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DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 
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AGENDA 

12:15 l. For Information. Reports: 

12:45 

1:05 

A. Student SCC Chair (Mr. St. Laurent) 

B. Finance Committee Chair (Professor Shively). 

C. SCC Chair (Professor Berscheid) 
Contacts with prospective external reviewers (governance) 

- Committee on Minority Programs re CtF. 

D. Others. 

2. For Action: 

A. Approval of 9/25/86 SCC minutes (attached) . 

B. Review and accept Senate agenda items for November 6 meeting. 
(Attachment to SCC: Professor Berscheid's 10/6 letter to 

c. 
Mr. Carter. ) 

(Assembly Steering Committee.) Review and accept Assembly 
agenda items for November 6 meeting. 

1:10 D. Modify SCC's April and May meeting schedule (see attachment). 

1:15 E. Steer the Report of the Task Force on Student Services Fees 

3. 

(attachment to SCC: V.P. Wilderson's 10/14 letter to Professor 
Berscheid) . 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

1:30 A. The president's items. 

B. Child Care: report on the General College service and on the 
status of the anticipated coordinator position. 

Cont .... 



J 

j 



3:00 

3:20 

3:35 

C. University Policy Agenda for 1986-87 as President Keller will 
present it to the Senate on November 6. 

D. Policies regarding University bookstores profit-making and 
profit use. Guest: Professor Marty Roth, Chair, Assembly 
Bookstores Committee. 

4. DISCUSSION WITH DR. JOHN WALLACE, 
ASSISTANT VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS 

A. Work of the Implementation Committee on Undergraduate Education. 
(Attachments: Minutes from its 9/30 and 10/8 meetings.) 

B. Teaching Assistants for whom English is a second language. 

C. Merit scholarships. 
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N307 Elliott Hall 
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MINUTES 
SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 

AND 
DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

October 23, 1986 
12:45 - 4:00 

Regents Room, Morrill Hall 

APPROVED ll/20/86 

Members present: Ellen Berscheid (Chair), Mark Brenner, Charles Campbell, 
Shirley Clark, Brenda Ellingboe, Jon Grahek, Ron Kubik, Joe Latterell, 
Clean Melsa, Paul Murphy, Ron Phillips, Roy St. Laurent, Andy Seitel, 
W. Phillips Shively, Bruce Vandal. 

Guests for all or part of meeting: Mary Cracraft (Dail~), Margery Durham 
(Chair, Child Care Committee), President Kenneth Keller, Vice President 
David Lilly, Associate Vice President v. Rama Murthy, Mike Peltier (Daily), 
Tim Pratt (MSA President), Marsha Riebe, Marty Roth (Chair, Bookstores 
Advisory Committee), Maureen Smith (University Relations), Assistant 
Vice President John Wallace, and a Daily photographer. 

l. For Information. 

A. Report of the Finance Committee Chair. Professor Shively listed 
subjects SFC will study this year: (1) effects of funding sources, 
both federal and private, on University priorities; (2) implications 
for University Hospitals (and in turn the University) of federal reductions 
in patient cost subsidies; (3) the University's growing involvement with 
capital enterprises; and (4) anticipated effect of new tax code on gifts 
to the Foundation. 

B. Governance: External reviewers. Professor Clark and 
Mr. St. Laurent reported that Kenneth Mortimer, Martin Trow, and Mark 
Filip are all interested in coming to take part in the governance review 
assuming that scheduling requirements could be met. Professor Berscheid 
announced that sec will contact them and try to arrange a two-day February 
visit. 

C. Report of the SCC Chair. Professor Berscheid said the interim 
report of the Committee on Minority Programs in Support of Commitment 
to Focus will not be ready until December. She has written Professor 
Taborn the SCC's recommendations as to what groups should be asked to 
review the report, and to recommend that his committee hold a Senate 
forum after people have had time to study the interim report. 

2. For Action. 

A. Minutes of the September 25 meeting were tentatively approved; 
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any corrections shoulc'l be called in by October 27. 

B. Senate agenda for November 6. 

(l) Overall agenda. Copies of the agenda were distributed; 
sec, setting aside for the moment the SDI motion, accepted the agenda. 

(2) Disposition of Mr. Carter's motion on an SDI forum. 
Distributed to sec were notes on the options described by the Senate 
parliamentarian, and copies of Mr. Carter's letter in reply to Professor 
Berscheid's letter based on SCC's September 25 discussion. 

Ms. Ellingboe spoke on Mr. Carter's behalf, saying he wants there 
to be a panel discussion open to the University community. He regards 
the issue of such importance that it should have wide discussion and 
believes the Board of Regents, as the University's highest decision-making 

body and 
invited. 
attend. 

heretofore left out of SDI discussions, should be specifically 
She acknowledged that it would be their prerogative not to 

The Senate would not plan the event, only reco~~end it. 

Professor Shively argued that it would be a mistake for the Senate 
to give its imprimatur to an event over which it would not have control. 

The motion is unnecessary because any numb2r of groups are free to 
hold such a meeting; Senate action would only add Senate endorsement, 
which is inappropriate. Ms. Ellingboe suggested the Senate could recommend 
the event take place without endorsing it. Professor Shively argued 
it was meaningless to ask the Senate to acknowledge the existence of 
a debate. 

Mr. St. Laurent was not convinced of the propriety of trying to 
set the Regents agenda. The groups that hold such events can invite 
the Regents without any special action of the University Senate. 

Mr. Seitel favored the motion. He saw it as not inappropriate for 
the Senate to acknowledge that the University will continue to debate 
this subject and that there is more to be said on it. With assurances 
that it would not be one-sided, he had no quarrel with Senate support. 

But Mr. St. Laurent contended that the same case could be made for other 
lively issues and the Senate should not set the precedent of calling 
for a forum for each of them. Other organizations do hold educational 
events. Ms. Ellingboe aragued that SDI is different from all other issues 
becau~e of its relevance University-wide. Professor Brenner said the 
Senate would have a role only if there were not other opportunities 
for a campus-wide forum. 

Mr. St. Laurent moved that the sec recommend to the Senate the third 
option submitted by the parliamentarian: to present the original motion 
with a recommendation that the Senate vote it down. On a show of hands, 
the sec approved this motion, ll to 4. 

C. (Twin Cities Campus Assembly Steering Committee.) Assembly 
agenda. The Steering Committee accepted the Campus Assembly agenda for 
November 6. 
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D. Modified SCC schedule for Spring Quarter. SCC members expressed 
no objections to the slightly-altered Spring Quarter SCC schedule, which 
moves the Crookston Campus visit to April 30. 

E. Draft Report of the Task Force on Student Services Fees. Vice 
President Frank Wilderson has asked the SCC to steer the report to the 
appropriate governance bodies. Mr. St. Laurent called it a student issue 
and said students have been involved all along. He recommended steering 
it to the Assembly Committee on Student Affairs (which should be augmented 
by membership from the coordinate campuses because the Senate does not 
have a functional Student Affairs Committee) and to the Student SCC. 

He recommended that if the recommendations require Senate attention, 
they go before the Student Senate exclusively. 

The sec concurred in that opinion. The Chair will so steer the 
draft report and will write of the action to Vice President Wilderson. 

Mr. St. Laurent expressed student concern that although the document 
is labeled a draft, it is scheduled to go before the Regents for discussion 
in November. He regarded Regents attention as premature if it comes 
before solicited comments can have been submitted, and said SSCC would 
so write to Vice President Wilderson. The full SCC found that point 
reasonable; Professor Berscheid will include it in her letter. sec agreed 
with Mr. St. Laurent's recommendation for a schedule in which an administrative 
recommendation would go to the Regents in January and the Regents would 
act in February. 

F. (Addition to agenda). Outside request for the minutes of the 
past three meetings of the Senate Committee on Animal Rights. Professor 
Berscheid reported to SCC that after the first request from Mr. Jeff 
Dorson, adviser to the University's Animal Rights Coalition (a registered 
student organization), that he be permittea to know the time and place 
of Animal Care Committee (ACC) meetings, sec sent a written reminder 
to all committee chairs that the Senate bylaws require that meetings 
normally be public with notices printed in the Daily. Mr. Dorson has 
now requested minutes of the ACC's last three meetings. 

sec members examined the Senate bylaws' requirement that committees 
keep records of their meetings and procedings and file a copy of these 
with the clerk of the Senate. The passage further states, 

"At the discretion of· the Senate Consultative Committee, corrtmittee 
minutes which contain detiled information about individuals may 
be deposited only with the president of the University and shall 
be open to inspection only by persons authorized in writing by the 
chair of the Senate consultative Committee. In cases where provision 
has thus been made for confidential treatment of committee minutes 
the committee involved shall prepare and file with the clerk of 
the Senate a version of the minutes of the committee meetings that 
contains all information other than detailed information about 
individuals." 

Professor Berscheid reported that Dr. George Ruth, chair of ACC, 
has asked that sec not approve distribution of the existing minutes as 
they contain information on individual grant proposals. He has also 
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said he would be willing, if sec so instructed, to keep two sets of minutes 

in the future. 

sec discussed the bylaws language and the request for minutes and 
decided not to release the existing minutes. The Committee then discussed 
whether to ask Professor Ruth to make a neutered version of those minutes 
to provide to Mr. Dorson. Professor Campbell foresaw that if SCC authorized 
release of any minutes unconditionally it would be implicitly opening 
them to the world. 

Professor Murphy argued that the Senate Consultative Committee 
could not apply a decision on keeping two forms of minutes ex post facto 
but could instead pr.escribe future practice. There was an informal 
sec consensus to this effect: the Animal Care Committee will not be 
asked to make a second version of past minutes, but will be asked to 
keep two sets of all future meetings. Professor Berscheid will write 
of the SCC's decision to Professor Ruth and to Mr. Dorson. 

3. DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

President Keller joined the meeting at 1:30. 

A. The President's items. 

(l) President Keller will distribute to all staff a letter, together 
with a brochure produced by the Office of Equal Opportunity, regarding 
the problem of sexual harassment. 

(2) Business before the recent meeting of the Association 
of American Universities (comprised of 56 research universities). 
(a) Mandatory retirement legislation: the U.S. Senate appears to have 
revived its seven-year exemption for Universities. President Keller 
frowned upon univer:;;itles' using an ideological argument to achieve a 
pragmatic end. At some point, he said, the Consultative Committee or 
Faculty Affairs might want to explore the questions the change will raise 
including impact, if any, on our tenure code; (b) Reauthorization of 
the Higher Education Act looks encouraging for fellowships and other 
financial aid, although it does not assure full appropriation. When 
cuts are made the newly added titles will go first. Congressional priorities 
are for Pell grants and minority student aid. Unfortunately, the federal 
government continues to reduce its support for graduate education; (c) the 
new tax code makes taxable all compensation for services (including, 
e.g., tuition fellowships), suggesting the University may have to adjust 
its compensation to achieve the same ends; (d) Intercollegiate Athletics 
policies were discussed at length; the outlook is good for deprofessional
izing university athletics along the lines the Presidents' Commission 
has proposed. Also before that Commission is the complex issue of freshman 
eligibility. 

B. Child Care Issues. 

The administration has learned that the General College program 
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(mentioned in the 9/25 SCC meeting) operates through the HELP Center, 
to connect students with an agency, and achieves need-based child care 
funding for 100 to 125 students per year through Hennepin County. Central 
administration sees no advantage to building centralized child care coordination 
on that program. 

President Keller announced the administration is negotiating with 
someone regarding the position of Child Care coordinator and has budgeted 
$20,000 for the rest of 1986-87; discussions include what the person 
thinks can be done in the course of this year. Future support for a 
coordinator position cannot be promised until we see the legislative 
appropriation. Professor Berscheid will give a follow-up report to the 
Campus Assembly. President Keller said the University has asked that 
the governor's new task force on child care support the University's 
proposal but not try to incorporate it into their plan. 

President Keller declined Mr. Kubik's request for central administration 
money to underwrite a Morris Campus survey of community child care needs, 
saying that if UMM believes the survey worth doing, the chancellor could 
find the necessary money. 

Professor Margery Durham reported receiving a document which referred 
to plans to relocate the West Bank Child Care Center, among other occupants, 
to make room for a parking lot or ramp. The president said he knew of 
no such plan and that Child Care would be moved only if a better location 
could be found for it. 

D. University Policy Agenda. 

President Keller will be unable to attend the November 6 Senate 
meeting, but he will submit the customary policy agenda which will consist 
principally of Commitment to Focus elements and describ~ development 
of new planning and budgeting processes. He identified: 

- CEE responses to CtF recommendations; 

- Taborn Committee report on minority access; 

- Undergraduate Implementation Committee; 

- Committee on a research center on undergraduate education; 

- Implementation of the preparation requirements including phasing 
them in; 

- New budgeting processes for next year as Vice Presidents Benjamin 
and Lilly move us away from incremental budgeting and towards 
zero-based budgeting; they are trying to develop a set of processes 
by which every unit defines its work and the support that requires; 
the process would be enormous, with perhaps 20% of all units studied 
each year; 

- Faculty development committee; 

- Administrative decentralization; 

- President's involvement with the Minnesota Campaign, including 
approaches to national foundations; deans and department heads 
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will be increasingly involved in this next stage; 

-President's intention to spend a great deal of time at the legislature; 

-Itemization of graduate program reviews for 1986-87. 

Budgeting processes. Professor Phillips asked if there is a way 
to guard against departments spending an enormous amount of time explaining 
what they do well. President Keller replied that every unit will lay 
out what its program is, and from that will follow what support it needs. 

He said the University will take a large-scale look at how we make comparisons. 
We'll seek to determine whether certain elements are necessary adjuncts 

to a unit's good work or result from historical accident. We want to 
examine what it takes to mount a good program. The administration will 
look for the reasons behind budgetary differences such as SEE of 2% in 
one unit and SEE of 8% in another. What we have to argue about, he said, 
is the relation of program to budget. 

E. University Bookstores: policies regarding profits and their 
use. 

(A hand-out to SCC members showed Bookstore profits in each of the 
last five years.) President Keller told SCC the figures did not show 
fully allocated cost-based profits since not all overhead is charged. 
There is a general issue of how to cost-account support services. The 

president explained that while 1984-85 shows a $800,000 profit, the University 
incurred substantial costs in setting up the workshops on the use of 
personal computers (required as part of the arrangement for the Bookstores 
to offer PC's at a substantial discount). He contended that the Bookstore 
Advisory Committee does not proceed methodically in determining how to 
use the money. 

At about the same time the Bookstores started selling large numbers 
of computers, IBM required the University to put money into software 
development (Note: as the University proposed in its application to IBM 
for the Project Woksape grant) . That investment would benefit undergraduates 
and was an appropriate use of the Bookstores' windfall profits resulting 
from computer sales. However, he said, the Bookstore Advisory Committee 
didn't have any particular interest in Woksape and recommended that some 
of the profits be used for other purposes. 

He said one alternative to the problem of controling use of the 
profits is to keep cutting down the profit margin to a prudent level. 

However, if the target gets much below 2%, subsidies become required. 
Central administration would liket~ggregate all profits into a central 

~ 
pool whose allocation should be discussed with appropriate groups including 
the Senate Finance Committee. 

Professor Shively warned that setting an explicit profit margin 
provides an incentive to the unit to maintain itself particularly well, 
and the activity is counted off as an expense. Professor Keller agreed 
this is an issue we need to think through. He suggested an sec discussion 
with Vice President Lilly on such topics as pooling or evening-out support 
enterprise year-end profits or losses, and assuring accountability in 
the process. 
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Mr. St. Laurent commented that students resent the repeated reports 
over the years of large bookstore profits because books are so expensive. 

He contended that the only just distribution of profits is to return 
them somehow to bookstore patrons. He voiced some sympathy for using 
profits to put the bookstores and the University into the computer business. 

President Keller said he is told that books are not profitable and 
are subsidized by the various trinkets. He argued that the just use 
of the profits, which are relatively small, is to aggregate them and 
apply them to the benefit of the educational community. 

Professor Goldstein supported aggregating profits from the several 
enterprises, but not combining those with other discretionary funds. 

Instead, they should be returned in some way to faculty and students 
through such means as discounts on future purchases. He believes most 
colleges and universities have some sort of bookstore co-op or discount 
system for faculty and students, as Minnesota once did. 

Professor Shively said one would expect the low profit margin required 
to permit the bookstores to be able to charge less; he raised the question 
of what behavior the bookstores had changed to drop from the former target 
of 4-6% to the current 2%. Mr. St. Laurent reported that the bookstores 
have in recent months offered selected discounts, such as on technical 
books not required for classes. 

Professor Goldstein suggested that classing together the services 
that the University asks faculty and students to pay for directly (bookstores, 
parking, and cafeterias) makes staff and students perceive these funds 
as different from other University income. But President Keller questioned 
how it could seem that any extra money frorn these sources is not going 
for staff and student welfare. Project Woksape, for example, is of strong 
benefit to students because it enables them to learn computer use. 

Dr. Murthy noted that the relatively large 1984-85 bookstore profits 
were due to computer sales. He and Vice President Lilly recommended 
to the Bookstores Committee designating part of the profits for Woksape; 
the Committee agreed but recommended a lower amount than the vice presidents 
had asked for. 

Professor Campbell said the bookstore exists to forward the academic 
mission of the University. Mr. Seitel said there is some confusion as 
to where the profits come from. He questioned how the price for used 
books is determined. 

President Ke~ler said he objects to a Bookstore Advisory Committee spending 
money, but not to its concerning itself with bookstore policies. He 
suggested again that any non-recurring resources be aggregated and spent 
in the best way to serve educational or service needs instead of treating 
some receipts in special ways. 

Mr. St. Laurent recommended that the Bookstores Committee, rather 
than the Steering Committee, address some of the questions. He thought 
that Committee should have two options: putting profits into a general 
fund or returning them to the bookstores to enhance service. 
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Professor Clark asked whether the Steering Committee could get information 
on the profits of the University's other services, and noted that none 
of the others has a committee to advise on the use of profits. The Bookstore 
Committee presumably originated out of a presumption that students contribute 
substantially to any profits. President Keller noted that parking services 
and the dormitories, among others, are required to build in their own 

amortization costs. 

The Steering Committee agreed to invite Mr. Duffy, director of the 
bookstores, to a meeting later this fall. Members raised a number of 
further questions to ask him to address: 

- What is the mission of the University bookstores? 

- What is the pricing policy? 

- How were profits dealt with before the large-scale sale of computers? 

- How did the bookstores reduce profits from 4-6% to 2%? How has 
the pricing policy changed since the order to reduce profits? 

- Have profits actually been in the 2% margin 

- Could we have a peer comparison with other bookstores in the Big 
Ten on such areas as pricing and personnel? 

- What is the functional relationship between the director and the 
Committee? 

- How much was spent on the West Bank Bookstore remodelling? Was 
that an appropriate amount? 

Mr. St. Laurent asked if the Bookstore Advisory Committee is tackling 
these questions, and if not, why not? He questioned whether the Steering 
Committee should have to spend so much time on them. 

Mr. Campbell requested obtaining, if possible, minutes from Bookstore 
Advisory Committee meetings. 

4. DISCUSSION WITH ASSISTANT VICE PRESIDENT JOHN WALLACE 

A. English language competency of TA's for whom English is not 
the first language. 

Dr. Wallace distributed to sec a memorandum with ten relevant attachments, 
and he described what efforts are made. Each fall he and Graduate School 
Dean Robert Holt write to deans, department heads, and graduate studies 
directors on the subject of monitoring and improving the English speaking 
proficiency of teaching assistants. The burden is primarily on department 
heads. Departmental compliance now seems good. At the discretion of 
the appropriate departmental administrator, a foreign TA is directed 
to take the SPEAK test, on the basis of which the English course is 
or is not recommended. The number of TA's who are foreign nationals 
has risen from 286 in 1982-83 to 558 in 1985-86. (Many of those 558 
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are no longer in their first year.) Approximately 200 per year are enrolled 
in the English program. If a TA is required to repeat the course, the 
department is notified. Departments pay half the instructional cost. 

He acknowledged that sometimes a TA is instructing at the same time 
as taking the English course. 

In 1985 an intense two-week pre-fall training session was added. 
That, together with better screening, seems to have reduced the number 

of complaints. 

Complementary teaching skills. Dr. Wallace explained that presentation 
skills, which can compensate for pronunciation difficulties, are also 
taught. Professor Goldstein commented that that part of the instruction 
would probably be worth having available, if not necessarily required, 
for all TA's. Professors Brenner and Shively voiced their concurrence. 
Mr.-st. Laurent and Mr. Seitel were pleased at this endorsement of broadscale 

teaching instruction for TA's; Mr. Seitel said he and Dr. Wallace had 
been hoping for the past two to three years to get such a program going 
via the Educational Development Programs. Dr. Wallace cautioned that 
the estimated costof $750,000 a year appears to be a hindrance. 

Professor Phillips remarked that despite these very positive comments 
he still hears many criticisms. It appears TA's must be teaching who 
have not taken the course or have not done it well enough. The consequences 
affect their students. He strongly favors requiring satisfactory completion 
of the course, or of passing the test, before permitting the TA to teach. 
Dr. Wallace said the chief problem is the lack of a contingency fund 
for departments to support their graduate students until they are certified 
to teach as TA's. 

Professor Campbell asked whether it was Dr. Wallace's impression 
that the problem was growing better or worse and whether better channels 
make it easier for students to forward their complaints. Dr. Wallace 
said that in fact the Student Ombudsman Service (SOS) has not elicited 
complaints. At the departmental level, various ad hoc arrangements are 
made when students request a shift of sections because of language problems 
with a TA. SOS is free to write him if a department can't resolve a 
problem, but SOS has not done so. 

Professor Goldstein noted that departments can set their own requirements 
for review. Mechanical Engineering, for example, uses a quarterly review 
form of TA's which includes student evaluations. 

Professor Berscheid asked why testing is not mandatory so all problems 
can be identified. Dr. Wallace said the probable cause is the cost, 
as well as the nuisance factor for those who plainly do not need help. 
Professor Campbell pointed out that being ordered to take the test is 

less painful if everyone has to be tested. He urged requiring all TA's 
to report on September 16 for adequate preparation time. 

Professor Berscheid asked whether any official is looking at how to improve 
the plan further Dr. Wallace said the University's ESL program has 
a proposal for improvement via expanding the summer program. He said 
he would carry the SCC's suggestions back. 
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B. Implementation Task Force on Undergraduate Education. 

(Note: Following last June's Assembly vote that it be done, the 
administration and the Assembly Steering Committee this summer appointed 
a task force to prioritize the agreed-upon recommendations in existing 
documents, develop implementation plans for them, take further action 
to achieve the documents' additional aims and suggestions, and address 
inconsistencies among the documents.) 

Dr. Wallace, who chairs the task force, explained that the group 
has divided itself up to work in several areas but at this point continues 
to meet weekly as a committee of the whole on the areas of curriculum 
and advising. Other areas are co-curricular activities, student services, 
space facilities, and faculty development. Each one, he said, has an 
information services component. 

The task force expects to report on time at the end of Fall Quarter 
at least regarding curriculum and advising. The group is focusing on 
the desired outcomes of our undergraduate program. It is difficult, 
he said, to look at curriculum for a campus like the Twin Cities. The 
task force is in the process of developing a strategic vision of what 
undergraduate education should be like on this campus, especially in 
the circumstance of a successful Commitment to Focus, under which undergraduate 
enrollment drops by 8000 while resources remain constant. 

While the task force will probably recommend some central actions 
to move towards the goals, they see that undergraduate plans will have 
to be integrated into the comprehensive planning process getting underway. 
Being part of the colleges' comprehensive planning holds out the best 

hope for implementation, he believes. 

He described their discussions as serious. One concrete assessment 
device under consideration is the student writing portfolio which would 
accumulate from high school through college and graduate school. They 
have also addressed the faculty's reward system and want a value system 
which better encourages faculty participation in active learning strategies 
and in other ways with undergraduates. 

C. Merit Scholarships. 

Dr. Wallace squashed a rumor that the University was cutting merit 
scholarships. Although administrators considered various possibilities, 
some of which would have reduced the amount of merit aid, the conclusion 
does not reduce merit scholarships at all. These include the National 
Merit Scholarship program, the 50 President's minority student scholarships 
(4-year scholarships of $1000 in addition to other financial aid and 
which can rise according to merit), and the 275 Presidential scholarships 
of $500 a year for two years, whose amount can also be increased. 

The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith Poppele 
Executive Assistant 



l5TI UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

President Kenneth H. Keller 
202 Morrill Hall 

Dear Ken: 

University Senate Consultative Committee 
N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612)626-1850 

October 15, 1986 

Subject: October 23 Senate 
Consultative Committee meeting 

The sec will meet with you from 1:30 to 3:00 on the 
23rd. The topics we would like to take up with you are these: 

(1) Child Care issues, including more information on 
the service General College is providing, which you mentioned 
to us last month, and the current status of the anticipated 
position of Child Care Coordinator; 

(2) The University Policy Agenda for 1986-87, which 
you will be presenting to the Senate on November 6; 

(3) Policies regarding University Bookstores profit
making and profit use. We have invited Professor Marty Roth, 
chair of the Assembly Bookstores Committee, to join us for 
this discussion. 

As always we will welcome any announcements and additional 
discussion items which you wish to bring to us. 

EB:mp 

Enclosure: SCC agenda 

Chair, Senate Consultataive 
Committee 



l5'i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Dr. John Wallace 

University Senate Consultative Committee 

N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612)626-1850 

September 25, 1986 

Assistant Vice President for Academic Affairs 
200 Morrill Hall 

Subject: English language skills 
of foreign-born teaching assistants 

Dear Dr. Wallace: 

As you know, the Senate Consultative Committee has 
arranged for you to talk with us at our October, November, 
and December meetings about the work of the Implementation 
Task Force on Undergraduate Education. This note is to 
request that at the first of our meetings with you, October 23, 
you bring us up to date on recent efforts to ameliorate 
problems that sometimes arise for students whose instructors 
have difficulty with the English language. This is a matter 
of continuing concern to faculty, students, and persons in 
the community. If changes have been instituted, we would 
appreciate knowing of evaluation procedures to ascertain 
the effectiveness of those changes. 

Many thanks. 

EB:mp 

c: Shirley Clark 
Roy St. Laurent 

Berscheid 
Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 



EXTERNAL REVIEW TEAM FOR GOVERNANCE SYSTEM 

Visit: February 9-10, 1987 

Martin Trow 
Center for the Study of Higher Education 
University of California, Berkeley 
Berkeley, California 94720 

Melissa is secretary 
at the Center 

(415)642-5418 (Center); (415)642-9870 (private); (415)642-4670 (Graduate 
School for Policy, Tuesdays 1:30-3:30; (415)527-0125 (home). 

Kenneth Mortimer 
Vice President and Vice Provost 
Pennsylvania State University 
University Park, Pennsylvania 16802 

(814)865-2505 

Mark Filip 
President, u. of Illinois Student Association and 

Joan Sommers answers 
this phone in the 
president's office. 

Vice President for Research of American Association of University Students 
297 Illini Union 
1401 West Green Street 
University of Illinois 
Urbana, Illinois 61801 

(217)333-6543 



l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 
N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612)626-1850 

November 17, 1986 

Mr. Mark Filip, University of Illinois, Urbana 
Professor Kenneth Mortimer, Pennsylvania State University 
Professor Martin Trow, University of California, Berkeley 

Dear Colleagues: 

We are pleased that you have accepted our invitation to help us 
evaluate our faculty-student governance system at the University of 
Minnesota. We will schedule meetings for all of Monday, February 9, 
beginning at approximately 9:00a.m., and for most of Tuesday, the lOth, 
wrapping up by mid-afternoon. We are reserving a room for each of you 
for Sunday and Monday nights in the Radisson University Hotel, which 
is located immediatly adjacent to the Minneapolis campus. 

As you can see from the several documents enclosed, our system is 
highly participatory. A large number of committees of the University 
Senate and of the individual campus assemblies consult, recommend, and 
initiate new programs on many policy issues. Other committees have 
operational responsibilities and participate, both directly and indirectly, 
in various specific educational or support service decisions. We have 
a number of concerns about our faculty-student governance system, but 
we should like to highlight two for your special attention. 

First, although our system results in many benefits, there is of 
course a cost. Our highly participatory system requires a great expendi
ture of time on the part of those faculty and students who accept 
governance responsibilities. There is concern that the small number 
of students who do participate find themselves spread too thin; there 
is even more widespread concern about how time-consuming and wearing 
this degree of participation is on the faculty. We highly value genuine 
participation by the faculty and student community in the affairs of 
the University, but we also need freedom from excessive and distracting 
demands upon our time that seriously interfere with teaching, scholarship, 
and community service. 

The second major concern we have is with the strength of the faculty 
voice within our governance system. Although faculty took the initiative 
in bringing students into the Senate in 1969, a number of faculty have 
complained in recent years that a vigorous faculty voice does not reach 
the central administration and the Board of Regents (which has a student, 
but not a faculty, seat), and some attribute what they regard as the 
dilution of the faculty voice to the position of students within the 



Mark Filip, Kenneth Mortimer, Martin Trow 

November 17, 1986 
Page two 

university governance and advisory structure. Faculty discontent was 
dramatized in November 1984 when two faculty members submitted to the 
Senate a motion to end student membership except for the student body 
presidents of the five University campuses. (The motion would have, 
however, allowed the continuation of regular student membership in the 
several campus assemblies.) This motion generated considerable controversy, 
and students, with the vocal support of many faculty, mounted a lively 
campaign for its defeat. While the Senate did in fact soundly defeat 
the motion in its February 1985 meeting (125-42), discussion of the many 
issues involved has continued. (Documentation of this legislative effort 
is enclosed.) 

The president of the student body in 1985 organized a task force 
on student participation in University governance systems. (Its report 
is enclosed.) The student members of the Senate Consultative committee 
(SCC) then urged that the sec invite outside reviewers to look at our 
system with an educated but unbiased eye and submit their assessments 
and suggestions to us. In the fall of 1985 the SCC voted to undertake 
an outside review but to precede it with a self-study, part of whose 
purpose would be to frame questions to guide outside reviewers. 

The self-study group, named the Special Senate Committee on Governance, 
interviewed a large and diverse number of faculty, students, and admini
trators about our governance system. When the Special Senate Committee 
on Governance reflected on all they had learned, they concluded that 
the system itself was one that did not need significant structural change. 
They did, however, recommend a nmber of improvements in the way we operate 
within the structure. The sec has received the report of the Special 
Committee with mixed feelings. Some of the recommendations have been 
well received and are, in fact, being acted upon. Other recommendations 
have not met with enthusiasm. The report as a whole will not be formally 
discussed and approved or rejected in whole or in part until we have 
our external reports in hand. 

Because the Special Senate Committee on Governance came to believe 
an external review was unnecessary, they did not draft questions for 
external reviewers as they had been charged to do. The SCC, however, 
disagreed with their opinion that an external review was unnecessary. 

We are thus proceeding to obtain external opinion, particularly on the 
two questions: 

l) Does meaningful faculty and student participation in University 
governance require the magnitude of time commitment that our system 
entails, or, is there a more efficient design by which we might 
achieve the same goal? 

2) Does the system allow the administration and the Board of Regents 
to hear a clear faculty voice on those matters where it is appropriate? 

In addition to your comments on these questions, we will of course welcome 
any other conclusions and recommendations you see fit to make. Our overall 
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aim is to gain a fresh view of how we do things and consider whether 
we might better do them somewhat differently. 

We should note that we place a very high value on each of you acting 
as an independent observer of our system. Thus, while we will design 
a schedule that permits the three of you to confer among yourselves while 
you are on our campus, we request that each of you separately write us 
giving your individual views of our system. We will need your individual 
reports no later than April 15. 

At least a week before your visit each of you should receive from 
us a fairly detailed schedule for your two days at the University of 
Minnesota. We will arrange for you to meet with a diversity of people 
interested in our system of governance, including the chairs of many 
of our Senate and Assembly committees and other University faculty and 
student citizens who have contributed generously to the governance effort. 

We will compile data in addition to the governance and historical documents 
we are sending you. 

On behalf of the entire Senate Consultative Committee, we extend 
our appreciation to you for undertaking this assignment and we look 
forward to meeting you. 

EB:mp 

Sincerely, 

g.& 
Ellen Berscheid 

c ... -
Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 

and Faculty Consultative Committee 

~$!:~ Ro~t. Laurente 
Chair, Student Senate Consultative 

Committee 

Enclosures: 

1. University Senate Constitution, Bylaws and Rules 
2. Twin Cities Campus Assembly Constitution, Bylaws and Rules 
3. Report of the Special Senate Committee on Governance (May 1986) 
4. Task Force Report: Student Participation in University Governance 

Systems (Minnesota Student Association, 1985) 
5. Annual Reports, 1985-86: 

A. Senate Consultative Committee 
B. Twin Cities Campus Assembly Steering Committee 
C. Student Senate Consultative Committee 
D. Faculty Consultative Committee 
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Enclosures (continued): 

E. Twin Cities Campus Assembly Faculty Steering Committee 
F. Senate Finance Committee 

6. University Senate minutes excerpts from 1951-52, 1952-53, and 
1968-69 

7. Senate Consultative Committee minutes excerpts from 5/17/84 and 
10/18/84 

8. Senate minutes excerpts from ll/15/84 and 2/14/85. 

c: Shirley Clark 
Associate Chair, SCC and FCC 

Andy Seitel 
Vice Chair, Student SCC 

Marilee Ward 
Clerk of the Senate 
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l5TI ' UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Professor John Taborn 

f... I ... ct t (:, ,.-1· ~'I! / .v .. 

University Senate Consultative Committee 

N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612)626-1850 

October 9, 1986 

Chair, Special Committee on Minority Programs 
in Support of Commitment to Focus 

Department of Afro-American Studies 
206 Social Sciences 

Dear Professor Taborn: 

The Senate Consultative Committee looks forward to 
receiving the interim report of the Special Committee on 
Minority Programs, which we understand will be available on 
November 1. We understand that as a matter of course copies 
will go to President Keller, to the members of the CtF 
Coordinating Committee, and to the members of the Consultative 
Committee. In addition, the Consultative Committee believes 
the following committees should receive the interim report 
for their study and comment: Faculty Affairs, Educational 
Policy, Equal Employment Opportunity for Women, and Social 
Concerns (Senate committees), and the Assembly Committee on 
Student Affairs. 

It is our hope as well that your committee will make a 
special effort to solicit comments on the interim report from 
the University's minority students, perhaps through your 
committee member flo wiger and the Office of Hinority and 
Special Student Affairs which she directs. Others with whom 
we would like to suggest that you consult regularly from this 
point on (in the event you are not already doing so) are 
General College personnel and staff members of the Men's and 
Women's Intercollegiate Athletics departments. 

Because of widespread University and community interest 
in the relationship between minority programs and Commitment 
to Focus, we believe the Senate should sponsor a forum for 
the interim report, just as it did last winter and spring to 
facilitate discussion of the interim Preparation Requirements 
report and the interim Coordinating Twin Cities Lower Division 
Education report. Before the date of the forum, the Coordin
ating Committee and the Senate would publicize the availability 
of your committee's interim report and encourage all interested 
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people to familiarize themselves with its recommendations. 
We would appreciate your taking the primary role at the forum, 
together with other members of the Special Committee as you 
and the group determine, to summarize your report, highlight 
its major recommendations, and respond to questions. 

We do not at this point have any firm recommendation on 
scheduling the forum. Usually a Senate forum is held in the 
hour immediately preceding a meeting of the Senate, and senators 
are especially urged to attend. However, the Fall Quarter 
Senate meeting will be on November 6, which is too soon for 
people to have had time to study the interim report, and the 
Winter Quarter Senate meeting will be on February 19, which 
may be regarded by your committee as too late for comments 
and suggestions emerging from a forum to aid in revising the 
final report. If both of these fixed Senate dates are unsuit
able for the forum, we could consider holding a well-publicized 
forum at another date. Aiming for a Thursday afternoon, the 
customary Senate meeting time, and avoiding the meeting times 
of central Senate committees, possible dates appear to be 

J 

November 20, January 22, and January 29. The probable time J 
would be 3:15. If your committee agrees that a forum on the 
interim report is desirable, and when your committee knows 
what an optimal date will be, please call me (625-6641) or 
the SCC's assistant, Meredith Poppele (626-1850). 

I should add that the Consultative Committee very much 
appreciates the time and thought your committee is investing 
in this matter of consequence to the University and the 
community. 

EB:mp 

c: Shirley Clark 
Associate Chair, SCC 

Roy St. Laurent 
Chair, Student SCC 

Richard Heydinger 

Sincerely, 
.· -~ ) 

,.~- ~:- 4 
_"""'! 

Ellen Berscheid 
Chair, Senate Consultative 

be: Sallye McKee 

be: Terri Anderson 

Chair, CtF Coordinating Committee 

Marilee Ward 
Clerk of the Senate 

Committee 
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Chances for a campus discussion 
on Str:ategic Defense InitiatiVe re
seardriC)()ked slim nearly three 
weeks ago, after the University 
Senate voted 87-66 not to sanction 
a campus-wide forum on the·issue. 

But supporters of the SDI dis
cussion told the University Social 

(' 

announ-c. support of . SDI• 
Concerns Cominittee Friday that 
they had received support from top 
administrators· and planned to peti
tion the University Board of Re
gents for ~ditional support. 

Miguel Carter, a former University 
Senate student representative, told 
committee members he had spo-

ken to Richard Heydinger, senioi. 
assistant to University !'resident 
Ken Keller, who said Keller and 
other top_ administrators supported 
a discussion on the University's role 
in SDI rese11rch. · 

Keller could not be reached for 
comment Sunday. 

SDtfi'Cfh 1 
' . ., 

"In matters like this"(a forUm), it's 
really up to the community to 
decide what it wants to debate an\f, 
for the community to sponsor tho~ 
se." 

Heydinger said the administration'j·_, 
• main role in campus discussions is \ 

to make sure there aren't any road l 
blocks preventing debate. ,t! 

Carter, who resigned from the 
University Senate after it refused to 
sanction a forum, said he was 
encouraged by the administration's 
support. 

"There seem to be parties inter
ested within the administration that 
think this idea, given enough time 
and work, could be made possible· 
at.:tJle Vnivetsity," Carter to~ ~ 
c:ohUnitlee;" . . .. · 
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October 23, 1986 

Dear Professor Berscheid: 

Thank: you for the letter you sent me regarding the need for a 
clarification of my resolution calling for an open hearing on SO I 
Research. The intent of my resolution, as I will attempt to clarify in 
this paragraph, is other than the ones you suggested in your letter 
dated October 6th. The purpose of this resolution would, rather than 
re-open Uniuenity Senate debate on SOl research, encourage the 
Uniuersity community (i.e. Board of Regents, Rdministraton, faculty 
members, students, ciuil seruice employees, etc.) to conuene a 
broader meeting so as to debate and air opposing concerns on SO I 
research and other related topics such as Rcademic Freedom, forms 
of applied research, and the ouerall mission of the Uniuersity giuen 
its societal conteHt. 

The sense of the Uniuersity Senate on this resolution would facilitate 
and strengthen the possibilities of organizing and deueloping such an 
open hearing. It would also serue to reassure the Uniuersity 
community that this institutiaon is committed to the ideals of open 
discussion in the spirit of mature cross-eHamination. 

Respectfully yours, 

Miguel Corter 
ClR Senator 

PS: For further clarifications, please consult fellow sec member 
Brenda Ellingboe. 



l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Mr. Miguel Carter 
CLA Senator 
c/o Minnesota Student Association 
240 Coffman Memorial Union 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

sec~ ;~.J .. 9. 

University Senate Consultative Committee 
N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 

: Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612)626-1850 

October 6, 1986 

At its first fall quarter meeting, September 25, the SCC addressed 
your June 5 resolution to the University Senate. As an item of new 
business, it had been referred to the Senate Consultative Committee (SCC) 
for consideration, its disposition to be reported back to the Senate at 
its next meeting, November 6. The resolution read as follows: 

"Whereas continued debate will lead to a better and more 
informed decision on the University's role on strategic 
defense initiative (SDI) research; 

"Whereas the significance of this issue warrants a greater 
discussion than that which has so far been accorded at the 
University Senate level; 

"Whereas the University Board of Regents is the highest 
decision-making body of our institution and has thus far 
been removed from discussion on this issue; 

"Therefore, be it resolved, that the University Senate urges 
that ru1 open hearing on the University's role in SDI research 
be conducted and that the full Board of Regents be invited to 
attend this open hearing." 

The SCC's discussion of the appropriate steering of this item 
centered on two points. The first of these was that if it is the intent 
of your resolution to re-open Senate debate that would "lead to a better 
and more informed decision on the University's role on strategic defense 
initiative (SDI) research," and if by "better" and "more informed" you 
mean that the Senate reverse its decision not to resolve "that the 
University will not accept research projec~or grants where the funds 
are identified as originating with the Strategic Defense Initiative" 
(the motion defeated 79 to 55 in the May 15 Senate meeting), then SCC 
does not believe it appropriate to refer this item to any other Senate 
committee or to put your resolution on the Senate's agenda, for this item 
of business is actually business the Senate has already conducted. 
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The second point of discussion revolved around the possibility that ~ 
your intent is to facilitate greater discussion of SDI research and the 
University's general role in it, with "greater" meaning broader discussion 
than that afforded by the Sneate forum format and audience. For example, 
sec student member Brenda Ellingboe believed the intent of your resolution 
to be the facilitation of a hearing or a panel discussion between experts 
that would be open to the entire campus, to which the Regents could be 
invited. 

Assuming this was your intent, we had two difficulties. First, we did 
not know who the Senate was to "urge." We thus asked Ms. Ellingboe to 
investigate which campus organizations have in the past planned panel 
discussions on topics of student and campus concern and might be interested 
in sponsoring such a general educational debate. As you can see from her 
letter, which we have attached for your information, she has done so. She 
also informed us that at least one organization has already planned public 
discussion: Ground Zero is holding two October workshops on SDI. Those 
workshops, of which you may be aware, are scheduled for October 21 and 22 
and each consists of a panel discussion, the first focusing on SDI's technical 
aspects and the second on arms control and economics, and perhaps they satisfy 
your desire for an open hearing. 

The second difficulty we had with the resolution, again presuming a 
general educational intent, was that the SCC is the steering committee only 
of the Senate and does not have the authority to "designate" or "order" 
non•Senate groups to do anything. Although we could urge them to hold an 
event such as that you propose, just as any student or faculty person could, 
the sec recognizes that these organizations have their own agendas and, not 
knowing of their aims and priorities, would feel uncomfortable telling them 
what ought to be their top priority. In other words, we are uncertain that 
this item is business for the Senate. 

If your resolution had an intent other than the two discussed above, 
please let us know. 

:z:Y·~-....... -~ ....... -~ 
Ellen Bers~ 
Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 

EB:mp 

Attachment: Ellingboe letter and its attachments 

c: Shirley Clark 
Associate Chair, SCC 

Roy St. Laurent 
Student Chair, SCC 

Andy Seitel 
Student Associate Chair, SCC 



September 26, 1986 

Professor Ellen Berscheid 
Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 

Dear Professor Berscheid: 

During our discussion of the resolution calling for increased 
discussion of the Strategic Defense Initiative on campus (sec 
9/25 meeting), you said sec should write a letter to the author 
of the resolution asking for sepcifics and a reason for the 
resolution. I think this is a good idea. M2guel Carter is a 
senator and can be reached at 240 CMU (mailbox). 

Also, during our discussion, you asked if it is a functicn of 
the Senate to sponsor debates. You asked me to check to see 
what other campus organizations sponsor debates. I have checked, 
and the attached sheet lists the many organizations on campus 
who could satisfactorily plan the scheduling, speakers, and 
forrl!at of a discussicn such as one on SDI. 

I would like to point out, however, that this resolution is 
worded differently than the one presented at the spring Senate 
meeting and discussed at various Research and Social Concer~s 
committee meetings. The resolution that Miguel Carter wrote 
calls for an open hearing on the University's role in SDI 

/
research. I firmly believe that a well-planned, high quality 
panel discussion or two on this issue would be worthwhile with 

lor without the Senate's endorsement or involvement. 

An open hearing would be open to the public, to the entire 
campus. It would give people a chance to hear pros and cons. 
That is significantly different from the unpublicized discussions 
of Research and Social Concerns last year with only the members 
of those committees present, not experts. 

After some thought about this, I feel there are rome solutions: 

1) We could designate one or more of the groups on the 
next page to plan such a discussion on their own 
without the Senate's guidance in the planning of 
speakers. In accor0ance with the resolution, we could 
ask the planners of the panel discussion to also 
write invitations to the full Board of Regents. 

2) Or, we could designate one of the two ~ready-planned 
panel discussions in October as "an open hearing" 
and have the organizations involved with the planning 
of it invite the regents to come. The panels are part 
of the Peace Week sponsored by Ground Zero (see attached 
sheet). 
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I have proposed these two because I believe that the SCC had 
some reservations about encouraging the Senate to sponsor 
forums other than educational forums. 

If it is not possible for the Regents to attend these forums, 
perhaps an A/V technician could tape record them for future 
use or a written transcript of the entire discussion could be 
available to them. 

I also think it would be highly advisable, as other professors 
have suggested, to have a panel discussion on the role of 
academic freedom in research on the scholarly level. 

Thank you for considering these proposals, and I look forward 
to a good year with the sec. 

Very sincerely, 

%~ 
Brenda J. Ellingboe 
Member, SSCC 

be 

Encl. 



The following listing of organizations includes groups on 
campus that have planned panel discussions in the past on 
other topics of student and campus concern. 

They may be interested in holding an open hearing on the 
star wars research on campus topic or on the academic freedom 
topic or both. Current phone numbers and contacts are available 
from the SODC at ~;;JL/-510/ . 

MPIRG 

Ground Zero 

Economics Student Assoc. 
Undergraduate Political Science Assoc. 
Undergraduate Sociology Assoc. 
International Relations Student Assoc. 

University DFL 
Collese Republicans 

Coffman Union Program Council 
West Bank Union Board of Governors 
CLA Student Intermediary Board, Johnston Hall 
Minnesota Student Association committee of Social Concerns 
MSA Forum 

(This is a partial listing, but it includes the groups most 
probably interested in sponsoring this type of forum). 
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·wliat's Wor/(jng in tfie IntemationaC Community. 

Monday, October 20, 11:15-12:15, West Bank Auditorium 

Harlan Cleveland, Dean~ H.H. Humphrey Institute 

:Star Wars I Strategic 'Defense Initiative" 
first pane{ aiscussion: focus on teclinica{ aspects 

Tuesday, October 21, 1:30-3:30, Coffman Union Theater 

Moderator: Robert Pepin, Physics, u of MN 

Maj. Gen. Doyle Larson, USAF ret.cmdr. Electronic Systems Command 
Prof. John Dickey, Astronomy, u of MN 

Dr. Art Hayes, Honeywell Inc. Director of Space Research 
. Prof. 8. Michael Casper, Physics, Carleton College 

:Star Wars I Strategic 'Defense Initiative· 
secona pane{ aiscussion: focus on arms contro{ ana economics 

Wednesday, October 22, 1:00-3:00, West Bank Auditorium 

Moderator: Prof. Wilbur Maki, Agricultural Economics, U of MN 

Prof. Benjamin Frankel, Political Science, U of MN 
Prof. Harlan Smith, Economics, u of MN 

Nancy Welsh, Attorney, Lawyer's Alliance for Nuclear Arms Control 

• (jlo6a{ Trends in 1(esources ana 'Environment n 

Thursday, October 23, 12:00-1:30, West Bank Auditorium 

Prof. Jim Johnson, Graduate School, Regional Energy Expert 
Prof. Dean Abrahamson, H.H. Humphrey Institute 

'''Ifie 'Demise of t/ie 1(ura{ Community: 2?.f,a{ or Overratea?n 

Friday, October 24, 11:15-12:00, St. Paul Student Center Theater 

Prof. George Donohue, Chair, Rural Sociology, U of M 

For More Information, Contact: Ground Ze~o MN, P.O. Box 13127, Mpls MN 55414 623-4534 



Co-Sponsoring Groups: 

1.1- yrouni Zero 
ru.rD:FL 

Co[~ge~pu6ucans 
MPI!l\.y 

PSO 
L-5 Society 

1~.91. 

witli tlian/(j to many otliers 

Participating U Departments: 

Jllstronomy 
f£conomics 

T.[ec trica[ f£ngineering 
f£ng[is/i 
genetics 

yeograpliy 
yeo fogy 
History 

Meclianica[ f£ngineering 
Matti 

Pliysics 
Plii[osopliy 

Other Participating Colleges: 

Jlugs6ur;g 
Co[[ege of St. 'Beneiict 
Co[[ege of St. rrfiomas 
Concoriia Moorlieai 

Jiamfine 
ManK._atp State ru. 
·Marsha[[ State ru. 

St. Jolin's ilniversity 
1.1niversity of M'Ji tJJu[utli 

1.1niversity of?{_']), yrani :For~ 



l5TI : UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
' TWIN CITIES 

Office of the Clerk of the Senate 
Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 

~ ! Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

June 16, 1986 

Professor Deon Stuthman, Chr. 
Senate Consultative Committee 

In accordance with rules of the Senate, 
the attached resolution, as an item of new 
business, was referred to the Consultative 
Committee by the University Senate on 
June 5, 1986. 

1U. ,:. ••• w 
t,. •• . , 

Marilee Ward, Clerk 

att. 
I 
f 
I 
~ 
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SDI OPEN HEARING RESOLUTION 

Whereas continued debate will lead to a better and more informed decision 
on the University's role on strategic defense initiative (SDI) research; 

'• Whereas the significance of this issue warrants a greater discussion than 
that which has so far been accorded at the University Senate level; 

Whereas the University Board of Regents is the highest decision-making 
body of our institution and has thus far been removed from discussion 
on this issue; 

Therefore, be it resolved, that the University Senate urges that an open 
hearing on the University's role in"SDI research be conducted and the 
full Board of Regents be invited t9 attend this open hearing. 

·· .• r,. 
June .5, 1986 

MIGUEL CARTER 
CLA Senator 



Lrn UNIVERSilY OF MINNESOTA ' University senate consultative Committee 

N307 Elliott Hall 

Dr. Frank Wilderson 

75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

i Telephone: (612)626-1850 

March 10, 1987 

Vice President for Student Affairs 
110 Morrill Hall 

Dear Frank: 

Thank you for sending a copy of the Final Report from 
the Task Force on Student Services Fees. In your accompanying 
memorandum of March 3, you asked my view as to whether the 
issue has been appropriately reviewed within the Senate governance 
structure. The Consultative Committee has relied on the 
Assembly Committee on Student Affairs and on sec's own student 
members for governance system attention to the fees issue. 
Professor Linda Ellinger, ACSA Chair, and Roy St. Laurent, 
Student sec Chair, tell us that they are well satisfied with 
process of review and comment and with the outcome. We see 
no need for any further review within the Senate or Assembly 
governance structure and we commend all the participants 
on their constructive and cooperative efforts. 

EB:mp 

2e~ ~- ~ 
Ellen Berscheid 
Chair, Senate Consultative 
Committee 

c: President Kenneth H. Keller 
Vice Presidents 
Neil Bakkenist, Assistant Vice President 
Professor Linda Ellinger 

be: Shirley Clark 
Roy St. Laurent 
Andy Seitel 



l5il. UNIVERSITYOFMINNESOTA 

TO: Ellen Bersheid, Chair 

MAR 4 1987 

Office of the Vice President for Student Affairs 
Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

March 3, 1987 

Senate Consultative Committee 

FROM: Frank 
Vice Affairs 

RE: Task on Student Services Fee: Final Report 

Enclosed is a copy of the Final Report from the Task Force on 
Student Services Fees. Appendices B and C are informational 
additions and because of their bulk (over 50) pages, I have not 
included them. If for any reason, you would like a copy of these 
appendices, please let my office know and I will be happy to 
provide them. 

As you are aware, the Twin Cities Assembly on Student Affairs 
was augmented with coordinate campus representatives to discuss 
the Task Force's July, 1986 draft. The action, at your Com
mittee's request, was handled excellently by Dr. Linda Ellinger, 
Chair of the Assembly Committee, late last quarter. 

The written respose from the Assembly Committee was presented in 
person to the Task Force by Dr. Ellinger with a question and answer 
period that better informed the Task Force of the Committee's 
thinking on the draft report. I have been told by Neil Bak
kenist, Acting Assistant Vice President for Student Affairs, and 
Chair of the Task Force, that the Final Report is consistent with 
recommendatons made by the Assembly Committee. 

FBW:bh 
Enclosure 
cc: President Kenneth H. Keller 

Vice Presidents 
Neil Bakkenist, Acting Assistant Vice President 
Professor Linda Ellinger 



J 
Prologue 

The Task Force believes that the University can enhance the student 
experience through a purposeful array of activities and organizations. 
The desired outcome of these programs is that students will have the 
opportunity to strengthen their total educational experience through 
development of interpersonal and leadership skills and coping abilities. 

These out-of-classroom educational experiences and programs have been 
traditionally labeled as "student services", "student activities", 
"co-curriculum", or "extra curriculum". By whatever label, the long, 
successful history of these programs within the University is 
confirmation that it believes in the significance and value of 
challenging each student to become totally involved in his/her 
educational experience. 

Involvement in outstanding academic programs coupled with such 
experiences as campus governance; intra and inter-organizational. 
participation; cultural, sports and social activities and campus and 
community services constitutes a truly excellent educational program 
contributing to a student's total growth and development. 

Income from student services fees has been a primary source of funding \ 
for these programs. Student services fees are also the primary .# 
funding source of some essential services (i.e. Health Services) that 
the University believes are institutional responsibilities in creating 
and/or preserving an optimal learning environment. Fees, therefore, 
are an institutional funding source for the provision of both enriched 
learning experiences and quality supportive services. 

While the genesis of this study was the perception by the Board of 
Regents and others that a forthcoming $100 per quarter student 
services fee would be too high and should be reduced, the Task Force 
believes that this is not the central issue. We believe the 
University should concentrate on the centrality of fees funded 
services to each campus and to the University's overall educational 
mission. Central to all recommendations in this Final Report is the 
belief that it is the University's responsibility to educate the total 
student and that this responsibility requires the provision of an 
adequate level of out-of-classroom educational experiences. 

As the University strives through Commitment to Focus to be 
recognized among the top five public institutions of higher education 
in the country, this Task Force believes that a comprehensive, 
integrated and adequately funded program of student services and 
activities is a prerequisite for such recognition. We believe the 
recommendations of the Task Force move us in that direction. 
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Introduction 

On April 28, 1986, a memorandum from the Office of the.Vice President 
for Student Affairs to the Vice Chancellors for Student Affairs on the 
Coordinate Campuses outlined the charge to the Task Force (Appendix 
A). The Task Force assumed its charge and enlisted the help of the 
consulting firm of Peat, Marwick Mitchell in the preparation of a 
July, 1986 Draft Report. Because of the importance of the subject 
matter and the controversial nature of the suggested changes, the 
Draft Report called for a broad discussion of the recommendations 
prior to a final report being submitted to the Vice President for 
Student Affairs. During Fall Quarter, 1986 and January, 1987, over 100 
copies of this 71 page report were distributed to numerous student 
faculty and staff groups and individuals. The Task Force received 
written responses from the following groups: the Duluth Campus 
Student Association, the Twin Cities Campus MSA Executive Committee, 
the Student Senate Consultative Committee, the Morris Campus Student 
Association, the Twin Cities Campus Fees Committee, the Crookston 
Campus Student Association, and a specially augmented Twin Cities 
Campus Committee on Student Affairs. Beyond these responses a 
specially convened Student Retreat on Student Services Fees was held 
at the University Radisson Hotel on January 9-10, 1987 bringing 
together 20-30 student leaders from all campuses. The Conference 
participants issued their own detailed sixteen page response to the 
Draft Report. 

Beyond the written materials (Appendix C) the Task Force heard 
testimony from the following individuals: Dr. Linda Ellinger, Chair, 
Assembly Committee on Student Affairs; Mr. Roy St. Laurent, Chair, 
Student Senate Consultative Committee; Mr. Tim Pratt, President, Twin 
Cities MSA; Mr. Steven Hughes, Duluth Student Representative to the 
Board of Regents and Vice Chair of the Student Retreat on Student 
Services Fees; and Ms. Judy Grew, Student Representative to the Board 
of Regents and Chair, Student Retreat on Student Services Fees. 

The Task Force is satisfied that it has heard in writing and through 
presentation from an appropriately broad cross section of community 
membership, especially the student community. Obviously, not all 
differences in philosophy or operation of a process as complex as this 
one can be resolved by compromise However, the Task Force wishes to 
note that the time, effort and high quality of discussion reflected in 
all the responses helped to clarify important differences making the 
work of the Task Force, if not easier, at least more focused. 

The Task Force both listened and heard the feedback from campus groups 
and seriously reconsidered and in some cases reversed key 
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recommendations made in the July, 1986 Draft. In fact the nature and 
number of changes were so extensive, we decided to issue a separate 
Final Report with completely separate recommendations so that no 
confusion would ensue. We have provided the first twenty six (26) 
pages of the July, 1986 Draft Report as Appendix B since much of the 
Task Force's general thinking on the history, available research and 
problems inherent in the current fees process is correctly outlined 
there and has not been altered but rather strengthened by information 
received through the broad consultation process. These twenty six 
pages and the concepts within should be considered an integral part of 
this Final Report. The July, 1986 Draft Report beyond Page 26 
(involving specific recommendations) has been deleted and has been 
replaced with the seventeen recommendations and their rationales as 
follows: 

1. Institutional Support 

Recommendation 1 

J 

Given the centrality and importance of primarily fees-funded 
services and activities to the total education of the student, it 
is recommended that these programs should, where possible, be 
provided broader financial support by the institution. J 
Rationale 

Because certain services and activities are so critical to the 
institution's educational mission and to the attraction/retention 
of undergraduate and graduate students, the institution must 
search through legislative avenues and through campus 
priority setting processes (i.e. Strategy for Focus) to find funds 
to help support a number of these essential programs. 

The Task Force believes that the University student experience 
must include active involvement in an array of activities, events 
and organizations. The Task Force strongly advocates continued 
majority student involvement in the student services fee process 
even if increased institutional support becomes a reality. 

2. Legislative Support 

Recommendation 2 

It is recommended that the institution's ongoing legislative 
strategies include 0 & M funding support for selected fees funded 
services and activities. 
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Rationale 

There are certain fixed costs in the delivery of some.services 
that are essentially set outside the annual deliberations of the 
student services fees committee, but which must exist in order to 
drive the service or activity. Costs such as utilities, liability 
insurance, building maintenance, custodial services and business 
office overhead are examples of such recurring items. 

The Task Force recognizes that at any given time a request for 
0 & M partial funding support for even the most essential of 
campus services (Unions, Health Services, etc.) might not receive 
legislative support. However, we urge the institution to continue 
to pursue such partial funding that has been provided to other 
state college educational systems and which the University has 
begun to pursue in its 1987-89 biennial request. 

Other costs for programming and activities not related to basic 
facilities service support should involve the student services fee 
process in the determination of assessments and allocations. 

The Task Force believes that at this time it is not prudent to 
pursue a complete shift from fees funding to tuition funding for 
any essential service, such as campus Health Services. Besides 
believing the chances for success of such a shift are slim, we 
believe that a mix of funding including student service fees, user 
fees and 0 & M support provides the best formula for future 
successful operation of necessary services. 

3. Campus Autonomy 

Recommendation 3 

It is recommended that the student service fees setting process be 
the responsibility of each campus under broad guidelines 
determined by the Board of Regents. 

Rationale 

The Task Force strongly supports institutional movement towards 
greater independence of action by coordinate campuses. We 
recognize and accept the general high level of satisfaction 
expressed by the students and administration regarding the fees 
setting process on each campus. 
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Rather than propose a single stringent system that might benefit 
one campus and hamper others, we have concluded that the benefits 
of broad self determination in relation to the campus fees setting 
process (within Regents' guidelines) outweigh the benefits of a 
unified but limiting centrally set process. For example, we 
believe the two committee, services and activities approach as 
outlined in the July, 1986 Draft Report may well work for a given 
campus or two and should be actively pursued as a process by 
campus student groups and the Chancellors/Provost. On other 
campuses a two committee system would be overly bureaucratic and 
counterproductive. We recognize that this greater independence of 
campus action means the potential of varied processes within 
Regents' guidelines but we see more benefit than loss in such 
diversity. 

Also the Task Force believes that each campus can now better than 
ever determine the services to be included in the fee, the fee 
itself and the level of campus, non-fee funded financial support 
for certain services through the planning processes contained in 
Strategy for Focus. 

All Task Force recommendations that follow assume greater self
determination regarding the fees process and the setting of the 
actual annual fee for each campus based on the needs, 
priorities and planning assumptions of that campus. 

4. Amount of Fee 

Recommendation 4 

It is recommended that the amount of the fee be regulated by the 
fees setting process on each campus. 

Rationale 

While everyone on the Task Force and in the response groups was 
and is concerned about the rising amount of the fee, no one saw 
the actual dollar amount as the paramount issue. Given the 
favorable relationship of fees increases to inflation as 
contrasted with the relationship of tuition increases to inflation 
over the past five years, students have voiced only moderate 
concern about the actual fees total. Furthermore, a Fall, 1985 
survey on the Twin Cities Campus showed that 67% of the students 
favored an increase and 14% favored a decrease in fees. In 
1967 constant dollars, the student services fee has gone down 
17% while tuition has risen 29%. ----
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Given the focus of fees in the future on the analysis of the 
services and activities and their place in the campuses priority 
.scheme and given the Task Force's recommendation to allow each 
campus to establish its own fees process within Regents' 
guidelines, we believe the final authority to set the actual fees 
for each campus belongs on each campus. 

5. Mandatory Fees 

Recommendation 5 

It is reaffirmed that the student services fees be mandatory. 

Rationale 

The principle of assessing each one for the common good of all has 
proven to be an effective means of providing available services to 
all. Mandatory fees also enhance the institution's ability to 
effectively plan its programs since revenue is assured each year. 

We do recommend a review of the exemption policy regarding 
assessed fees (e.g., students registered for less than 6 credits, 
extension students, etc.), as well as any data on the number of 
students who avoid paying the fee due to special circumstances. 
We believe that this review should take place on each campus with 
a committee of students, faculty and staff charged to not only 
investigate but make recommendations to the Chancellors/Provost. 

It is the hope of the Task Force that the various campus 
committees would communicate with one another for information 
purposes and that where possible exemptions not specifically 
permitted under Regents' policy be either repealed or their 
numbers kept to an absolute minimum. 

6. Student Services Fees and Tuition 

Recommendation 6 

It is reaffirmed that student services fees when collected 
continue to be displayed separate from tuition on the students' 
statement. 

Rationale 

The Task Force believes that the institutional systems need to be 
clearly accountable to the student services fee process. Such 
separation assures visible evidence to students that these funds 
are dedicated. 
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7. Primary Users 

Recommendation 7 

It is recommended that fees supported services and activities 
serve primarily student constituencies. 

Rationale 

The Task Force believes that the extent to which the service or 
activity goes beyond the student user, the service or activity be 
augmented with some form of additional proportionate funding such 
as non-student user fees. 

8. User Fees 

Recommendation 8 

It is reaffirmed.that user fees be allowed for services and 
activities which provide more intense levels of service and that 
they be monitored by the student services fees process. 

Rationale 

The Task Force believes that user fees can effectively help to 
defray espenses for providing services or activities that 
are more intense or depend on certain additional funds to be 
accomplished. Services such as special medical procedures and 
nominal gate charges to certain group sponsored events are 
examples of where user fees could be applied or, in certain cases, 
increased. 

9. Biennial Funding 

Recommendation 9 

It is recommended that a biennial fees funding process be allowed 
at the discretion of each campus. 

Rationale 

The Task Force believes that in some instances lengthy studies and 
deliberations are necessary in the evaluation of particular 
complex services. In such cases, campuses may want to ~eview some 
services every other year. This is a decision the Task Force 
feels can best be made on each campus. 

J 

J 
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10. Poll 

Recommendation 10 

It is recommenqed that each campus on no less than a biennial 
basis administer a poll that provides reliable data on the level 
of satisfaction with the services and fees process on that campus. 

Rationale 

The Regents, central administration, Chancellors/Provosts and 
campus fees committees cannot make informed decisions without 
reliable data. The content and nature of the instrument to 
collect such data is a campus decision, but it needs to be done on 
no less than a biennial basis to be relevant and useful to the 
campus and the institution. The Task force recommends that the 
polls be conducted by the campus student associations, but that 
the cost of the polls be borne equally by the student associations 
and the administrations on each campus. 

11. Fees Committee Membership 

Recommendation 11 

It is recommended that the student association on each campus 
appoint the student members to the student services fees 
committees and that students constitute a majority on these 
committees. Non-student members should be appointed through 
existing or revised processes approved by the Chancellors/Provost. 

Rationale 

The Task force believes that consistent with its philosophy of 
maximum student involvement in the evaluation of programs, 
services and activities student majority membership on the Student 
Services Fees Committee is essential. 

It should also be noted that the Task Force envisions all campus 
fees committees as independent, free standing administrative units 
not formally linked with any given student association or 
administrative group. For any campus where the current fees 
committee is a standing committee of a larger body, we recommend 
an immediate change to grant the fees committee the independence 
it needs to make singular, final recommendations to the 
Chancellor/Provost on each campus. 
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We also recommend that consistent with past practice on all 
campuses the majority of student members chosen by student 
associations should not be currently seated student association 
members. 

12. Diversity of Membership 

Recommendation 12 

It is recommended that in the process of appointing members to the 
student services fees committee every effort should be made to 
assure the adequate representation of various campus student 
constituencies. 

Rationale 

The Task Force urges that campus administrations and student 
associations work togetper in developing strategies that will give 
maximum opportunity for a diversity of memberships to occur. 

13. Training 

Recommendation 13 

It is recommended that the Chancellor/Provost in consultation with 
the student association assure that adequate training be provided 
to Committee members. 

Rationale 

The Task Force believes that at least minimal orientation to the 
fees process and the definition of the various fees is essential 
to each member of the committee in order that each one can 
adequately deliberate with understanding. Further, this training 
can be viewed as an additional dimension in quality student 
development. Any responsibilities for planning and all costs 
related to such training should be borne equally by the student 
associations and the administrations on each campus. 

14. Course Credit 

Recommendation 14 

It is recommended that no course credit be provided for membership 
on a campus fees committee. 
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Rationale 

Simple membership or participation on a fees committee should not 
carry with it the promise of course credit. However, the Task 
Force supports the effort by some students who choose to take 
elements of the experience and, working with faculty members, 
create legitimate independent study opportunities. There are many 
student organizational participations that might lend themselves 
to independent study opportunities given the proper faculty 
guidance, but none that deserve course credit by mere membership. 

15. Activities Transcript 

Recommendation 15 

It is recommended that Student Affairs administration implement 
an "activities transcript" that would be separate from the 
academic transcript and give recognition for organization 
participation and leadership. 

Rationale 

Studies have shown that future job success is closely related to 
the level of involvement in campus activities. Such out of 
classroom involvement not only has apparent vocational benefit but 
significantly benefits students in their total process of 
growth and development. We need a way to track and recognize 
participation in such campus organizations and activities. The 
Task Force recognizes administrative complexities in 
developing such a transcript but strongly recommends that detailed 
study begin, and implementation occur, at the earliest possible 
time. 

16. Fees Setting Process 

It is recommended that the University implement a system-wide fees 
process that culminates in a fees setting decision made by the 
Chancellor/Provost on each campus. 

The Task Force recommends that the University implement an annual 
student services fees process as follows: {for reference see 
chart on page 13) 

a. The Chancellor/Provost in consultation with campus student 
associations sets campus guidelines regarding the form and 
substance of the fees process; works with campus student 
associations to ensure proper fees committee training; 
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provides administrative support to the fees committee; 
receives the campus fees committee final recommendation on 
fees; sets the individual fees and the total fee amount for 
his/her campus; and provides the Regents and central 
administration information copies of the final fees decision 
in a timely manner but no later than the May Regents' meeting. 

b. The Student Services Fees Committee on each campus conducts 
the hearing process for each fees receiving group; establishes 
a single recommendation for the series of fees and the total 
campus fees amount; sends an information copy of its 
recommendations to its campus student association; and makes 
its final recommendation to the Chancellor/Provost. 

J 

c. The student association on each campus in consultation with the 
Chancellor/Provost sets campus guidelines regarding the form 
and substance of the fees process; reviews annual processes 
for efficiency and effectivness; conducts no less than a 
biennial poll of the student body assessing levels of 
satisfaction; provides administrative support to the 
committee; selects the student members of the fees committee; 
and with the Chancellor/Provost ensures proper fees committee 
training. 

The Task Force realizes that in any deliberative process 
disagreements may occur between administrative levels. The fees 
setting process is not any different. In such instances, it is 
encouraged that every avenue for resolution be pursued and 
exhausted at the campus level where the issues are best 
understood. In rare circumstances the Regents, at their 
discretion, may hear grievances as they might in other matters. 

Rationale 

The Task Force believes that the fees process and fees decisions 
are best understood and determined at the campus level. The 
Regents as the University's highest legislative body are seen by 
the Task Force as setting the policy parameters and delegating the 
actual policy implementation and annual funding decisions to 
campus administrators (Chancellors/Provosts). Since the Regents 
can always choose to engage in a review of a dispute or problem 
regarding fees, or any other issue, the Task Force did not think 
it necessary or appropriate to build specific review authority 
into the Regents' role in this revised fees process. 



17. Regents' Policy 

Recommendation 17 

- 12 -

It is recommended that the Regents amend their July, 1982 "Student 
Services Fees Definition" and their October, 1982 "Guidelines for 
Student Services Fees" policy statements to conform to the 
recommendations in this Report. 

Rationale 

Assuming support of the recommendations contained in this Final 
Report, the Regents July 1982 "Student Services Fees Definition" 
and October, 1982 "Guidelines for Student Services 
Fees" will need to be changed. In Appendix D, we have provided 
that document with suggested changes that, if adopted, would bring 
them into conformity with all recommendations contained within 
this Final Report. 
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Regents 

set broad, system-wide policy guidelines on 
fee setting process 

review effectiveness of system-wide policy 
guidelines 

receive information copy of Chancellor/ 
Provost annual decision on fees 

Central Administration 

- receive information copy of Chancellor/ 
Provost annual decision on fees 

Provost/Chancellors 

- set campus guidelines on fee setting process 
- provide administrative support to the 

Committee 
- assure training for the Committee 
- set final amount of fees 

Campus Student Associations Campus Fees Committees 

- determine single fee 
recommendation for 
each campus 

- consult on fees process 
- assure training for the 

Committee 
- provide administrative support 

to the Committee 
- conduct biennial poll (cost 

shared with campus 
administration) 

- select student members of the 
fees committee 

- reviews annual fees process 

(sends information 
copy to the campus 
student association) 

J 



- 14 -

List of Appendices 

A. Student Affairs April 28, 1986 Memorandum to Vice Chancellors 

B. "Task Force on Student Services Fees, July 1986, Draft Report", 
pp 1-26 

c. Written Reactions to the Task Force's July, 1986 Draft Report 

~ D. Regents "Student Services Fees Definition" July, 1982 and 
"Guidelines For Student Services Fees" October, 1982 
With Suggested Revisions 

E. List of Task Force Membership 



APPENDIX A 

l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the Vice President for Student Affairs 
Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

April 28, 1986 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Vice Chancellors for Student Affairs 

FROM: Don Zander 

SUBJECT: Student Services Fees Task Force 

We have discussed this item together, so it is not new. The Student 
Services Fees Task Force is a staff committee, assisted by consultants 
from Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co., charged with: 

1. Reviewing current policies, procedures and practices on each 
campus regarding student services fees; and 

2. Formulating recommendations for changes in the areas of: 

* 
* 
* 
* 

Systemwide and campus policies and criteria 
Fee development methodology 
Funding sources 
Integration with institutional planning and budgeting 

This charge will be accomplished along the following time line. 

The preliminary results of this study will be presented to appropriate 
members of the University community for their review and comment, 
before a final draft is completed and formally presented. 

I am asking that you appoint one person from each of your campuses to 
serve on this task force. The persons named will be expected to 
gather information on your campus, consult with students, faculty and 
administration on your campus, write campus sections of the report to 
the Regents and meet with the Task Force in the Twin Cities on four 
occasions over the next three months. 

The dates and the tasks for these dates are: 

May 8th 

June 5th 

Review and approve proposed outline of 
final report. Review, approve and 
receive work assignments. 

Review results of external surveys. 
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June 17th & 18th Review papers and reach consensus. 

July 8th Approve final report. 

Please call Doris or me with the name of the person appointed so they 
can be sent materials and be invited to the May 8th meeting. 

I'll send you a separate copy of the materials. 

We are doing this so that the Regents will know that there was 
official input from each campus including student consultation. 

/djs 

cc: Frank B. Wilderson, Jr. 
Carl Nelson 
Manuel Woods 
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STUDENT SERVICES FEES DEFINITION 

Student Services Fees are mandatory assessments on each campus and 
provide non-instruction activities and services that make significant 
contributions to student development. These non-instructional 
programs and activities supplement the academic curriculum, and are an 
integral part of the University educational experience. Both the 
level and scope of assessments are set through a representative 
process, determined 2Y the Chancellor/Provost on each campus under 
guidelines determined 2Y the Board of Regents. Each campus will have 
~Fees Committee ~ student majority membership that will recommend 
~ fee to the Chancellor/Provost. The Chancellor/Provost will set the 
annual fee and provide the Board of Regents with notice of his/her 
decision. whfeh fHe~~ees ~eeeffiffieHea~feHs £~em a s~~eeH~f£ae~~~yfs~a££ 
s~~eeft~ Fees eemmi~~ee ts~~eeH~s eem~~fse ~he membershf~ majeri~yt~ 
~he P~e~es~ eft ~he eeerefHa~e eam~~ses~ aHe ~he PresieeH~• ~he 
~eeemmeHea~feHs e£ be~h ~fie res~ee~i~e eam~~s s~~eeH~ ~e~erHmeHe aHe 
~he aemfHfs~ra~iefi are ~reseH~ee ~e ~he Beare e£ Re~eH~s. Any 
exceptions from payment of this fee require authorization by the 
Board. 

(Approved by the Board Regents: ~~~y, ±~S~r 

GUIDELINES FOR STUDENT SERVICES FEES 

I. ASSESSMENT 

A. Payment of Student Services Fee is mandatory with 
exceptions as provid~d by the Board of Regents. 

B. Fee-supported services must be available to all students 
assessed. 

II. SCOPE OF ASSESSMENT 

A. All day-school students registered for 6 or more credits per 
quarter or 3 or more credits per Summer Session shall be 
assessed the Student Services Fee. 

B. Exceptions to the payment of the partial or full fee are 
limited to clearly defined classes of individuals (e.g. in 
possession of private HMO coverage, students whose research 
or course work is performed outside a designated 
geographic area). 

C. Additions to the campus Student Services Fee may be 
authorized for clearly defined classes of students 
(e.g. Technolog fee for I.T. students). 
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D. All registered students who are not required to pay the 
mandatory Student Services Fee, including Continuing 
Education and Extension students shall have the option 
of paying the full Student Services Fee; or paying 
optional fees as offered by individual fee-receiving 
units {e.g. Health Service, Recreational Sports and 
Minnesota Unions on the Twin Cities campus). 

III. CONTENT 

A. All fee-support capital improvement requests {i.e. buildings) 
must be approved by both the Fees Committee and by the 
respective student governments on each campus for improve
ments on their campus. A successful request shall not be 
subject to revision except in the most severe circumstances 
{e.g. funds are collected, but the approved building is 
radically scaled down in size or purpose). 

B. Student Services Fees shall not be used to fund courses or 
activities for which academic credit is offered within a 
department, where credit is the primary focus of the 
course or activity. 

IV. PROCESSING 

A. All campuses shall have a committee which reviews and 
recommends student services fees. That committee shall 
have at least a student majority, and all members of the 
committee shall vote. The student members shall be 
appointed by their respective campus student ~eve~ftmeftes. 
associations. Faculty and administrative staff members shall 
be appointed under committee procedures in effect on each 
campus. 

B. All student members of the Fees Committee shall demonstrate 
quarterly payment of the Student Services Fee throughout 
their terms. Summer Session payment is not required. 

C. The specific process for determining student services fees 
shall be left to the individual campuses. Heweve~, efte 
fees eemm4~~ee Sflft±± ee ftfl 4fl~e~fft± ~ftf~ e£ ~fle s~~6efl~ 
~evefflftflee s~f~e~~fe7 

J 
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D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I 

J. 

K. 
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The Fees Committee on each campus shall submit its recommen
dations to the Chancellor/Provost of its campus. The 
Chancellor/Provost will make the final determination on the 
Fees Committee's recommendation and forward an information 
copy of the decision to the central administration and the 
Regents prior to its May meeting. e8m~~s s~~6efl~ ge¥e~flffiefl~T 
~fie ~eeemmeft68~~efls e£ ee~fi ~fie ~es~ee~~¥e e8m~~s s~~6efl~ 
~e¥e~flffiefl~ afl6 ~fie a6m~fl~S~~e~~efl 8~e ~~esefl~e6 ~e ~fie BeefS 
e£ Regefl~S £e~ ~fl£e~m8~~efl 8fl6 ae~~efl• 

All organizations, departments or programs receiving 
student services fee funding must have students participating 
in deciding how fee money is spent. Students must be 
involved in the development of policies and budgets for any 
proposal that comes before the Student Services Fee 
Committee. 

The director or administrator of a University department 
receiving student fee funds {e.g. Boynton Health Service 
on the Twin Cities campus, Intercollegiate Athletic Depart
ments, etc.) shall ensure that adequate student participa
tion occur regarding the proposed student fee request prior 
to submission of the fee request to the V~ee P~es~6efl~ £ef 
St~6efl~ A££8~~s e~ P~e¥es~ 8fl6 s~ese~~efl~ s~em~ss~efl ~e efie 
respective campus student services fee committee. 

All Fees Committees shall receive administrative ~a~e sea££ 
assistance from the respective campus administrations and 
student associations. 9££~ee £e~ s~~6efl~ A££e~~s e~ £~em efie 
e££~ee wfi~efi 8~6~~s £ee-£~fl6ee e~g8fl~~8~~efls• 

All persons involved in development of the Student 
Services Fee must recognize the relationship of fees to 
the total tuition and other costs of education for students. 

The Student Services Fees Committees shall aftft~a±±y review 
at least biennially the budgets for-all fee-receiving 
organizations, departments and programs. 

The Fees Committee on each campus shall establish require
ments for budget review, expenditures, and audit procedures. 

Organizations, departments or programs receiving funds from 
student services fees shall demonstrate expenditures in 
general complicance with their submitted budgets. 
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L. Fee-receiving organizations, departments and programs may 
offer benefits to registered students who are not required 
to pay the Student Services Fees. The charges for benefits 
shall cover the full costs of services provided and shall be 
reviewed annually by the campus Fees Committee. 

M. Organizational requests for funding will be presented in 
the form of total dollars needed to support the activity. 
The Fees Committee will convert, by enrollment-based 
formula, the funding on a per student basis. Actual fee 
support to departments and organizations will be contin
gent upon enrollment. 

N. All budgets and all financial records for all organizations, 
departments or programs which receive student fees shall be 
available for student inspection. 

o. The needs and interests of students regarding student 
services fees shall be assessed in some form ~ftft~~~~y 
on at least a biennial basis. 

P. Whenever possible, Summer Session Student Services Fees 
should be set at the same time as the regular session fees. 

A~~ ~ea~eflae~e a~~em~~~ ~fia~~ ee made ~e deve~e~ a ~fl4£4ea 
s~~defl~ Se~v4ee~ Fee ~e~e~~ ~e ~fie Re~efl~~ efl ~fie ~a~~ e£ 
~fie S~~defl~ 6eve~flffiefl~~7 P~eve~~~ afld ~fie €efl~~e~ 
A6m4fl4~~~e~4efl• 

(Approved by the Board of Regents: ee~eee~, ~98~~ 

J 



APPENDIX E 

Task Force Members 

From the time the Task Force was named, there were several changes in 
membership and leadership. An asterisk after a name denotes 
appointment to the Task Force after the release of the Task Force 
Draft Report, July, 1986. Two asterists after a name denotes 
withdrawal from the Task Force after submission of the Task Force 
Draft Report, July, 1986. Members without specific campus 
designations are students and staff of the Twin Cities Campus. 

Neil Bakkenist* 

Manual Woods** 

Mark Allen** 
Bruce D. Anderson 

Ivan Fletcher** 

Gordon Freeman 
Doug Halvorson 

Dale Knotek* 
Tony Kuznik** 

Ron Matross** 

Malcolm McCutcheon 
Gary McGrath* 

Carl Nelson 
Andy Seitel 
Gary Sheldon 
Dave Smith** 
Wally Storbakken 

Chair, Acting Assistant Vice President 
for Student Affairs 

Chair, Assistant to the Vice President 
for Student Affairs 

Executive Assistant, Student Activities 
Associate Director, Recreational 

Sports 
Chief Analyst, Management Planning and 

Information Services 
Principal Auditor, Student Activities 
Senior Student Personnel Worker, 
Student Organization Development 
Center 

Director, Student Activities, Crookston 
Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs, 

Crookston 
Assistant Director, Student Support 
Services 
Director, Health Service, Duluth 
Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs, 

Morris 
Coordinator, Student Activities 
Student Member, 1985-86 MSA President 
Vice Chancellor, Student Affairs, Waseca 
Principal Accountant, Minnesota Union 
Student Member, 1985-86 Twin Cities 

Campus Fees Committee Chair 



Lrn UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA : 

Dr. Ellen Berscheid 
N307 Elliott Hall 
University of Minnesota 

Dear Ellen: 

NOV 1 7 1986 

Office of the Vice President for Student Affairs 
Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

November 11, 1986 

·. ( 'i 

Thank you very much for your letter dated October 27. I believe that 
consideration of the draft Fees Report by both the Senate Student 
Consultative Committee and the Assembly Committee on Student Affairs 
will add valuable insight into the relative value of the various 
recommendations cited in the Report. I know that copies of the Report 
have been made available to the Assembly Committee on Student Affairs. 
If more copies are needed, please contact my office. 

You should be aware that a variety of Coordinate Campus and Twin 
Cities Campus groups have been reviewing the document for the past 
several months. Regent Casey, Chair of the Staff and Student affairs 
Committee, has asked that the item be placed on the November agenda 
for "discussion" so that they can be appraised of the progress being 
made on the issue. The item is scheduled for the December meeting for 
"information" and for the January meeting for "action". The 
administration is awaiting further feedback from University bodies 
before determining its recommendations on the Report. If significant 
~governance groups such as the Senate Student Consultative Committee or 
the Assembly Committee on Student Affairs are not able to provide 
feedback before the December Regents' meeting, I would be willing to 
request a postponment of the "action" item until February as you have 
requested. The administration would then wait until January to 
formulate its recommendation and would use the December meeting to 
simply report to the Regents on the progress of the review. 

Please let me know of your committee's progress on the review of the 
document and let me know, specifically, if I will be able to receive 
written feedback on the Report prior to the December meeting. 

Sincerely, 

d :~- . 

nk B. Wilderson, Jr. 
Vice President for Student Affairs 

/djs 

cc: Regent Charles H. Casey 
Barbara Muesing, Secretary to the Board of Regents 
Shirley Clark, Associate Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 
Roy St. Laurent, Chair, Senate Student Consultative Committee 
Linda Ellinger, Chair, Assembly Committee on Student Affairs 



l5'i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 
N307 Elliott Hall 

To: Robert L. Heller 
Chancellor, UMD 

Andrew Santi 

75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612) 626-1850 

November 10, 1986 

President, Student Body, UMD 
John Q. Imholte 

Chancellor, UMM 
Blain Dahl 

President, Student Body, UMM 
Donald Sargent 

Chancellor, UMC 
Linda Hemish 

President, Student Body, UMC 
Edward C. Frederick 

Chancellor, UMW 
Wanda Reinke 

President, Student Body, UMW 

From: Ellen Berscheid ~~~ 
Chair, Senate~ultative Committee / S// 

Roy St. Laurent 17 I· hvf 
Chair, Student Senate Consultative Commi tteelv' 

Subject: Appointment of Coordinate Campus Representatives to Study Fees 
Proposal 

Vice President Frank Wilderson recnetly sent the Consultative Committee 
(SCC) the draft Report of the Task Force on Student Services Fees, with 
the request that sec identify the governance groups that should be asked 
to study and comment on the report. sec advised him that those comments 
should be elicited from the Student SCC and, since the University Senate 
does not have a student affairs committee, the Assembly Committee on 
Student Affairs (ACSA), with its membership augmented by a representative 
from each of the coordinate campuses. 

Thus, we are requesting the chancellor and student body president 
on each of the four coordinate campuses to, after appropriate consultation, 
name a representative who could travel to the Twin Cities to participate 
in one or more meetings of ACSA as it examines and composes comments 
on the report. Please report the name of your representative directly 
to Ms. Linda Ellinger, chair of ACSA. She can be addressed: 



Chancellors and Studeent Body Presidents 
November 10, 1986 
Page 2 

Linda Ellinger 
Chair, ACSA 
University Without Walls 
201 Wesbrook Hall 
77 Pleasant Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455. 

She will in turn contact the representatives regarding a meeting date. 

Time is short. The Board of Regents will receive the report initially 
in either November or December, and the administration will make its 
recommendation to the Regents in either December or January. We thank 
you in advance for your assistance in augmenting ACSA so that perspectives 
from all the University's campuses can be expresed. 

:mp 

c: Linda Ellinger 

P.S. Linda Ellinger has just given us particulars for the next ACSA 
meeting: 

Friday, December 5 

12:30 - 2:00 

346 Coffman Memorial Union. 

She has arranged for a telephone hook-up to be available, so that if 
your representative cannot travel to Minneapolis, he or she can still 
participate. 

be: Shirley Clark 



l5il UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Dr. Frank Wilderson, Jr. 
Vice President for Student Affairs 
llO Morrill Hall 

Dear Frank: 

University Senate Consultative Committee 
N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612) 626-1850 

October 27, 1986 

Recently, you sent to the Senate Consultative Committee a copy of 
the Report of the Task Force on Student Services Fees, which was labeled 
"Draft." We will ask two governance groups to study the report: the 
Senate Student Consultative Committee (SSCC) and the Assembly Committee 
on Student Affairs (ACSA) . For consideration of this report, we will 
assist ACSA to augment its numbers so that each of the University's four 
campuses will have reprsentation. We do so because the University Senate 
has no committee on student affairs and, yet, ACSA is clearly a governance 
body which should formally study and comment on the Student Services 
Fees report. 

If the SSCC concludes that the matter should have the attention 
of the Senate, either for information or for action, SSCC intends to 
take it to the Student Senate, not the University Senate. The full Senate 
Consultative Committee concurs in that judgment. 

Since the document distributed is identified as a draft, and since 
governance oodies will be reviewing it for the first time, sec regards 
the plan for Regents' discussion at their November meeting to be premature. 

We urge you to postpone introducing these recommendations to the Regents 
by one month, so that their initial discussion and the administration's 
recommendations can be informed by responses your office has received 
to the draft report. A reasonable timetable, it seems to us, would be 
for a December Regental discussion, a January administration recommendation, 
and a February vote. 

EB:mp 
c: Shirley Clark 

Associate Chair, SCC 
Roy St. Laurent 

Chair, SSCC 
Linda Ellinger 

Chair, ACSA 

Sincerely, 

keid 
Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 



l5i1, UNIVERSITYOFMINNESOTA 
! 

Dr. Ellen Berscheid, Chair 
Senate Consultative Committee 
N307 Elliot Hall 

Dear Professor Berscheid: 

Office of the Vice President for Student Affairs 
Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

October 14, 1986 

I am enclosing with this letter a copy of the Report of the Task 
Force on Student Services Fees. 

In Winter Quarter of 1986 a student services fee study was 
undertaken by this office at the request of the Board of Regents. 
Members of the board were concerned with the rate of the 
annual increase in the fee. The regents have expressed the 
concern that the projected enrollment decline and the 
corresponding decline in income generated from the student 
services fee would decrease while the demand for services might 
remain the same. 

Over the years, the university has explored ways for controlling 
the increase in the fee, including shifting components of the fee 
to alternative funding sources. This study seeks to find a 
comprehensive solution and addresses concerns about the fee level 
while at the same time avoids sacrificing the quality of the 
services provided. 

This study reviews current policies, procedures and practices 
on each campus regarding student services fee, fee 
development process, funding sources and integration with 
institutional planning and budgeting, and makes recommendations 
for change. 

In addition to the study being sent to you, for your review and 
referral to appropriate senate bodies, it has been sent to 
student leaders, chancellors, vice chancellors, central offices, 
to the Chair of the Regents', Staff and Student Affairs 
Committee. This item will be on the regents' agenda, for 
discussion, in November. The administration will bring 
recommendations to the regents at their December meeting, for 
information, and at their January meeting for action. 



Ellen Berscheid 
Page Two 

Please let me know which senate committee you will have study 
this report. I am always ready to meet with you or appropriate Senate 
Committees for discussion of this study and the proprosed set of 
recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

~~,~£~~ 

enclosure 
FBW/tkb 
cc: President Kenneth H. Keller 

Vice Presidents 
Ms. Barbara Muesing 

Frank B. Wilderson, Jr. 
Vice President for Student Affairs 

Secretary to the Board of Regents 



I rn UNIVERSilY OF MINNESOTA I University Senate Consultative Committee 

~ I I N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 

• Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612)626-1850 

September 4, 1986 

President Kenneth H. Keller 
202 Morrill Hall 

Dear Ken: 

Each year the Senate Consultative Committee reminds the 
president of a resolution approved by the Senate in 1977 
requesting the president to submit each fall the University's 
policy agenda for the year. The Senate desires that a brief 
message include: 

1} Major trends or changes, as anticipated or 
projected at that time, for example those 
that affect enrollment, faculty, programs, 
and physical planning; 

2} A list of reviews to be undertaken during the 
corning academic year. This is to include 
program reviews, as well as evaluations of such 
items as student services, parking, affirmative 
action compliance, and any anticipated special 
task forces. 

As you know, the Senate resolved to set aside specific 
meetings or portions of meetings for discussions of issues 
arising from the president's report. 

sec would appreciate your early presentation of the year's 
policy agenda as you foresee it, which we would then hope to 
discuss with you on October 23 in our second fall meeting with 
you. we would then enter that policy agenda into the Senate 
docket for November 6, for community information. 

EB:mp 

pc: Marilee Ward 
Shirley Clark 
Roy St. Laurent 

Sincerely, 

£-
Ellen Berscheid, Chair, 
Senate Consultative Committee 



For distribution to SCC 

sec~ ,'/.u«- 3.:0 · 

sec 
10/23/86 

MEMORANDUM 

BOOKSTORES PROFITS 

James Duffy, Bookstores director, has provided the following figures 
and clarifications regarding Bookstores profits over the past five years. 

Note: In the first two years quoted, the Bookstores were following 
a long-standing policy of aiming at a 4% to 6% profit, with the 
extra money being turned back to students via scholarships and 
library acquisitions. 

1981-82 $717,000 

1982-83 $686,000. 

Note: Starting in 1983-84, the Bookstores followed the new charge 
from then-Vice President Bohen to aim for a 2% year-end margin. 

1983-84 $400,000. 

Note: 1984-85 was the first year in which the Bookstores sold 
computers. 

1984-85 $800,000 

1985-86 $542,000. 



sec 

10/23/86 

For distribution to SCC 

FILING AND AVAILABILITY OF THE MINUTES OF SENATE COMMITTEES 

From the Senate bylaws, Article II, 1.: 

"All _committees of the Senate shall keep records of their meetings 

and proceedings. Copies of these records shall be placed on file with 

the clerk of the Senate and shall be available for inspection by members 

of the Senate or by others at the discretion of the Senate Consultative 

Committee. At the discretion of the Senate Consultative Committee, committee 

minutes which contain detailed information about individuals may be deposited 

only with the president of the University and shall be open to inspection 

only by persons authorized in writing by the chair of the Senate Consultative 

Committee. In cases where provision has thus been made for confidential 

treatment of committee minutes, the committee involved shall prepare 

and file with the clerk of the Senate a version of the minutes of the 

~ committee meeteings that contains all information other than detailed 

information about individuals." 



l5'i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Mr. Jeff Dorson 
Adviser to the Animal Rights Coalition 

at the University of Minnesota 
P.O. Box 8506 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55408 

Dear Mr. Dorson: 

University Senate Consultative Committee 
N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612)626-1850 

November 6, 1986 

This letter is to confirm to you the decision of the Senate Consultative 
Committee regarding the disposition of past and future minutes of the 
Animal Care Committee. The Consultative Committee, in accordance with 
the Senate bylaws, and acknowledging the requirement for confidential 
treatment of committee minutes that contain detailed information about 
individuals, has instructed Professor George Ruth, Chair of the Animal 
Care Committee, that the Committee in the future keep two sets of minutes: 
one complete and one that contains all information other than detailed 
information about individuals. 

The Consultative Committee concluded it did not have the right 
to direct another committee to maintain retroactively two sets of minutes. 

Hence, last year's Animal Care minutes will stand in the complete form 
in which they were recorded. The Consultative Committee dies not agree 
to their release since individuals and their grant proposals, which are 
pr~vate, are described in them. 

Sincerely, 
(:>? 

~--~~--~~~--
Ellen Berscheid 
Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 

EB:mp 

c: Shirley Clark 
Associate Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 
Stephen Dunham, Vice President and General Counsel 
George Ruth 
Chair, Senate Committee on Animal Care 
Marilee Ward 
Clerk of the Senate 



~ UNIVERSIT.Y OF MINNESOTA 

Professor George Ruth 

(', , < .r e "' . I . 

University Senate Consultative Committee 

N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612) 626-1850 

October 28, 1986 

Chair, Senate Committee on Animal Care 
E328 Veterinary Diagnostic Laboratories 
St. Paul Campus 

Dear Professor Ruth: 

At its October 23rd meeting, the Senate Consultative Committee 
considered Mr. Jeff Dorson's request for the minutes of the previous 
three meetings of the Animal Care Committee. After some discussion, 
the sec concluded it would not ask Animal Care to re-do existing minutes 
to eliminate passages concerning grant proposals. We will inform Mr. 
Dorson of that aspect of our decision. 

For all future meetings, however, the Consultative Committee requests 
your committee to maintain its minutes in two forms: one complete set 
per meeting and one which omits the names of individuals and their grant 
proposals. The Senate bylaws provide explicitly for this situation; 
Article II.l. includes the following passage: 

"At the discretion of the Senate Consultative Committee, committee 
minutes which contain detailed information about individuals may 
be deposited only with the president of the University and shall 
be open to inspection only by persons authorized in writing by the 
chair of the Senate Consultative Committee. In cases where provision 
has thus been made for confidential treatment of committee minutes, 
the committee involved shall prepare and file with the Clerk of 
the Senate a version of the minutes of the committee meetings that 
contains all information other than detailed information about 
individuals." 

It seems to me to be entirely proper for the Animal Care Committee 
to close that part of its meetings in which individuals' grant proposals 
are being discussed. To close a meeting for any other sort of agenda 
item, however, does not appear to be warranted under the open meeting 
provisions the Senate has set for itself. If there are non-personnel 
Animal Care discussions which the Committee finds it prudent to close, 
you might wish to explore the possibility of seeking an amendment to 
the Senate bylaws to permit that. 



George Ruth 
October 28, 1986 
Page 2 

You might wish to know that our query to the Student Organization 
Development Office revealed the Animal Rights Coalition to be a registered 
student organization, with student officers, and with Jeff Dorson listed 
as the adviser. We were also told that it is not required that the adviser 
to a registered student organization be a member of the University community. 

EB:mp 

c: Shirley Clark 
Associate Chair, SCC 

Roy St. Laurent 
Student Chair, SCC 

be: Steve Dunham 
Marilee Ward 

#/1~--.A'-----~'-
Ellen Berscheid 
Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 

J 

J 
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C.-Lt 'c f t c rtf~_, 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Department of veterinary Diagnostic Investigation 
TWIN CITIES College of Veterinary Medicine 

1943 Carter Avenue 

October 24, 1986 

Dr. Ellen Berscheid 
Chair Senate Consultative Committee 
307 Elliot Hall 
75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 

Dear Dr. Berscheid: 

St. Paul, Minnesota 551 08 

(612) 625-8787 

Thank you for your letter of October 15 stressing the need for notification of 
meeting times in order to comply with the senate by-laws. I plan to notify the 
Daily of our upcoming meetings. 

Mr. Steve Dunham, University Attorney, has informed me that those portions of the 
meetings of the University Animal Care Committee that have to do with policy may 
be open to the public but those portions of the meeting during which we discuss 
proposals are necessarily private and confidential. Consequently, we will not 
allow the general public to attend the portions of our meeting that do pertain to 
discussions of grant proposals. This also includes the very early portion of the 
meeting when we will be discussing minutes of the preceeding meeting. 

Mr. Jeff DorsOn has requested minutes of the meetings of the University Animal 
Care Committee and Mr. Dunham told me it is his opinion that those portions of the 
meeting that name investigators must be deleted from copies of the minutes sub
mitted to Mr. Dorson or any other member of the general public. When a proposal 
has been funded it can be regarded as public information. 

Sincerely yours, 

George R. Ruth, DVM 

GRR:lr 

HEALTH SCIENCES 
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t l. UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office ot the Vice President 
Academic Affairs and Provost 
213 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 625-0051 

October 22, 1986 

'IO: Senate Consultative connnittee 

FROM: John wallace ~ .. n . \r,<J!fluo../ 
Assistant Vice President for Academic Affairs O U\f't""' · ' 

SUBJEcr: English language and Teaching Skills of Foreign-bo:rn Teaching 
Assistants: Background Material 

Attached you will find the following background materials for the discussion 
on October 23. 

:alp 

-A copy of the quarterly memorandtnn to Deans, Directors, Department 
Heads on Twin Cities can-pus about the TA English Program 

-A surmnary of costs and enrollments for theTA English program from 
September 1985 to the present 

-A syllabus of the current TA course in Classroom Communication Skills 

- Six case studies of TAs who have attended the program 

- SPEAK test interpretation guidelines 

- Sample evaluation forms used at the close of each quarter 

- '!he TEAOI test rating fonn (used to rate sample 5 minute 
presentations at the close of the quarter) 

- A diagram of the complaint system and a copy of the complaint fonn 
used at the Student Ombudsman Service 

- A copy of the Daily ad designed to make students aware of the 
availability of the Student Ombudsman Service for help with classroom 
cammunication problems. 

- Table of graduate students, TA and RA composition 



l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the Vice President 
Academic Affairs and Provost 
213 Morrill Hall 

'ro: 

FROM: 

100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 625-0051 

August 29' 1986 

Deans, Department Heads, am Directors of Graduate Studies on the\ 
1 
I 1"11 _ 

'!Win Cities canpJs ~ t\Q_ \}/~ 

Robert T. H , Graduate School 

SUBJEcr: 

John Wallace~sistant Vice President for Academic Affairs r"" 
Monitoring Improving the English Speaking Proficiency of 

Teaching Assistants 

'!he University is now in its third year of developing a program designed to 
ensure that teaching assistants who will have teaching or advising 
responsibilities be proficient in the English language as spoken in the United 
states. '!he program 1 s two c:x:mponents-teaching am training-are described in 
the enclosed summary. 

Evidence from the first three years of the program irrli.cates that teaching 
assistants who enrolled in the course in classroom communication skills not only 
made rapid progress in ilnproving their English-speaking ability, but also 
developed effective presentation skills. '!he University now requires that every 
teaching assistant who might have a problem with English-speaking proficiency be 
tested am, if necessaey, enrolled in a course in classroom communication skills 
in order to guarantee that those teaching assistants with teaching or advising 
duties meet reasonable communication standards. 

Department chairpersons am heads have two ilnportant responsibilities in this 
program. 

1. Department chairpersons, heads, or their designees will review the 
teaching assistants in their departments who are being given teaching or 
advising assigrnnents to identify am refer for testing those whose spoken 
English may be problematic. Teaching is defined for this purpose as 
direct classroom inst.nlction, laboratory instruction, one-to-one 
tutorials, am other functions which require significant oral 
communication with students. '!here will be no charge to departments for 
testing. Referrals of graduate students should be made as soon as 
possible. 



Deans, Department Heads am 
Directors of Graduate Studies 

August 29, 1986 
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2. Departments will bear half the instructional costs ($200) for each of 
their teaching assistants who enrolls in the classroom cammunica.tions 
course. Because it is i.np:>rtant that those being tested understand the 
reason for the referral, we ask that department heads explain to them 
that the University is under obligation to confinn that all its 
instructors am advisors have gcx:x:l carmnunica.tion skills. 

'!he success of this program requires the cooperation of all University 
departments. We are grateful for your help. 

JW:alp 

Enclosure 

c: Kenneth H. Keller, President 
university Vice Presidents 
Lesley K. cafarelli, Director, Office of Educational Development Programs 
Nicki COhen-cl.iffer, COordinator, Graduate Assistants' Office 
Gretchen Kreuter, Assistant to the Vice President for Academic Affairs 
Mark H. I.ama, Director, Minnesota En;Jlish Center 
Jan Smith, COordinator, Teaching Assistants' En;Jlish Program 



IDNI'IORING AND IMPROVING '!HE ENGLISH SPEAKING 
PROFICIENCY OF TEACHING ASSISTANTS 

Description of Testing ani. Training 

'!he Test of Spoken English, developed by the Educational Testing 
Service, will be administered on campus at the language Center, Room 51 
Folwell Hall from 9:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. ani from 1:00 p.m.-3:00 p.m. on the 
following dates: 

TUesday, September 16, 1986 
'lhursday, September 18, 1986 
Moooay, september 22, 1986 
Wednesday, September 24, 1986 

Other times by special appointment. 

Examinees will be scheduled for testing at forty-five minute intervals. 
Departments are asked to identify those teaching assistants whose oral 
proficiency in English may be questionable ani refer them as soon as 
possible to the English as a Second I.an;Juage ~ so that testing 
arrangements can be made. Referrals should be made at the absolute latest 
by TUesday, September 23, 1986. 

Referrals for the Test of Spoken English should be made to Jan Smith, 
Coordinator, English as a Secorxi language ~, 116 Klaeber Court, phones 
624-4079 or 624-1503. Departments will be told specific times for their 
examinees to report to language Center for testing. Additional appointments 
for teaching assistants unable to atterx:l these testing sessions may also be 
arranged. Departments will also then be responsible for infonning their 
teaching assistants of the place ani tilne to report for the test. '!here is 
no fee for the test. 

Results will be made available to students and departments promptly. 

Based on the test results, one of the following recommendations will be 
made for each examinee: 

(a) No need for further training in English conununication skills. 
(b) Could benefit from further training in English conununication 

skills in order to improve effectiveness as a teaching assistant. 
(c) Further training in English communication skills is necesscu:y in 

order to improve effectiveness as a teaching assistant. 
(d) Needs more than one quarter of training in English canmmication 

skills. 

Teaching assistants who now hold teaching positions or expect to be 
offered positions during this academic year will be enrolled in the 
Classroom Connnunications Skills course if they fall into category (c) ani 
the Requisite Skills course or a more basic course in the English as a 
Secorxi I.an;Juage ~ if they fall into category (d). Teaching assistants 
in categories (b} ani (a} may enroll in the course on a space available 
basis. Placement in the course will be arranged following a report of each 



Description of Testing and Training 
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teaching assistant's test score to hisjher depart:Irent. once the teaching 
assistant has been placed in the course, the depart:Irent will be asked to 
provide a budget rnnnber to cover half the cost of the instruction ($200 out 
of a total cost of $400). 

'nlree to five teaching assistants will participate in each weekly 
two-hour class. In addition, each teaching assistant will atterx:l weekly 
one-hour tutorials. It is ilnportant to test and place teaching assistants 
in the course as soon as possible· in order to begin the course the first 
week of fall quarter. 

GK:alp 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Department of Linguistics 
Program in English as a Second Language 

Instruct ion 

116 Klaeber Court 
320 16th Avenue S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

1985-86 Approximate Costs - TA English Program 

{169 TAs tested, 129 class enrollments) 

$32,000 
{Fa 11 , winter, ·spring , S S I) 

Depending on enrollment this 
represents a cost of $270 to 
$410 per TA for instruction. 

Administration 

Testing 

Secretarial 

Supplies, equipment, travel 

7,400 

4,500 

500 

1,400 

$45,800 

Half the cost of instruction 
is paid by individual departments. 
All administrative and testing 
costs and the other half of 
the cost of instruction is 
paid by the Office of Academic 
Affairs. 

September 1986 Math, Chemistry, Physics Program 

Instruction 

Supplies 

Stipends 

{37 TAs tested and enrolled) 

$13 '100 

300 

8,300 

$21,700 

·In 1985 and 1986 this program 
was funded by an EDP grant through 
the Institute of Technology. 

Without the services of the CLA Language Center, 51 Folwell Hall, the above 
costs would be considerably higher given the need for videotaping equipment, 
classroom and consultation space, and technical assistance. 

Testing and Enrollment- TA English Program - 1985-86 and Fall 1986 

Quarter Tested Enrolled Required to Repeat 
Course 

September Program 85 21 21 9 
Fall 85 40 34 10 
Winter 86 23 28 9 
Spring 86 85 20 3 
ssi 86 0 26 4 
September Program 86 37 37 2.1 
Fall 86 86 45 plus 9 to be.added in 

overflow class beginning 
at midterm. 

Total 292 211 """50 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Department of Linguistics 
Program in English as a Second Language 
116 Klaeber Court 
320 16th Avenue S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

CLASSROOM COMMUNICATION SKILLS FOR TAS 

Syllabus 

This course is designed to improve theTAs' English language skills in pronun
ciation, grammar, listening comprehension, and group presentation. TAs will 
meet as a group for one and a half to two hours each week to videotape sample 
presentations, to discuss effective presentation techniques, and to work on 
English language skills. Each participant in the course will also attend one 
weekly tutorial hour in which the TA will receive feedback on his/her videotaped 
presentations and work on individual problems in English language skills. Group 
activities will be as follows: 

Week 1: Presentation of Sample Syllabus 

Week 2: Defining a Term 

Week 3: Fielding Questions 

Week 4: Explaining a Visual/Discussion of Althen, Manual for Foreign TAs 

Week 5: Describing a Process/Discussion of Althen, Manual for Foreign TAs 

Week 6: Review/Midterm Evaluation/Observation of a Native Speaking TA 

Week 7: General Interest Presentation/Invited Audience 

Weeks 8,9: Two Part Presentation/Final Evaluation 

Week 10: Classroom Situations/TA Evaluation of Course 

Participants will be asked to observe one class taught by native speaking TAs in 
their fields. Those TAs who are presently teaching will be observed by their 
instructor once during the quarter. Tutorials for each participant will begin 
immediately following the first class session. In addition to individualized 
work in English language skills, the individual tutorials will focus on feedback 
from videotapes of the group activities from the previous week's class. 

TA participation in the course will be evaluated based on 1) improvement 
throughout the quarter to be evaluated by the instructor and 2) performance on 
the TEACH Test to be evaluated by TA English Program staff members. 



. UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA TA ENGLISH PROGRAM 

CASE STUDIES 

Martin - This TA had held a good position back in his own country and was 
here for advanced level work in his field. Throughout his stay here he was 
plagued by a severe accent and many grammatical problems. He did not intend 
to be a TA but during a particular quarter, his department was very 
shorthanded and the flow of money from home was tight due to the world 
monetary situation. He began teaching knowing that students would have a·n 
enormous amount of difficulty understanding him. He worked hard to compen
sate by preparing well, demonstrating as he talked, and asking students to 
answer questions and read handouts aloud. He asked me to interview the 
students in his class about his teaching. What 1 discovered were varying 
opinions about how difficult he was to follow and varying degrees of 
willingness to try hard to understand him. During the quart~r, he finally_ 
began to be able to distinguish the difference between certam problematic 
sounds. With intensive work, he could solve some of his language dif-
ficulty, but he will never be a particularly intelligible speaker. His 
only route to success in teaching will be in the compensatory skills he has 
developed to get his point across despite his accent. 

You H:ng -:: This person was being considered by his department for a TAship 
some time m the future. On the day he tested he seemed particularly ner
vous and indeed his lack of confidence turned out to be his biggest 
problem. His language skills were not bad; he had some pronunciation 
problems, ~ostly r/1 c~ntrast. difficulties and a few grammar problems, 
most~y havmg _to do With article usage. From _the beginning he showed great 
promise by bemg able to understand how Amencans might prefer to have 
!nform~tio~ presented t~ th~m. He even tried (and failed) to inject humor 
mto this first presentation m the class. Several of his presentations 
throughout the quarter showed a certain spark and a skill of audience 

1 
awareness; others were dull and la_cked purpose. He worked on the language 
problems, but had much trouble bemg able to achieve consistency in his 
presentation skills. By the end of the quarter, we agreed that what he 
lacked was co?fidenc~, rather than skill, and the best thing for him would 
be mo:e practice. His_ ~epartment agreed to the second quarter and during 
that time he worked diligently on self-monitoring for errors and on 
achieving a consistent presentation style that emphasized his skill in 
crossing the cultural barrier and minimized his tendency to freeze in front 
of audiences. He passed the course and plans to teach fall quarter. 

Ki In - This gradua~e student was under a great deal of academic 
pressure when referred to the course and bargained with me to have his 
tutorial right after class so as to spend as little time as possible in 
transit to the course. His first presentation was almost incomprehensible 
because of his pronunciation, his total lack of fluency, and the fact that 
he had spent hours preparing an article for presentation as if the course 
were an 8000 level seminar. As the course progressed, he changed his pre
sentations to a level appropriate for the audience and began to develop his 
fluency, but his severe accent continued. Most of his problem was due to a 
native language stress pattern in his speech, but he also had trouble with 
individual sounds. With intensive work in the tutorials he began to show 
some progress and, by the end of the course, readily agreed that he wanted 
to continue working on his English in the course the following quarter. 



Zb..ruL - This TA had already taught several quarters when he was referred to 
the course. When I observed his class, I found that he had developed a 
rapport with the students that allowed room for his difficulties with 
English grammar and pronunciation. These difficulties centered on his ten
dency to try to talk as fast as he could, presumably to get the information 
out as fast as he was thinking. His conversation style compensated 
somewhat for this problem because he tended to repeat the same ideas and go 
on much longer than the typical American conversant. This culturally based 
style, however, along with his tendency to say "Yes, yes" to whatever was 
said to him, made it difficult for me (and presumably others) to feel com
fortable in discussion with him. Tutorials centered on getting him to slow 
down in his speech. With slower speech, he was able to control most of his 
pronunciation problems and many grammatical problems. Even though he 
planned out each presentation to the word (a dubious proposition from the 
point of view of its feasibility in the American context of teaching, but 
one that I let pess because it allowed me to J:now exactly what he was 
trying to say), he still was not able to keep the pace slow when actually 

presenting to the group. By the end of the quarter he had improved his 
control over the speed and hence the correctness of his speech, but he 
still had a long way to go. What he did accomplish during the quarter was 
the achievement of an in-depth look at American culture and the expec
tations of American audiences that he put to use in a surprising way in his 
final presentations and in the teaching 1 observed after the course. This 
understanding and sympathy (not necessarily agreement) with American culture 
will, in my opinion, do more for him in his future communication with 
American groups than the most perfect of English accents. 

Raia - This TA was very offended in being referred to the course because he 
Ieft that his English was close to nativelike (due to his having spoken it 
since the age of three). Upon listening to his presentations, I found that 
I disagreed with his evaluation of his English. The dialect he spoke hod a 
pronunciation which differed significantly from the way Minnesotans speaK 
and understand English, and he spoke so quickly and with so little apparent 
organization that what he had to say was very difficult to catch. During 
most of the quarter I held a running battle with him about the quality of 
his language and the intelligibility of his presentations. He felt con-
fused about why his department had sent him to the course because no one 
had ever told him they couldn't understand him and because they entrusted 
him with TAing for 8000 level courses. He was also angry because he had 
both an American professor and a foreign professor that he could not 
understand, but no one was making them go to such a course. This TA did 
not improve greatly duirng the course although he may have begun to be aware 
of how difficult it is for others to understand him. 

Mari - This woman was scheduled to be a TA sometime during the next year. 
During her first presentation, little set her apart from the others in the 
course except for the quietness of her speech, but as the weeks 
progressed, 1 could see that she soaked in every word of feedback and very 
actively tried to improve her presentations in every way possible. When 
errors were pointed ,out before she viewed her videotapes, she could correct 
them as they came up. Her method of organizing materials improved dra
matically to the point where others in the class noticed her skill. By the 
end of the quarter, her voice was only a little louder but there was very 
little else to criticize in her presentations. Her last remaining problem 
with pronunciation is a sentence rhythm stemming from her native language 
which can make technical terms difficult to recognize when she isn't 
consciously trying to control for sentence stress, but given her 
willingness to work on the problem, this may pass too. 



INTERPRETATIOO (J" SPEAK TEST R£Sll. TS 

Scores. [ach examinee receives four different scores: an overall comprehensibility score and scores for each 
~ee diagnostic areas -- pronunciation, grammar, and fluency. Overall comprehensibilitiy scores are baaed 

'

on a scale ranging from 0 to 300; each of the three diagnostic area scores is based on a scale ranging from 
0.0 to J.D. following are verbal descriptions of the four score scales. 

Categon: OVERALL COMPREHENSIBILITY 

(d) 

(c) 

(b) 

(a) 
't 

0 - 155 

156-225 

226-265 

266-300 

0.0 - 0.4 

0.5 - 1.4 

1.5 - 2.4 

2.5 - J.O 

0.0 - 0.4 

0.5 - 1.4 

1.5 - 2.4 

2.5 - J.O 

0.0 - 0.4 

0.5 - 1.4 

1.5 - 2.4 

2.5 - J.O 

Generally not comprehensible due to frequent pauses and/or rephrasing, pronunciation 
errors, limited grasp of vocabulary, and lack of grammatical control. 

Generally comprehensible but with frequent errors in pronunciation, grammar, choice of 
vocabulary items, and with some pauses or rephrasing. 

Generally comprehensible with some errors in pronunciation, grammar, choice of vocabu
lary items, or with pauses or occasional rephrasing. 

Completely comprehensible in normal speech, with occasional grammatical or pronunciation 
errors in very colloquial phrases. 

PRONUNCIA liON 

frequent phonemic errors and foreign stress and intonation patterns that cause the 
speaker to be unintelligible. 

frequent phonemic errors and foreing stress and intonation patterns that cause the 
speaker to be occasionally unintelligible. 

Some consistent phonemic errors and foreign stress and intonation patterns but speaker 
is intelligible. 

Occasional nonnative pronunciation errors but speaker is always intelligible. 

GRAHHAR 

Virtually no grammatical or syntactical control except in simple stock phrases. 

Some control of basic grammatical constructions but with major and/or repeated errore 
that interfere with intelligibility. 

Generally good control in all constructions with grammatical errors that do not inter
vere with overall intelligibility. 

Sporadic minor grammatical errors that could be made inadvertently by native speakers. 

FU£NCY 

Speech is so halting and fragmentary or has such a nonnative flow that intelligibility 
is virtually impossible. 

Numerous nonnative pauses and/or a nonnative flow that interferes with intelligiblity. 

Some nonnative pauses but with a more nearly native flow so that the pauses do not 
interfere with intelligibility. 

Speech is as smooth and effortless as that of a native speaker. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

(a) No need for furthet training in English communication skills. 

(b) Could benefit from further training in English communication skills in order to improve effec
tiveness as a teaching assistant. 

(c) further training in English com~unication skills is necessary in order to function as a teaching 
assistant. 

(d) Hay need more than one quarter of training in English communication skills. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWINCmES 

Department of Unguistics . 
Program in English as a Second Language 
116 Klaeber Court 
320 16th Avenue S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

TA ENGLISH PROGRAM 

Name of TA --------------- Dept. -----------------------
Recommendation: English Communication Skills 

Based-on this TA 1 s performance in the course in Classroom Communication 
Skills for TAs. 

-- (a) No need for further training in English ~kills. 

(b) Could benefit from further training in English communication skills 
-- in order to improve effectiveness as a teaching assistant. 

Repetition of the course is optional. 

(c) Further training in English communication skills is necessary in 
-- order to function as a teaching assistant. Required-to repeat 

course. 

{d) May need more than one quarter of training in English communication -- skills. Required to repeat course. 

Recommendation: Teaching Assignment 

Can be assigned to classroom teaching. --

-- If assigned to classroom teaching, this TA should teach in areas in which 
he/she is well prepared and should be closely supervised. 

Should not be assigned to classroom instruction but can work on a one to -- one basis with students in the lab or during office hours. 

__ Shaul d_ not be assigned to work with students on any basis. Can be 
assigned to paper grading or research responsibilities. 

Comments: 

If there are any questions about 
at 624-4079. 

this recommendation, ~~ease contact Jan Smith 

a~ I:~ 
t7~~ S~ith 

Coord1nator, TA English Program 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Department ot Linguistics 
TWIN CITIES Program in English as a Second Language 

152 Klaeber Court 
320 16th Avenue S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Evaluative Comments - TA English Program 

Name of TA Instructor Quarter 
---------- -------Year 

Pronunciation: 

G raiTTila r: 

Vocabulary: 

Fluency: 

Listening: 

Organization: 

Teaching Skills: 

Overall Comments: 

Recommendation: 

• 

Pass Pass with 
Reservations--

Repeat Course 

---



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Final Evaluation - TA English Program 

Name of TA 

Department of Linguistics 
Program in English as a Second Language 
152 Klaeber Court • 
320 16th Avenue S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Quarter W . Year 1986 

Instructor 

Pronunciation: Very good. the rhythm is somewhat choppy, . but 
his speech is always comprehensible. 

Grammar: Very good. Besides occasional low level errors (articles~! 
prepositions)Cheng has no problem with sentence structure. 

Vocabulary: Excellent. His vocabulary both in his field and 
in other domains is very good. 

Fluency: Very good. Sometimes when he is in front of an audience 
his speech is slightly halting, but in general his fluency is 
not far from native speaker proficiency. 

Listening: Very good. 

Organization: Very good. His presentations were always very clearly 
presented, very well laid out and easy to follow. 

Teaching Skills: Very good. He had · good rapport with the audienoe 
and was always careful to see if the audience was following him. 

RecorrtTlendation: ___.X"'--- P a s s Pass with -- Reservations 
Needs to Repeat -- Course 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

. 
Department of Linguistics 
Program in Engli~h as a Second Language 
152 Klaeber Court 
320 16th Avenue S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Final Evaluation - TA English Program Quarter w Year '86 ---
Name of TA Instructor ----------------------------- -----------------------
Pronunciation: 

Rarely interferes with comprehensibility, though she has consistent problems 
with "1" and some of the vowels. Has not yet mastered English rhythm and 
intonation: too many stresses per sentences and too much "emphatic level" pitch. 

Grammar: 
Her biggest obstacle to complete comprehensibility. Frequent problems with verb 
forms, prepositions and count Ys. non-count plurals. 

Vocabulary: 
Occasionally misuses vocabulary, but usually has the vocabulary she needs 
to express her ideas. 

Fluency: 
VERY fluent and confident. This is her strong point. 

Listening: 
Has very little trouble comprehending, and when she does, asks appropriate 
questions to get the information she needs. 

Organization: 
Very clear and logical organization. Still needs some work on emphasis and 
pacing to highlight main points. 

Teaching Ski 11 s: 

Excellent eye contact, volume and use of gestures. Has made a lot of progress 
with audience awareness. Clear and effective blackboard work. Needs more 
facial expression to increase rapport with the audience. 

Recomnendation: Pass X Pass with Needs to Repeat 
Reservations Course 

Ready to work with small groups, but grammar 
and rhythm may cause problems in larger class 
1 ectures. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Department of Linguistics 
Program in English as a Second Language 
152 Klaeber Cou·rt 
320 16th Avenue S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Final Evaluation - TA English Program Quarter W --- Year '86 

Name of TA Instructor -----------------------

Pronunciation: 
His biggest obstacle to comprehensibility. Many problems arise from Spanish 
having similar cognates with different pronunciation, but some arise from 
not yet,ibeing able to form the sounds. Intonation has improved dramatically. 

Grammar: 
Consistent problems with word order (especially for subordination), subject-· 
verb agreement and negation occasionally interfere with comprehensibility. 
Not a serious problem. 

Vocabulary: 
Generally very good. Nees more exposure to the native way of saying things. 

Fluency: 
Has made dramatic progress, but still needs more work. Seems to simply be a 
matter of practice and self-confidence. 
Pausing and rhythm are good but the problem comes in the length of the pauses. 

Listening: 
Has very little trouble comprehending, and when he does, asks appropriate 
questions to get the ingormation he needs. Consistently rephrases questions to 
be sure he has understood them correctly. 

Ot~ganization: 

Very clear and well thought out. Consistent use of good examples. 
Effective blackboard work. 

Teaching Skills: 
Very good rapport with the audience. Consistently checks to see whether they•re 
following hims. Good eye contact, volume and natural use of gestures. 
Ah1ays appears to have a very good grasp of his subject. 

Recol111lendation: Pass Pass \·lith 
----- Reservations 

__ >\_,_/ Needs to Repeat 
Course 

Ready to work with small groups, but fluency 
and pronunciation problems may cause trouble 
in larger class lectures. 



University of Minnesota 
TA English Program 

TEACH Test Rater 

Date 

Classroom Performance Categories 
{Low) {High) 

I. Language 

A. Pronunciation 0 1 2 3 

B. Grammar 0 2 3 

c. Fluency 0 1 2 3 

D. Comprehensibility 0 1 2 3 

Average {Total and divide by 4) 
Language 

II. Content 

A. Organization 0 1 2 3 

B. Clarity 0 1 2 3 

c. Relevance 0 1 2 3 

Average {Tot a 1 and divide by 3) 
Content 

(., I I I. Teaching 

A. Nonverbal Communication 0 2 3 

B. Audience Awareness 0 1 2 3 

c. Eye Contact 0 2 3 

D. Voice 0 2 3 

E. Use of Blackboard 0 2 3 

F. Teacher Presence 0 2 3 

Average (Total and divide by 6) 
Teach1ng 

IV. Fielding Questions 

A. Listening Ability 0 2 3 

B. Response to Questions 0 2 3 

Average {Tot a 1 and divide by 2) 
""' 

v. Overall Impression 0 1 2 3 
Quest1ons 

(._,. 
4 5 

Total Score (Add points in each section and Over a 11 

multiply by 6 - 300 possible) 
Total 
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A System for Monitoring Complaints 

Office for Receiving 
Initial Complaints 

l I 
invalid 

~I.._ -----,1 

l 

valid 

medietion 
STOP (appeal) 

V8l id 

Central 
Admi ni strati on 

Central 
Admi ni strati on 
contects 
depertment 

.--------l' L---------, 

unsuccessful 
I 

Centrel 
Admi ni stre t ion 

I 
contact 
department 

I 
Meeting of ESL 
Depertment end 
Centrel Admin. 

I 

successful 

Followup 
involving 
ESL Steff 

I 
STOP 

I 

Y81i~ invalid 

ESL Treining 
Progrem 

ESL memos Centre! 
Admi ni stret ion which 
then memos ell pert i es 

--Idea adapted from K. Doyle, Academic 
Affairs Office, Uniyersity of Minnesota 



' ~eneck List of Problems for International TAs Student Ombudsman Service U of M 

Name of TA ---------------- Name of Complainant . -------------------
Class ------------:__ ___ _ Address -----------------------------
Department----------------

Date ---------------------------- Phone ----------------------

Check off those aspects of classroom behavior which are a problem for you. 
Provide examples if possible. 

Pronunciation 

Individual Sounds 

Stress/Rhythm 

Intonation 

Other 

Examples: 

Grammar 

Verbs 

Articles 

Questions 

Complex Sentences 

Other 

Examples: 

Vocabulary 

__ Vocabulary of Field 

Classroom Expressions 

Other 

Examples: 

Fluency 

_ Pause_s/Hesitations 

Fluency (continued) Teaching Skills (continue~ 

Completion of Sentences Choice of Examples 

Other Question.Answering 

Examples: Confidence 

Listening 

Misunderstanding Student 
-- Questions 

Other 

Ex amp 1 es: 

Other Relationship to Students 

Examples: Availability 

Organization 

togical Development of 
Ideas 

Clarity of Explanation 

Emphasis of Important 
Points 

Focus on Topic 

Other 

Examples: 

Teaching Skills 

Audience Awareness 

__ Pacing/Timing 

__ Visuals/Blackboard 

__ Explanation of Difficult 
Tenns 

Attendance at Office 
Hours 

__ Approachability 

Sensitivity to 
-- Students 

Punctuality in Class 

Expectations of 
Students 

Fairness in Grading 

Amount of Feedback to 
Students 

Positive Feedback 

Criticism of Students 

Other 

Examples: 



~ 

TEARING 
.YOUR HAIR 
~ouT? 

RAVING COMMUNICAT(ON PROBLEMS with a professor or teaching 
assistant? 
Whether the problem is instl'uctor accessibility, course expectations. evaluation 
methods, language or culture, classroom environment, teaching methods or other 
concerns, the STUDENT OMBUDSMAN SERVICE can help. 

· We'll help you find the right channel for your complaint. or we can provide an 
· informal, confidential mediation service. 
It's generally best to address course concerns early in th-: quarter. 

· So if you feel you've got a problem, cton't tear your hair out -stop in or give us a 
call. 

...) 

sos 
STUDENT 
OMBUDSMAN 
SERVICE 

102 Johnston Hall 
373-9788 
8-4:30, Monday-Friday 

. . 

tJ 
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GRAWATE S'IUDENT COMfOSITION 

Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
·Year Graduate Students Foreign Nationals TAs RAs For. Natl. TAs For. Natl. RAs 

1985-86 7,752 1,623 2,428 2,520 558 569 

1984-85 7,591 1,437 2,526 2,290 500 408 

1983-84 7,647 This figure's not 2,507 2,066 430 281 
available. (NA) 

1982-83 7,824 NA 2,521 1,662 286 173 

1981-82 7,602 NA NA NA NA NA 

JW:alp 



'·· 

OCT· 9 1986 
S" CC a)'-t'--/ tt /-ku.t.-.lf.A. 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the Vice President 
Academic Affairs and Provost 
213 Morrill Hall 

October 8, 1986 

TO: Implementation Task Force 

FROM: Gretchen Kreuter 

100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 625-0051 

Assistant to the Vice President for Academic Affairs 

SUBJEcr: Surnrt1a1Y of Meeting of October 6, 1986 

'Ihe discussion of curriculum recoTiunendations, begun last week, was continued 
and concluded at this meeting. 

'Ihe discussion focused on the following subjects: 

How ~ evaluates students for placement in language and composition 
courses. 

How at-risk students are defined, and how their needs are currently 
being met and might be met in the future. 

'Ihe need for increased institutional research, and whether, if done, 
its findings would make a significant difference in undergraduate 
education. 

A more general discussion was also initiated by Keith McFarland about the 
role that this committee could and should play in cultivating a more 
positive and supportive attitude toward undergraduate education. 'Ihe 
following were identified: 

'Ihe need to end the isolation of the seJ:Vice ann of the University from 
the faculty. 

'Ihe need to develop the tools necessary to cany out the 
recommendations of recent corrnnittees and task forces on undergradaute 
education. 

'Ihe need to improve what we already have before embarking on new 
initiatives; e.g., classroom renovation, maintenance. 

'Ihe need for this connnittee to provide, to the president, its top four 
or five priorities with respect to undergraduate education. 

Next Monday's meeting will consider the recommendations on advising as it 
has considered those on curriculum. 

GK:alp 
c: Roger Benjamin, Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs 

-Ellen Berscheid, Chair, Senate Consultative Corrnnittee 
Kenneth H. Keller, President 
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: ltl.< , ' UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
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Office of the Vice President 
Academic Affairs and Provost 
213 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 625-0051 

September 30, 1986 

FROM: 

Members, Implementation Task Force {_ 

Gretchen Kreuter, Assistant to the Vice President for Academic£/ 
Affairs 

'IO: 

SUBJEcr: SUrmnary of September 29 Meeting 

At its September 29 meeting, the task force, acting as a conunittee of the 
whole, discussed curricultnn recomnendations from recent University reports 
on undergraduate education. 

The conunittee agreed in principle that these recormnendations could be 
grouped into several categories, that subgroups could prepare preliminal:y 
implementation plans for each, and that the full task force would then 
consider them. 

Some of the categories--those related to core curricultnn and curricular 
tracks--may appropriately be considered by SCEP. At its next meeting, the 
task force will review a draft letter that will invite SCEP to take this on 
and will define the boundaries of SCEP' s responsibility. 

Upon the suggestion of Fred I.ukennann, the task force agreed to postpone 
setting up subgroups on curricultnn recomnendations until after its 
discussion of the recomnendations on advising. 

That discussion will take place at the next meeting, Monday, October 6, 
7:30 a m. 

JW:alp 

c: Roger Benjamin, Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs 
•Ellen Berscheid, Chair, Senate Consultative Connnittee 

Kenneth H. Keller, President 


