. 

6. A very recent report on graduation and retention rates among undergrad
uates on the Twin Cities campus is also relevant to this report. The 
report entitled "Understanding Twin Cities Campus Graduation Rates" 
(Student Support Services, March, 1986) contains data on the percent of 
our entering students who complete degrees and on the length of time it 
takes them. These data are alarming when compared with corresponding 
data from peer institutions. The Special Committee hopes that imple
mentation of its recommendations, a 1 ong with those of the Spec i a 1 
Committee on Unified and Increased Preparation Requirements, will bring 
improvement in graduation and retention rates. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Special Committee's recommendations concerning the substance of under
graduate education deal with five areas: curriculum, quality of teaching 
and learning, academic student services, creation of intellectual commu
nities, and the role of the General College. In addition to these recommen
dations of substance, the Committee has one further recommendation con
cerning their implementation and coordination. 

1. Curri cul urn 

The Special Committee recognizes the importance of having entering students 
be uniformly well-prepared for college work, and of being able to offer 
these students challenging courses. At the same time the Committee believes 
that preparatory coursework should be available for students who are 
generally qualified for admission but have some specific deficiencies. We 
also recognize and affirm the importance of requiring that students in all 
the University's undergraduate programs acquire a strong liberal education 
background. Finally, we see the diversity of its programs and courses as 
one of the University's great strengths, and we think that this diversity 
should be readily available to undergraduates. We therefore make the 
following recommendations: 

a. There should be a formal review of the manner in which the 
University defines and implements its liberal education goals. 
This review should include, but not be limited to, an examination 
of current all-University 1 iberal education requirements and of 
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the ways in which they are implemented. It should be carried out 
under the joint auspices of the Senate Committee on Educational 
Policy (SCEP) and the Assistant Vice President for Undergraduate 
Education and Outreach, and it should take into consideration 
recent national reports on undergraduate education, such as 
.. Involvement in Learning .. (National Institute of Education, 1984) 
and .. Integrity in the College Curriculum .. (Association of American 
Colleges, 1985). More generally, SCEP should assume, as one of 
its principal ongoing responsibilities, review and recommendation 
of changes in University liberal education goals and policy, and 
the Assistant Vice President should monitor and enforce compliance 
with this policy in all colleges. 

b. SCEP and the Assistant Vice President should conduct a campus-wide 
review of undergraduate curricula to identify and initiate changes 
necessary to adjust instructional programs to the needs of 
students who are more consistently and rigorously prepared. (The 
University will admit increasing numbers of such students as the 
recommendations of the Special Committee on Unified and Increased 
Preparation Requirements are implemented. This recommendation 
reflects and supports recommendation 15 of the fi na 1 report of 
that special committee.) 

c. There should be established on the Twin Cities campus an adequate 
program of preparatory coursework to meet the needs of students 
who are otherwise qualified for admission, but are deficient in 
specific areas. (This recommendation reflects and supports 
recommendation 12 of the Special Committee on Unified and 
Increased Preparation Requirements.) 

d. Some integrative courses should be deve 1 oped in each major area 
(e.g., science, social science, and humanities) that would 
count toward the satisfaction of the all-University liberal 
education requirements. These should be designed cooperatively by 
departments and the six freshman-admitting colleges. Whether or 
not such courses should be required by departments or colleges is 
a question that can be answered only after the courses have been 
designed and tried out. 

Alternative mode 1 s for such integrative courses should a 1 so be 
considered: for example, thematic courses that raise questions or 
invite solutions across the whole spectrum of humanistic, social
scientific, and scientific disciplines; or a basic course or 
courses in each of the four groups (A, B, C, D). Such alternative 
models might have the advantage of stressing content 1 ess than 
method of inquiry. 

These courses should be taught by both senior and junior faculty 
rather than by teaching assistants. 
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e. Our ex ami nation of the state of affairs with regard to barriers 
suggests that this prob 1 em may not be widespread. Neverthe 1 ess, 
we believe that some further study should be directed at: 
problems caused by home-college restrictions on transfer of 
credits, the feasibility of simplifying procedural steps for 
cross-college transfer and registration, the uniformity of rules 
and regulations regarding transfer from and to the various 
colleges, the availability of information as to which courses meet 
specific requirements in or transfer to another college (perhaps 
as a listing in the college bulletins), the issue of student 
access to courses essential for their academic progress, and the 
availability of information on the full range of courses offered 
on the Twin Cities campus (e.g., a campus-wide bulletin). 

2. Quality of Teaching and Learning 

The Special Committee believes that this is an area in which there are great 
opportunities for improving undergraduate education, but that hard decisions 
will need to be made and determined actions taken if these opportunities are 
to be realized. Fortunately, a large amount of good advice is readily 
available in the reports of the Task Force on the Student Experience 
(Wallace report, 1984) and the Committee on Quality Undergraduate Teaching 
and Learning (Page report, 1985). We recommend that both of these reports 
be used to guide decisions and actions in this area. Our more specific 
recommendations are divided into those concerning administrative actions, 
those concerning the teaching activities of the faculty, and those 
concerning research on undergraduate education. 

a. Administrative Actions. We recommend that a senior officer in the 
Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs be responsible 
for developing data and goals, providing incentives, and estab
lishing sanctions concerning the quality of undergraduate teaching 
and learning. (In carrying out this recommendation, the officer 
should of course consult widely with faculty and collegiate 
deans.) To illustrate what we have in mind in each of these 
areas, we cite specific recommendations from the Page report 
that we strongly endorse. 

o Data and Goals: 

Recommendation 18. Deve 1 op a set of departmenta 1 data that 
bear on undergraduate education and include full attention to 
the undergraduate mission of units in the University's 
formal, recurring departmental reviews. 

Recommendation 26. Determine acceptable faculty-student 
ratios needed for departments to accomplish their mission. 
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o Incentives: 

Recommendation 5. Recognize the validity of educational 
development and instructional improvement as a basis for 
sabbaticals, single quarter leaves, and other institutionally 
sponsored programs; establish Faculty Summer Instruction 
grants, ana 1 ogous to the (Graduate Schoo 1) Faculty Summer 
Research grants. 

Recommendation 13. Increase the number of teaching assis
tantships, so that very 1 arge classes--to the extent that 
they remain a necessity in some areas--can become better 
teaching/learning opportunities for both faculty members and 
students. 

Recommendation 15. Upon occasion make non-recurring awards 
of $15,000 to $25,000 to five to seven departments judged to 
be offering undergraduate instruction of outstanding quality, 
to be used at the department's discretion for undergraduate 
teaching. 

Recommendation 17. Establish a Fund for Improving Depart
ments' Instruction (FIDI) to receive competitive submissions 
for broad, department-wide instructional improvement pro
jects. 

Recommendation 22. Encourage departments to give faculty 
members differentia 1 assignments among the sever a 1 faculty 
obligations, especially as this might be appropriate at 
different times in a career. 

o Sanctions: 

Recommendation 2: Designate a certain m1n1mum percent or 
amount of the merit money allotted each year for award on the 
basis of outstanding teaching. 

Recommendation 16. Use the 1 eve 1 of department a 1 attention 
to undergraduate instruction as an important consideration in 
responding to any requests that departments make. 

In making these recommendations we want to emphasize the impor
tance of having appropriate data readily available, especially 
data that are directly relevant to the University's goals. We 
refer here not just to the departmental data mentioned in 
recommendation 18 of the Page report, but also to data that bear 
on retention and graduation rates, movement of students within the 
University, and on education a 1 outcomes. This suggests that the 
University should undertake a far more comprehensive program of 
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assessment of the effects of its programs on students than it has 
up to this time. 

b. Teaching activities of the faculty. We recommend that faculty 
seek to provide in all undergraduate classes, but especially in 
1 arge 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. 

c. Research on undergraduate education. We recommend that faculty 
and administrators 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. 

3. Academic Student Services 

By academic student services we mean: a) those basic services needed by all 
students to approach, enter, and progress through the University, such 
as provision of information, prospective student services, admissions, 
orientation, and financial aid; b) academic advising; and c) programs for 
special groups of students, such as high-ability, under-prepared, minority, 
and handicapped students. Our overall goals with respect to these services 
are that complete and reliable information about them be readily available 
to students, that access to the services themselves be simple and conve
nient, and that they be of high qua 1 ity. We be 1 i eve that these goa 1 s 
can best be achieved by having final authority for academic student services 
rest with a single administrator. We further believe that, given the 
academic nature of these services, that administrator should be the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs. Our specific recommendations in this area 
include the establishment of an Undergraduate Center, several steps designed 
to integrate and coordinate the activities of the Center with those of 
existing student-service units, and some specific recommendations concerning 
advising. 

!Active learning focuses on a task requ1nng observation, analysis, 
evaluation, synthesis, or problem-solving, often in a group setting. 
Students are prompted to go beyond note taking and memorization to active 
consideration of ideas and points of view. A handbook of teaching 
strategies developed by University of Minnesota faculty called Strategies 
for Active Teaching and Learning in University Classrooms is available from 
the Office of Educational Development Programs. 
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a. An Undergraduate Center. We propose a Center that would be a 
single point of contact for prospective students, new students, 
and students who need special help in transferring within the 
University or between the University and another institution. It 
would also provide leadership to support and coordinate teaching, 
advising, and co-curricular efforts that are intended primarily 
for large numbers of new students. The Center would be headed by 
a director who would report to a senior officer in the Office of 
the Vice President for Academic Affairs, and in all of its 
activities it would work closely with the several undergraduate 
colleges. The Center would be a valuable resource not only for 
lower-division students, but also for prospective students and 
their parents, transfer students, and students who have not formed 
strong collegiate or departmental associations. 

A major purpose of the Center would be to present accurate 
information about University programs and services with a friendly 
and helpful attitude, even one of advocacy, while itself providing 
certain concrete services to students and visitors who need any of 
the following: 

Help in finding a location, an individual, an officer, or a 
service on the Twin Cities campus and in understanding the 
most effective way to gain access. 

Help in understanding the appropriate route to solving a 
problem related to a University service (e.g., questions of 
financial aid, food services, housing, academic records, 
non-academic organizations). 

Referral to the right counseling service to help with a 
personal, vocational, or financial problem. 

Help in deciding whether the University of Minnesota can 
provide the type of academic programs and educational 
environment desired by a prospective student. 

A related concern of the Center would be to help ensure that 
students are able to obtain appropriate academic advising. The 
Center's staff wou 1 d be thorough 1 y in formed about the advising 
services available on the Twin Cities campus, and so the Center 
would be a major source of advising referrals. It would be able 
to provide guidance in finding appropriate academic advising if a 
student is considering changing his or her major, wishes to 
explore certain types of academic opportunities and doesn't know 
exactly where they exist in the University, or needs some help in 
getting appropriate academic advising in his or her present 
academic home. The Center would also have some advising services 
of its own that are not available elsewhere, and it would work to 
coordinate undergraduate advising on the Twin Cities campus. More 
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b. 

c. 

specifically, the Center could be responsible for providing the 
following advising services: 

Pre-college advising 

Advising for students enrolled under the Post-Secondary 
Enrollment Options Act 

Advising concerning transfers into, within, and out of the 
University 

The Center's role in advising would be to supplement but not 
supplant existing advising services. In particular, major and 
pre-major advising would continue to be provided by the sever a 1 
colleges. 

In addition to its responsibilities for information and advising, 
the Center could play an important role in other areas of under
graduate education. These might include recruitment and orienta
tion of new students, and coordination among offices responsible 
for spec i a 1 student needs (e.g. , commuter, extension, minority, 
handicapped, transfer). They might also include coordination of 
planning for the preparatory courses that will have to be offered 
because of new preparation requirements, and encouragement of a 
reduction in restrictions that limit the extent to which students 
may use credits taken in one college to satisfy the requirements 
of another. 

Realignment of Existing Student Service Units. If the Center is 
really to simplify the Twin Cities campus for undergraduates, it 
must be carefully coordinated with other student service units. 
To this end we recommend that the Center and Student Support 
Services be 1 inked 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. 

Coordination of Central and Collegiate Student Service Units. Our 
study of advising and other student services on the Twin Cities 
campus has convinced us that the general structure of the present 
system, under which some services are provided by centralized 
offices while others are provided at a number of decentralized 
locations, is a good one. In order to ensure proper functioning 
of this complex system, we recommend that a senior officer in the 
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Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs be given the 
responsibility and authority to coordinate the undergraduate 
academic-support services offices of the several colleges with 
each other and with the corresponding central offices. 

d. Academic Advising. We believe that several different kinds of 
academic advising are needed, and that these are often best 
provided by different kinds of staff: content advising by 
faculty, university-requirements advising by professional advi
sors, etc. The University should catalogue the kinds of advising 
that are available and communicate that information to students. 
In order to he 1 p improve performance and increase the status of 
advising done by faculty we recommend: 

Increasing the relevance of advising in hiring, promotion, 
tenure, and salary decisions; and 

Providing appropriately adjusted work loads in selected cases 
for faculty who have heavy undergraduate advising 
responsibilities. 

With respect to both faculty and professional advisors we recom
mend: 

Increasing the frequency of public testimony by top adminis
trators on the value and significance of high-quality 
undergraduate advising; 

Creation of a comprehensive and regularly updated information 
source (e.g., a notebook or a computerized data base} that 
would be available to all advisors and contain information on 
such things as registration procedures, courses, majors, 
distribution and graduation requirements; 

Recognition of the importance of reasonable advisor/student 
ratios; and 

Support for a collaborative network and newsletter for 
advisors. 

4. Creation of Intellectual Communities 

The Committee believes that it is desirable for students to be actively 
involved with other students and with faculty in intellectual pursuits that 
go beyond work required for specific courses. We also realize that, because 
of the large number of part-time and commuter students, implementation of 
all the other recommendations in this report may not be sufficient to bring 
this about on a very large scale. We therefore recommend that faculty, 
administrators, and students adopt as a special goal the creation of 
student-centered intellectual communities on the Twin Cities campus. To 
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this end we specifically endorse the following recommendations from the 
Wa 11 ace report: 

II.D. The Need to Create a Stronger Sense of CommunitY among 
Undergraduates 

Recommendation 19: University and college administrators should 
develop programs that integrate new students into campus life. 

Recommendation 20: University, co 11 ege, and departmenta 1 
administrators should emphasize to students the benefits of 
participation in student clubs and organizations. 

Recommendation 21: University and college administrators should 
use coordination and scheduling as means to create small groups 
of students within the larger undergraduate environment. 

Recommendation 22: University, co 11 ege, and departmenta 1 
administrators should give priority to non-classroom space used 
to promote interaction among students. 

I I. G. The Need to Encourage One-to-One Interaction between Students 
and Faculty 

Recommendation 29: The University should better publicize to 
students current opportunities for one-to-one interaction with 
faculty, and should increase the status of faculty advising 
activities. 

Recommendation 30: 
opportunities for 
classroom. 

University faculty should try to create 
faculty-student contact outside of the 

Recommendation 31: University, campus, and college 
administrators should identify additional funding to increase 
the number of educational experiences that offer students one
to-one interaction with faculty. 

5. The Role of the General College 

The General College has a long history of special contribution to the 
teaching mission of the University as well as particular experience in 
advising undergraduate students, in deve 1 oping and offering introductory, 
integrative, and cross-disciplinary courses, and in research and 
experimentation with teaching. In the light of that history and experience, 
we see the following as activities that should be emphasized in the General 
College: 

Helping students who do not qualify for admission to other colleges of 
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the University to correct their deficiencies in preparation so that 
they can move into four-year degree programs; 

Developing and implementing preparatory or remedial courses that help 
students meet new University preparation requirements, as well as 
integrative courses of the kind described in l.d., above; 

Di ssemi nat i ng knowledge gained from research and experience in under
graduate instruction (e.g., on active learning strategies, on teaching 
to students with different cognitive styles, and on teaching large 
classes), including knowledge gained through participation in the 
research center on undergraduate education mentioned in 2.c., above; 

Working with other colleges to facilitate transfer of General College 
credits to those colleges; and 

Consulting on the training, evaluation, and use of graduate and 
undergraduate teaching assistants and advisors. 

If it is to achieve its goals, the General College will need to work closely 
with other colleges and the Undergraduate Center. To do this effectively, 
it will need the cooperation of faculty and administrators throughout the 
University. 

6. Recommendation Concerning Implementation and Coordination of the 
Preceding Recommendations 

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 1 i nkage with Student Support Services and the Office of Minority and 
Special Student Affairs; b) coordinate and support, in concert with their 
respective deans, the undergraduate academic-support services 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. In the course of carrying out these 
res pons i bil it i es the officer might engage in some or a 11 of the fo 11 owing 
activities: 
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Hold regular meetings of directors of collegiate prospective-student 
advising offices; 

Work closely with departments to coordinate teaching-assistant train
ing, especially the orientation of non-native teaching assistants 
to American educational practices and social mores; 

Encourage and organize workshops teaching strategies and other academic 
issues; 

Convene and chair a committee on the teaching of larger classes; 

Work to provide optimum integration of the resources and services 
available in the General College with other units of the University; 
and 

Encourage appropriate departments to offer courses of the sorts 
described in l.d., above. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BY THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE 

The Special Committee considered a number of alternatives, both general 
administrative models and specific educational strategies, for improving 
undergraduate education. Although we see no need to mention or describe all 
of them, two deserve comment. 

We considered and rejected various proposals for a required core curriculum 
or highly-structured curricular tracks for lower-division students. There 
are sever a 1 reasons why a substantia 1 majority of the Speci a 1 Committee 
believes it would be a mistake to try imposing this kind of curricular 
uniformity on Twin Cities campus students. For one thing, given the size 
and complexity of the campus, it would be a formidable undertaking. More 
importantly, given the registration patterns of students, it is doubtful 
that it would be effective. Such programs are most effective when students 
are able to register for sequences of courses with a group of their peers 
that remains fairly constant over the sequence. This is unlikely to happen 
on a campus where many students attend only part-time and frequently stop 
out for one or more quarters. The Cross-Disciplinary Studies experiment in 
the College of Liberal Arts was abandoned in part because of problems caused 
by this kind of registration pattern. Finally, the majority of our 
committee is unsure of the rationale for greater curricular uniformity on 
this campus. The diversity of courses and programs on the Twin Cities 
campus makes it unique in the state, and the breadth of opportunity 
available to students is one of our strengths. Student programs must of 
course be coherent, but proper curricular offerings and good advising are 
the ways to ensure this. The majority sees no need for, nor does it 
understand the rationale for, a required core curriculum or 
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highly-structured curricular tracks. In the view of the majority, then, 
well-designed liberal education requirements and a few carefully developed 
integrative courses, which would be widely attractive to students but not 
compulsory, are more appropriate means of curricular reform. 

We also considered and rejected various proposals for a single registration 
unit for lower-division students. Here as in the previous case, a 
substantial majority of the Committee had difficulty understanding the 
rationale for the proposals. If part of the rationale is to provide 
curricular uniformity, then the objections raised above apply. If it is to 
improve access to and quality of student services, then our response is that 
we believe the recommendations contained in this report provide better means 
to those ends. The majority also believes that all such proposals lead to 
problems concerning two classes of faculty, one for lower-division and the 
other for upper-division and graduate education, and finds this 
undesirable. Finally, the majority suspects that the uniformity of student 
experiences and the cohesiveness of student society that some have claimed 
would result from the creation of a single registration unit would not 
materialize on this campus. Given the commuter and part-time nature of the 
student body, and given that students in a single lower-division unit would 
be preparing themselves for many different upper-division colleges, this 
seems unlikely. We cannot solve all the problems that arise from our size, 
diversity, and metropolitan setting; what we can do is to help students draw 
more effectively on the great resources of the University. 
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Richard Beydi.D.ger. Cha.ir. Commitment tD Focus CoordiDNilll Commiuee 
Deon Stuthman, Chair, Faculty Consultative Committee 

From: Sandn.Fllte. Associate Professor. General College~~ 
Member, Speci&l Committee Cootdinat.iJl& Lower Divisio.n F.duc&tio.n 

Subject: Mi.D.ority Response to tbe Fi.D.&l Report of the Speci&l Co.mmiuee 
Cootdi.D.ati.D.& Lover Division Education on the Tvi.D. Cities Campus 

Enclosed is a copy of my miAori.ty response to the Fi.D.&l Report or the Speci&l 
Committee. I have ut.ed Professor B&Ason, the Chait of the Speci&l Committee, to let 
me t.Aow whether or not my response will be distributed with the FiA&l Report of the 
Com.aiuee. If it is not. I will ma.t.e a.rrt.nge.ments to have it distributed. 

If you wish to discu11 u.y of the issues I t&iJed iA the respo.nte, pleue feel free to 
contact me at 106 Nicholson Ba1J. (376-lo469). 

cc: Yilli&m Hanson. Chair, Special Committee Cootdi.D.ati.Ag Lower Division 
Education on tbe Twin Cities Campus 

jeanne T. Lupton. Dean. General College 
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General College 
106 Nicholson Hal! 
216 P1!lsbury Dnve S.E. 
Minneapolis. Mmnesota 55455 

May ~. 1 OR~ 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Members of the Special Committee to Coordinate Lower Division 
Education on the Twin Cities Campus 

~~ 
Sandra Fla~e. Associate Professor, General College 

Minority Response to the Final Report of the Special Committee 
Coordinating lower Division Education 

While I believe that the Fi,a1 Report supported hy the majority of ti-Je Special 
Committee Coordinating Lower Division Education is definitely an improvement 
over ti-Je Interim Report, I fin~ that I cannot support fully the conclusions and 
recommendations of the majority viewpoint. The Report does not deal effectively 
with several major issues, and this memorandum will summarize my remaining major 
concerns with the Report. 

ISSUES THAT ARE INSUFFICIENTLY ADDRESSED IN THE FINAL REPORT 

1. The structure of improved coordination of the lower division 

The Report reassigns several functions to a "senior officer in Academic 
Affairs." A more specific recommendation would be more helpful in facilitating 
the coordinating functions assigned to such an officer, and the Report would be 
strengthened by a clearcut structural reorganization proposal to merge the 
current functions of the Assistant Vice President for Undergraduate Education 
and those outlined in the Final Report under the Assistant Vice President for 
Undergraduate Education or an Associate Vice President for Undergraduate 
Education. Such a clearcut recommendation would give much more focus to 
establishing the kinr!s of linkages endorsed in the Final Report. Additionally, 
such a structure should include, under the Vice President for Undergraduate 
Education, the General College, the Undergraduate Research Center, and perhaps, 
University Counseling Services. Also, given the nature of the Undergraduate 
Center the Final Report endorses, some consideration should be given to the 
merger of the Undergraduate Research Center with this concept. Research should 
be tied to implementation as muc~ as possible, and separating the two functions 
appears to serve no real purpose. 

?. Improvement in lower division curriculum 

At the least, the University should be open to experimentation with curricular 
tracks or pac~ages, as suggested by the Commitment to Focus Coordinating 
Committee, and General Col 1 ege could well serve as the site for such tracks. 
General College is already beginning experimentation in this area, and while the 
Final Report need not endorse adoption of the tracks concept, it should 
encourage experimentation and eva 1 uati on of such a concept he fore rejecting it 
outright. The rejection of such experimentation ignores recent national reports 
in Higher Education which call for a coherent curriculum at the lower division. 
Furthermore, curricular tracks or packages do not result in curricular 
uniformity, since they are developed in response to a variety of student needs. 
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FROM: 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the President 
202 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

April 7, 1986 

Professor Uilliam Hanson, Chair 
Special Committee on Coordinating Lower Division 
Education on the Twin Cities Campus 

Richard B. Heydinger, Chair 
Coordinating Crntni ttee for Cormri. trrent to Focus 

This merrorandum contains the response of the Coordinating Com
mittee to the Interim Report of the Special Corrmittee on Coordinating 
Lower Division Education on the Twin Cities Campus. We apologize for 
transmitting this mem::> after your deadline of April 1; however, it was 
only after substantial discussion both within our committee and with 
other rrernbers of the University ca:rmmity, including rrerrbers of your 
committee, that we decided to respond. 

In surrma.ry, this sarewhat lengthy rrerrorandum argues for reconsid
eration of the possjbility of implementing same changes that are most 
akin to the "overlay rrodel" for la..ver division education. Although we 
find ourselves agreeing in spirit with the ccmn.ittee' s interim report, 
our rrernbers also feel that there are a mmber of improvements needed in 
the lower division which could be addressed more effectively if an 
adm.inistrati ve rrechanism (we have te:riied it, Provost's Council on 
Undergraduate Education) were developed. Such a council would be 
responsible for the detailed planning and implementation of the poli
cies proposed herein for undergraduate education. r-breover, this 
council would be led by the chief academic officer of the Twin Cities 
Campus and be consistent with the administrative structure of Academic 
Affairs and the colleges. 

Because our response is consistent with many of the ideas contain
ed in the proposal for a Center on Undergraduate Education, this 
rrerrorandum does not speak directly to each point in your draft report. 
Instead, we are arguing that a more significant step is necessary if 
the Twin Cities Campus is to address sorre of the shortcomings we view 
as inherent in our current la..ver division and to accomplish the improve
rrents for ur~ergraduate education implicit in CTF. 

The formt of this m2IT'Orandum reflects the developrrent of our 
discussion as \ve dcl)ated the issues. First, we found it necessary to 
lay out our concerns \vi.th la..ver division education (see Section I 
bela..v) . He then responded to these concerns with sorre ideas for 
structural changes (Section II). To accorrplish these, we felt it was 
necessary to establish a broad mechanism responsible for undergraduate 
education-- the Provost's Council (Section III) .. 
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After sorre discussion, we concluded it was best to retain this 
C...'Utline in presenting our ideas so that you might see the rationale for 
our prct£sal. ;:._s v ~-(~-:_~lt, tt.e :Zo:..T~J:t: resembles a free-standing 
report. Yet it is ir1tended only as a list of ideas generated fran a 
"brainstorming session" held by the Coordinating Corrmittee. I-.lany of 
the ideas and assertions contained herein need further research, 
discussion, and axplication. 

As members of the University conmuni ty, we also want to thank the 
members of your corrrni ttee for the tirre and energy they have devoted 
this year to addressing this rrost difficult topic. Undoubtedly, in the 
years ahead the undergraduates of the Twin Cities campus will be the 
beneficiaries of your work. 

I. SCME OBJEX:TIVES FOR ENHANCTI~ THE I.lMER DIVISION EXPERIENCE 

As we reflected on the characteristics, the shortcomings, and the 
challenges facing undergraduate education on the Twin Cities Can'pus, we 

· discovered a ur.anir.li t:.' o::: opi::1ion within our conmi ttee regarding 
desired icprov~1ts for lower division education. 

1. INCREASE THE AMXJNI' AND TYPE OF INrERACTION AROUND 
JNI'ELLEX::IUAL t-lATERIAL 

Effective education, learning, and training, requires engagement 
with academic subject r:~atter. The rrore highly engaged the student, the 
rrore effective the learning process. Our carmittee feels that the 
educational experience o= students on the Twin Cities Campus couLd be 
improved rrarkedly if tt.ere were increased opportunities for being rrore 
fully engaged with the subject matter. Thus, activities such as the 
Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program (UROP) challenge students 
to becorre rrore involved \·:ith their subject matter. Interactive learn
irig opportunities, as advocated in the Page report and the Student 
Experience Task Force rep:Jrt, offer p:Jtentially }?C'Nerful changes to the 
lower division curriculwn. In such situations faculty and student 
relationships are altered, causing both parties to be more fundamental
ly engaged in the teac!1i..ng/learning process. Perhaps the greater 
untapped resource is student-student interactions. Repeatedly students 
report that sorre of their rrost significant educational axperiences 
occur when they are provided structured opportunities to interact with 
their clas~ates. 

In an urban, comruter institution, such interactions will not 
occur by chance. They must be an integral part of curricular planning 
for the lower division axperience. 
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2. CREATE AN ENVIRONMENl' WHICH IS SUPPORriVE OF STUDENI' ACHIE.VEMENT 

If the University is to realize the educational objectives impli
cit in Corrrnitrrent to Focus, we must work to create an enviro:nrrent 
within the lcwer division which recognizes the importance of student 
achievement. This can begin with the clear communication to potential 
students that the University is structured to best serve those under
graduates who seek a baccalaureate degree and who do so with the desire 
to be held to rigorous academic standards. This message must permeate 
our communication -- both oral and written -- with potential students, 
high schools, and the citizens of our State. This message will not 
only affect our students, but it will affect our faculty as well. High 
standards of achievement begin with high expectations of perfonnance by 
both teacher and student. 

The University also must stand ready to provide students with 
measures of their academic progress. It seems that we should be able 
to develop effective yet cost-efficient assessment and feedback mechan
isms which go beyond the accumulation of grades on a transcript. Such 
mechanisms should give students a sense of educational development and 
personal grcwth as they progress through the undergraduate curriculum. 
A number of the suggestions in the proposal for an Undergraduate Center 
speak to this scure point. 

Ccmnunicating higher expectations to students and providing 
improved feedback will not suffice unless also accompanied by a careful 
examination of the incentives which faci:tlty have (both real and per
ceived) for creating an effective climate for rigorous undergraduate 
education. P.esources, incentives, ond attitudes of the individual 
faculty, departnents, and colleges must all support high-quality 
undergraduate education. \·~ cannot assurre that "the faculty" is ready 
and willing, of one mind, and onlJ-- awaiting the able and rrotivated 
student. 

3. PERSONALIZE THE I.a\'ER DIVISION EXPERIENCE 

We must recognize that learning and personal gro.vth a.re often 
painful, frustrating experiences. The 'I\·lin Cities Carrpus must continue 
to strive to create an environment which breaks down the anonymity ru1d 
the feeling of population mass which is created on this largest of all 
campuses. 
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Our corrmittee believes that this can be accorrplished in part with 
a lower division that presents more not less structure than currently. 
Our current system is characterized by diversity and a multitude of 
structures. A high degree of entropy is the result. 'lb the student 
who has already decided on a particular field, or to the self-confident 
student who is corrmi tted to exploring the available diversity, the 
University of Minnesota can be a liberating and effective educational 
experience. However, to a significant portion of students who care 
from smaller environments or who express sorre self-doubt, the '!Win 
Cities Carrpus can be foreboding. We believe that we can offer more 
effective undergraduate education if we provide a more supportive, more 
personalized environment for the student. Same of the ideas presented 
in the interim report speak to these needs. Other reports, such as the 
Page report and the Student Experience Task Force report have presented 
ideas for offering a more supportive environment. The strategies 
sketched in the next section are intended to suggest ways of acc:x:tTplish
ing this objective. In so doing, we should not lose sight that our 
fundarrental mission is to offer a rigorous, high quality learning 
experience for the undergraduate. 

4. ENSURE STUDrnrs' COMPETENCY rn BASIC SKILLS 

A rigorous undergraduate education is characterized by the develop
ment of competency in language skills and quantitative skills. Effec
tive citizenship in a nodem world demands it. He recognize the i.npor
tance of a liberal education and are in harmony with the educational 
philosophy which undergirds the C.uE requirenents. However, we feel 
that the "cafeteria approach" to developing the "educated person" is 
lacking. \ve must be rrore prescriptive, and we must formally assess 
students in their develoFffi211t of language skills and quantitative 
skills. Without defining the level of skills we expect and then 
formally measuring these competencies, faculty find that in the upper 
division they must teach to the "lowest corrrron denominator" which 
accarrrodates basic skill ccficiencies. Thus, as described below, \ve 
ar€ proposing that all students coming through the lower division 
curriculum be required to develop and demonstrate their competencies in 
basic sJr.ills at a level corrmensurate with high quality baccalaureate 
education before moving into the upper division. 

J 

J 
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II. SUGGESTED STRATEx:;IF.S FOR IMPIDJING IruER DIVISIOO EDUCATION 

Following are same strategies which we offer for consideration as 
significant steps toward improving laver division education on the Twin 
Cities cartpus. They are intended to speak to the objectives outlined 
in Secion I above. 

1. CREATE A SET OF CCJ.1MJN EDUCATIONAL EXPERIENCES 

'Ib achieve the objectives laid out above, we suggest that it is 
necessary to bring more control, and more structure to bear on lower 
division education. Through the "cafeteria" approach to liberal 
education requirements, students in fact may receive a high quality, 
lower division education. However, this approach assurres a highly 
infomed, mature educational consurrer and a highly effecitve advising 
system. We argue that lower division education nust be a finn founda
tion on which baccalaureate and graduate education rests. Thus, as 
educators we should not rely so heavily on student choice for construc
tL~g an appropriate curriculum but instead should exhibit more thorough 

. planning and indeed more confidence in designing common curricula for 
students. 

A common curriculum permits the design of a lower division experi
ence that for all students will: 

1. Ensure the development of basic competencies. 

2. Provide oppcrtunities for interdisciplinary exploration. 

3. Increase the likelihood that students will enter the upper 
division prepared to take on rigorous work. 

4. Increase the likelihcod that we can offer students a more 
St;.p:;:;orti ve, more !_)ersonali.zed envirorurent in the midst of our 
large numbers. 

5. Ir:crease ti1e amount of "v..ctive learning" which cb.aracterizes 
our courses. 

We do not suggest a single, core curriculum. Instead, we advocate 
t."l)e developr.ent of a series of interdependent courses \vhich, when taken 
tooether, would fonn a lOVJer division track. Because of tL:- diversity 
of~ the University and its students, we reccrnrcnd the dcvelopnent of 
more than cne but probably less than ten distinct curriculum tracks. 
At matriculation each student would choose a single track which she or 
he ~uld pursue during their laver division experience. The track 
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\·lOUld not include all credits taken during this tine but might corrprise 
one or ~ courses each quarter. The courses carrprising a track would 
be highly integrated and dependent on each other. Each track would 
require t_'l)e developrrent of both language and quantitative skills. Yet 
different tracks might have different thematic emphases. A natural 
science track would be different from one which emphasizes fine arts. 
A track could also be issue oriented; a single issue (e.g., Third '"K>rld 
developrrent) could be used as a focal point for all course work carnr 
prising the track. 

In laying out these alternatives, we want to recognize that a 
number of different structures might yield the same results. 

2. UTILIZE ASSESSMENI' M:>RE FULLY m PUCING STUDENI'S 

Our ccmn.ittee feels that assessrrent is a powerful tool for inprov
ing the educational process. For example, with the increased prepara
tion standards recornnended by the Collins report, it will be incurrbent 
upon the University to assess ·and thus accurately place students as 

· t-~ey enter t_~e University. He hasten to add that assessrrent need not 
always consist of formal testing. 

Assessrrent practices could also be an integral ccmponent of the 
design of each curriculum track. Feedback is an inportant ingredient 
in a.T'ly learning process. He would hope that students are given candid 
and accurate information on the progress they are making as they move 
through the curriculum track, on their way toward enrolling in the 
upper division. 

We also rec"'OI'!lrend that careful consideration be given to the 
possibility of requiring all students to successfully pass through an 
asssessrrent process as they nove from the lower division into the upper 
division. He note that it was not so far in the distant past that all 
CIA students had to pass a "Sophorrore Culture Test" before being 
accepted into the upper division. Although this norrenclature and the 
particular rrode of assessrrent may no.v be outdated, we believe that the 
principles underlying this idea are still rrost valid. 

3. INPIDJE COORD illATION OF ALL ILWER DIVISION CURRICUlA 

Course redundancy and course overlap will always be an issue in a 
university as large and diverse as ours. Ho.vever, we are persuaded 
that sar.e formal mechanism should be established which has the author
ity to coordinate the curriculum offerings across colleges. The 
proliferation of courses which go beyond the disciplinary expertise in 
a particular college are well dOC\mented, on the 'TWin Cities Carrpus. 
'Ihe effectiveness of the entire undergraduate experience may well be '\ 
enhanced if we improve our efforts to cornnunicate across colleges on ..., 
issues of curriculum design, prerequisites, course overlap, and course 
articulation. 
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4. lNCREASE THE COJRDINATION OF SKILL DEVEIDPMENT PRO::;RAMS 

As a land-grant institution, it is essential that the University 
maintain access to its educational programs. \~i th the changes recom
ITEnded above, it would be possible to raise -- not lower -- the bar
riers of access. 'Ib ensure that the University is accessible, we 
recamend that all skill development programs be coordinated through a 
single coordinating mechanism. At this tirce we are unaware of the 
exact form such a mechanism should have. We do believe that it must be 
consistent with the governance and administrative organization of the 
University and should have roth responsibility and authority for 
accamplishing the task. 

At the sarre tirce, we are convinced, and told that research dem:m
stratcs, that skill developrent programs must be grounded in the 
academic discipline which they are teaching. In other words, rezredial 
work in quantitative skills should be closely affiliated with the 
mathematics depa.rt.rrent. Rerredial work in language skills should be 
closely affiliated with programs in carposition ·and speech-cormn.mica-

. tions. Yet across these departrrents there should be sorre single 
mechanism which has responsibility for coordinating pre-college work. 

5. IMProvE THE COJP.DINATION OF SUPPORT SERVICES 

Relatedly, and as proposed in the interim report, the University 
should establish a single mechanism for the coordination of advising 
and other support services. \\e v.Duld go beyond the interim report and 
recornrend that sorre advising services at the lower division level 
smuld be rerroved fran the colleges and placed in a rrore centralized 
operation. This has the potential for providing "one-stop" for stu
dents and would lodge with a single unit the responsibility of being 
informed about the entire lower division curriculum on the Twin Cities 
Campus. Students would be rrore infonred on the variety of options 
available to them. Hopefully this unit would also develop mecr~srns 
for charting the academic progress of students and steps to feed back 
this information so that students have a more comprehensive picture of 
their acader:ri.c progress. 

6. CO~ THE IMBALANCE BE'IWEEN AVAilABLE FACULTY RESOURCES 
AND THE SIZE OF THE UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT BODY 

In responding to the interim report, the Coordinating Corrmittee 
wants to c~ll attention to the fundDrnental characteristic which we feel 
drives the quality of education on the '1\'lin Cities Campus. Stated 
abstractly, there exists a task-resource imbalance which must be 
altered if the objectives laid out above are to be accanplished. In 
other words, there are too few faculty resources available given the 
num!::er of students enrolled. 
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Data show that those institutions we are trying to emulate have a 
richer student-faculty-resource mix than the University of Minnesota. 
The undergraduate student to regular faculty ratio is significantly 
lower at these peer institutions. Although we could argue for an 
increase in faculty resources, the possibility of significantly in
creasing the faculty corrplerrent seems rerrote. 

He thus turn to the option of reducing the size of the undergradu
ate population. Integral to the rationale of CTF is the decline in the 
size of the traditional college-age cohort. Yet as sare have argued, 
the University may be the first choice for an increasing proportion of 
the populations given improving quality and a tuition scale held at 
public rates. This possibility not withstanding, the University should 
consider developing an enrollment policy which in a planned way will 
§Ystematically lead to fever undergraduates attending the University. 
As a benchmark for discussion we recomrend consideration be qi ven to 
setting an objective of having 25 percent fewer underqraduates 
(headcount) by Fall, 1995. 

We view the attai.nrrent of this objective as the critical variable 
in predetermining the University's capacity to respond to the changes 
outlined above for the lo.·~er division. We would even go so far as to 
say that the variable of size is rrore important than the preparation 
level of the students entering, although we state this to derronstrate 
the strength of our feeling on the point rather than wanting to defend 
this position over and above preparation standards. 

Before the University could adopt a policy to limit undergraduate 
enrollment by at least 25 percent, an alternative public baccalaureate 
degree program would have to be developed in the Twin Cities. 

\le would also like to note that the State's acceptance of a 
smaller undergraduate student body may in large rreasure be predicated 
on the perceived improverrent in quality in the lower division. In 
other words, if the University can demonstrate significant strides in 
improving the quality for the "other 75 percent" who are enrolled in 
the lower division, the State's policy makers -- including the Regents 
- may be rrore willing t.o accepted limited enrolln'Bnt. 

7. EXAMINE FACULTY AND DEPARI'MENTAL PRIORITIES TO ENSURE THAT 
UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION REx:::EIVES THE ATrENTION RmJlRED 'ID 
IMPLEMENT THESE CHANGES 

Even if only sarre of our ideas were incorporated into the final 
ca:mittee report, we recognize that this calls for still rrore responsi
bilities placed on already strapped departrrents and faculty nenbers. 
\·Je feel strongly that the University sl)ould not nove to implerrent 
changes in the lower division without considering the question of J 
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Rather, they move in the direction of providing students with a coherent 
curriculum which is meaningful to their preparation for upper division study. 

The Final Report, in Recommendation 1 (c', endorses an adequate program of 
preparatory coursework for students w~o are deficient in meeting new preparation 
requirements, but fails to charge a specific body or group with overseeing the 
development of such work and effective implementation of such coursewor~ in a 
student's curricular planning. 

3. The feasibility of establishing an administratively distinct lower division 

The Final Report rejects the concept of a lower division unit or college without 
offering a clear rationale, simply stating that such a concept is better dealt 
with by the recommendations made in the Final Report and that a coordinated 
lower division college would lead to problems with two classes of faculty. No 
provision is made for further study should implementation of the recommendations 
not result in improved lower division education, nor is there recognition of the 
fact that two classes of faculty might well be avoided if the faculty of a lower 
division college were properly empowered to deal with the University-wirle lower 
division needs. 

4. Responsibility for implementation, monitoring, and evaluating the proposed 
recommendations 

The Final Report makes no recommendation for a schedule of implementation, for 
overall responsibility for implementation, for progress reporting, and for 
eva 1 uati ng the effect of the implemented recommendations on 1 ower division 
education. Without such a plan, the University is unlikely to know whether or 
not changes are being implemented and whether or not they are working 
effectively. 

5. Implications for the role of the General College 

The recommendations made in the Fi na 1 Report do not fac i1 ita te the Genera 1 
College's integration into the total University Community. To coordinate the 
activities within the General Co11 ege more closely with the Colleges to which 
its students aspire, the General College, like the Undergraduate Center, the 
Office of Minority and Special Student Affairs, and other academic support 
services, should be placed under the responsibility of the Senior Officer in 
Academic Affairs, ideally the Assistant (or an Associate) Vice President for 
Undergraduate Education. Furthermore, the Report fails to recommend a 
significant role for General College in developing and experimenting with 
curriculum and teaching methods which could be of value to students throughout 
the University. Recommending experimentation with curricular tracks and a 
centralized location, within the General College, of all University pre-college 
developmental coursework and services would enhance the role of the College, ~ut 
would also eliminate some duplication and focus attention on the expertise 
General College can bring to such activ~ties. 

CC: Kenneth Keller, President 
Rama Murthy, Vice President for Academic Affairs 
Richard Heydinger, Chair, Commitment to Focus Coordinating Committee 
Deon Stuthman, Chair, Faculty Consultative Committee 
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priorities and required resources. If la.-1er division education is to 
be rnaxjmally effective, then \ve rrust ensure there is an orientation and 
enthusiasm for it. Incentives r:ust be provided, and resources (both 
human and financial) must be made available. 

At the sarre tirre, we believe that many of these changes can occur 
\Vithin the existing level of resources through resetting priorities and 
reorganization of teaching assignments. 

\'Je offer no sinple solutions, for there are none. \'1e do want to 
state unequivocally that we cannot sirrply add nore expectations for 
undergraduate education on top of the growing list of responsibilities 
for faculty rrembers. We only call attention to this issue in this 
rrerro; we certainly have not provided adequate solutions here. 
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III. PROPOSED STRI.JCIURE FOR IMPLEMENTING CHANGES 

As noted in your interim report, three organizational alternatives 
were considered in arriving at the final set of recc:mrendations. ~ve, 
too, ccnsidered these al temati ves. Hov~ever, given the changes pro
posed above, we are advocating the establishrrent of a lower division 
stiucture which rrore closely resembles the "overlay nodel." 

~~ propose the establishrrent of the "Provost 1 s Council on Under
graduate Education." This executive bcx:iy would be chaired by the Twin 
Cities Provost woo serves as this campus 1 s chief educational officer. 
Tb remain consistent with the educational and administrative structure 
of the University, we propose that rrembers of this council be conprised 
of the deans of all "undergraduate" colleges on the Twin Cities canpus. 
This group would serve as the "executive branch" to i.mplerrent the 
"legislative policy" outlined in the educational principles above. \~ 
would suggest that the Provost be strongly urged not to delegate 
responsibility, for only with the authority and influe..."l.ce of this 
position can undergraduate education receive the attention required to 
rrake these changes. · 

Uncoubtedly, the council would want to appoint faculty task forces 
and other \,'OrJr..i.ng groups to plan the details of these changes. We 
prQ?Jse that the council be given a definite deadline {e.g., the end of 
the 1986-87 academic year) for canpleting this planning work and be 
asked to report back to SCEP on the progress of these plans. 

~~ believe that this structure overcares sarre of the inherent 
difficulties in the "graduate school rrodel" in which the line officer 
(i.e., the dean) cannot assmre full responsibility for graduate educa
tion because budgetary authority resides with the collegiate deans and 
depa...--trre.nt heads. As chief educational and budgetary officer of the 
Twin Cities Canpus, the Provost will be able to back-up these plans 
thrcugh budgetary action. l~e also believe that this proposal has the 
added advantage of calling attention to the :i.rrportance of undergraduate 
educaticn L~ the filling of the position of Provost for the Twin Cities 
Car.'pus. 
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IV. C:WSlNG 

We appreciate the opportunity to respond to your committee's 
interim report. \'Je hope that this set of ideas is useful in the 
ccr.r:ut.tee' s continuing deliberations. To facilitate conmmication we 
purposely wrote this rrerro in a "declarative" tone. rlhis IPay cornruni
cate a sense of unanimity and self-confidence in our discussions which 
wulc1 by misleading. Any of us would be happy to discuss further these 
ideas \·7i th you. 

RBH:kb 
4-8-86 

c: Coordinating Corrmittee 
I<enneth H. Keller 
Tim Pratt 
Deon Stuthnan 
John Wallace 
University Vice Presidents 
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SENATE AND ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE NOMINATIONS BEING SUBMITTED 
TO THE SENATE AND ASSEMBLY ON MAY 15, 1986 

AssE'mbJy Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics 

New faculty members: 

Allen Goldman (Physics) 
Deon Stuthman (Agron. & Plant Genetics) 

To chair: Professor Mariah Snyder 

Senate Committee on Business and Rules 

New faculty members: 

Wesley B. Sundquist (Ag. Econ.) 

To chair: David Lenander 

Student members: 

John Berg 
Brad Carlson 
Jonathon Farber 
Douglas Lahammer 
Corey Smith 

Student members 

David Lenander 
~teve Florman 

Senate Committee on All-University Honors (SCC recommends the names to President) 

New faculty members: 

(still to be determined) 

To chair: (still to be determined) 

Senate Finance Committee 

(no new at-large faculty members 
for '86-'86) 

Senate Planning Co~mittee 

New faculty members: 

John Howe (History) 
Warren Ibele 

To chair: Carl A.dan1s 

Student members 

Laura Cavallo 
Tim Pratt 

(1 still to be named) 

Student members 

James Clark (student rep. from Planning) 
Paige Johnson 
Patricia Thomas 

Student members 

James Clark 
Tim Ziegenhagen 

NON-SENATE/ASSEMBLY BODY FOR ~~ICH SCC RECOMMENDS MEMBERS TO THE PRESIDENT: 

President's Student Behavior Review Panel 

New faculty member: 

(still to be determined) 

To chair: (still to be determined) 

Student members: 

Patricia Anderson 
John Berg 
John Joachim 
Caroline O'Brien 



For SCC 5/15/86 

flRAFT MOTION PROPOSED FOR SUBMISSION TO THE TWIN CITIES CAMPUS ASSEMBLY 

FOR ITS JUNE 5, 1986 MEETING 

CHILD CARE 

MOTION: 

The Assembly affirms its desire for the University to give 

more attention to child care needs. 

The Assembly recommends: 

- That central administration assign someone (poszibly 

already within the current child care structure~ to assume 

the responsibilities outlined for a Child Care Coordinator 

in the April, 1986 report, "Child Care at the T\'lin Cities 

Campus of the University of Minnesota," including documentation 

' of n::.ds for add.itiona,l "sl···ots;'~ _ .. 
1 

.. , l d ~.t.A:· _.....: ~--~ +~ .. (... \._ .(..~ .,.... ,L I.A •. .1- .( '/r""' _/L.£~,_,, 
- TI1At ~CCA establish a Stend~J:ommittee en Child Care 

- That the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs revisit 

the issue of cafeteria fringe benefits packages for faculty, 

with par~icular consideration for child care and reduced 

University tuition for faculty dependents; 

- That the Senate Finance Committee strongly consider 

recommending for inclusion in the 1987-89 legislative request 

both capital expenditure items and operational subsidy items 

in the support of child care. 
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UNIVERSilY OF MINNESOTA 

Professor Jack C. Merwin, Choir 
~enate Finance Committee 
204 Burton Hall 
Minneapolis Campus 

Dear Jack: 

University Senate Consultative Committee 
420 Sorlaug Hall (c/o Agronomy) 
1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)625-7719 

May 23, 1986 

The Assembly Steering Committee has submitted tor the 
docket of the Twin City Campus Assembly;s June 5 meeting a 
motion concerning child care. The motion calls upon the 
Assembly to affirm its desire for the University to give more 
attention to child care needs and to recommend certain new 
actions, as proposed in the recent report, "Child tare at 
the Twin Cities Campus of the University of Minnesota," ns 
ways to bring that increased attention. Among the 
recommendations is this one: 

"That the ~enate Finance Committee strongly 
consider recommending for inclusion in the 
1987-89 legislative request both capital 
expenditure items and operational subsidy 
i terns in the support of child care. r; 

While it is not a certainty that the Assembly will 
approve this motion, Iim confident that that will be the 
outcome. Since SFC is nnw meeting frequently with Vice 
President Murthy to discuss the capital and budget requests, 
I would like the Committee to be aware of the Steering 
Committee's wishes and of the possibility of a request from 
the full Assembly. 

DDS:mbp 
c: Kenneth H. Keller 

V. Rama Murthy 
Margery Durham 

Si)cerely, 

iU&~vt) ' 
Deon D. Stuthman, Chair, 
Assembly Steering Committee 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Department ot English 
TWIN CITIES . Lind Hall 

207 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2595 

May 12, 1986 

TO: Pres I dent Ke I I er 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Margery Durham c 
/V111 

Child Care • /Jl 
The meeting on May 7 with you and the Consultative and 

F I n a n c e C o m m I t t e e s w a s e n c o u r a g I ·n g , a n d I a p p r e c r a t e v e r y m u c h 
havIng had the chance to attend. FIttIng a matter I Ike chI I d 
care Into the already ful I University agenda Is Indeed difficult, 
and our committee felt It had first to describe the prob I em's 
dimensions In detal I for you and for the others who must make the 
budgetary decisions. 

In one respect we may not have realized what an advantage we 
had In your having already recognized the problem and being 
committed to addressing ft. We also were conscious of our charge 
to report to the SCC and, through that body, to others. There
fore, some of the statements In the Report were made for thos~ 
who, un I Ike yourse If, might not yet have been conv lnced of the 
need for additional Involvement of the University In this Issue. 
In our presentation then, our two main goals were: first, to 
persuade the unpersuaded; and second, to make min lma I demands on 
the University budget. In my own mind and I know In others', the 
concept of steady state funding Is firmly lodged. 

Nevertheless, we also know that as a I lvlng and even a 
ively social organism, the University will change. We therefore 

used the model of growth rather than of either stasis or radical 
Innovation, and In this connection I would like to list the 
following priorities, hoping that they wfll help to guide the 
coming del lberatlons: 

1. A~n~ iQ ~~i~iin~ i~~~ii~~: Besides research and 
observation space for the West Bank Center, there Is, as you 
mentioned, the matter of salary. Even though fringe benefits add 
significantly to the real Income of at least some University 
child care staff In comparison with other- especially private
providers, the matter of comparable worth has been mandated and 
must be faced. In add It I on, of course, h lgh qua I Tty day care 
costs more than group baby sitting • 

.. 
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At the meeting last week I intended also to mention two 
we I 1-p I an ned programs that need on I y a I Itt I e he I p In gettIng 
started, and that therefore cou I d eas II y, and In a very cost 
effective manner, augment the number of chi I d care openings on 
campus. I refer to the tlmetab I e In our Report, Item I B (page 
6). The Health Sciences plan requires only the allocation of 
space In order to get under way, and the Law Schoo I students a I so 
have made a significant start In developing a child care program. 
It seems to us that these potential facilities should be given 
priority on the principle of building from we already have. 

2. .E.r..Q:t.l.dl.n.g. ..a .r...ail.Q.n..al~ f.Q.r. f.JJ..n.dl.n.g. .r.~~.JJ.~..s.i..s.: I had the 
distinct Impression that requests for space were In order, partly 
because they can be estimated fairly precisely in the Uni
versity's requests for both publ lc and private funding. This 
Idea he I ped generate our support for Item I I F on space, ma I nte
nance and utilities (page 7), as well as Item II 0 on remodeling 
estimates (page 6). Time ran out on our plan to get the actual 
estimates for remodel lng such buildings as Appleby Hall, Boynton, 
and Marshall-University, and we did not consider It within our 
authority to find out the price of acquiring the latter two. We 
d ld, however, get assurances that, shou I d you ask for them, the 
remodel lng estimates would be quickly forthcoming. 

3 • .E.r.l:t...ai~ f.JJ..n.dl.n.g. : We s h o u I d k e e p I n m I n d t h e f act t h a t 
the Legislature Is not our only financial resource. Although the 
format of "case statements" In the Capital Campaign makes It 
difficult to Include such a broadly relevant Issue as child care, 
we would expect a child care coordinator, In cooperation wlth·the 
University's other fund-raising proJects, to approach businesses 
that hire a large number of University graduates on the subJect 
of funding. Appendix A of our Report Inc I udes the framing of 
grant propos a Is as one of the coordInator's dutIes, and we fee I 
that this Is one reason for making such an appointment. 

4. .E.r.~..s.~.ni ..s.i..aff: As you are no doubt aware, our present 
chI I d care supervIsors cannot take on more work than they have 
now. I understand that the West Bank Center recently discon
tinued Its referral service for lack of staff to manage that part 
of Its program. Therefore, mainly because the child care problem 
Ts so large and complex, we still bel Teve that a coordTnator Is 
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necessary, and that this offlce should have strong I lnes of 
communication with both the Vlce Presldent for Finance and Opera
tlons and the Office of Academic Affalrs. In thls connection you 
mlght want to revlew the Report's Appendix A, "Posltlon Descrlp
tlon" (page 9). 

5. ~ iQ ~1~ parents: It Is not entlrely the case that 
If the crlterla for student flnanclal aid are changed to Jnclude 
ch lId care expenses, a I I s l ng I e students w II I get I ess. Unfortu
nately, among the most needy are slng I e parents, for whom some 
bel !eve the University should especially provlde. 

As the Consultatlve and Finance Committees review our 
Report, I believe that the Issues I raise here, In addltlon to 
those mentioned In my May 1 memo to you, w iII emerge. We appre
ciate the encouragement that both you and they have glven us so 
far, and awalt your declslons with confldence In such attentlve 
deliberations. 

/cb 

cc: Deon Stuthman, Chalr, Senate Consultative Committee 
Jack Merwln, Chair, Senate Finance Commlttee 
Child Care Committee 

.. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University senate consultative committee 

420 Borlaug Hall (c/o Agronomy) 
1991 Buford Circle 

Mr. David M. Lilly 

St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)625-7719 

May 9, 1986 

Vice President fer Finance and Operations 
301 Morrill Hall 

Dear Vice President Lilly: 

Our committee is appreciative of your willingness to 
discuss the maintenance of classroom, laboratory, and office 
space. I was pleased to hear in our phone conversation that 
you are considering some reassignment of supervisory respon
sibility in this area so that vmrkloads \vill be more evenly 
distributed. Perhaps these plans will have been developed 
sufficiently so that you can share them with our group and 
invite their reaction. 

Well-kept classrooms and laboratories have a definite 
impact on the success of our educational mission. Student 
attitudes ar~ important in the l~arning process and clean 
teaching environs can only make these attitudes more 
conducive to better learning. In addition, ,.,hen campus 
visitors encounter well-maintained buildings (and grounds) , 
they get a favorable impression of the University "l.vhich 
serves the institution well as it strives toward the goals 
outlined for us in Co~~itment to Focus. 

We look forward to our discussion on the 15th. 

DDS:mbp 

Encl: SCC agenda 

St.l..,ncerely, 
I \ 

j~\N. 
Deon D. Stuthrnan, Chair, 
Senate Consultative Committee 
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