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1990-91 No. 4 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

UNIVERSITY SENATE MINUTES 

FACUL TV SENATE MINUTES 

STUDENT SENATE MINUTES 

May 16,1991 

The fourth meeting of the University Senate for 1990-91 was convened on Thursday, 
May 16, in 25 Law Center, Minneapolis campus, following the meeting of the Twin ~ities 
Campus Assembly. Coordinate campuses were linked by telephone. Checking or signing 
the roll as present were 135 voting faculty/academic professional members, 35 voting mem
bers of the student body, 2 ex officio, and 7 nonmembers. President Nils Hasselmo 
presided. 

I. COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIPS, 1991-92 
Information 

...o In the recent election to fill Twin Cities faculty/academic professional vacancies on the 
Senate Committee on Committees, Subir Banerjee (IT) and Michael Steffes (Medical 

. ..- • School) were elected for 3-year terms; Edward Cushing (CBS) was elected for a 2·year 
term; and Carl Adams (Management) and Jean Montgomery (CLA) were elected for 1-year 

» terms. Continuing members include Wilbert Ahern (UMM), Robert Johnson (UMC), and 
Geoffrey Maruyama (Education). 

MOTION: 

II. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES 

ADMINISTRATORS IN SENATE 
Action (5 minutes) 

Accepted 

That the Constitution, Article Ill, Section 1. Membership, and Section 4. Election of Uni
versity Senate Members, be amended to define administrators who are eligible to serve in 
the Senate as follows: (additions are underlined; deletions, crossed out) 

1. " ... Members ef tl:le Cmmsil ef Oeans Academic officers with class titles 9302-9329 shall 
serve as ex officio nonvoting members." (of the Senate) 

4. c. "Members eftl:le Ceblnsil ef Oeans Academic officers with class titles 9302-9329 shall 
not be eligible for election to the Senate as members of the faculties under "a" hereof." 

COMMENT: 

There is no longer a group known as the Council of Deans; however, the above defini
tion will include those individuals who have traditionally served as ex officio members of the 
Senate. 
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INFORMATION: 

The Committee on Committees has the authority to require the resignation from Senate 
committees of any person who accepts a primary appointment, acting or permanent, as a 
major central administrative or collegiate officer (9302-9329 class titles). An appointment is .. 
considered primary if it is 50 percent or more time. 

WARREN IBELE, Chr. 
Consultative Committee 
MARIO BOG NAN NO, Chr. 
Committee on Committees 

The amendment was approved by 119 affirmative votes and will be brought back. at the 
next meeting for a second reading to fulfill the requirement of a majority of the membership 
at two meetings. 

MOTION: 

Ill. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES 

COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES' RESPONSIBILITIES 
Action (5 minutes) 

To amend the Senate Bylaws, Article Ill, 2a, Duties and Responsibilities of Committee 
on Committees, to provide for representation of certain constituencies as follows: "The Sen
ate Consultative Committee may determine that a committee of the Senate will benefit from 
representation from a non-eligible constituency of the University. Upon such determination, 
Committee on Committees shall select an additional voting representative from said con
stituency for placement on the appropriate committee for a term of one year." 

COMMENT: 
Committee on Committees has received several inquiries from ineligible academic 

staff (academic professionals and academic administrators) questioning how they may be
come involved in the work of the Senate and its committees. The Office of the President and 
the Senate Consultative Committee have also raised this question. 

The Senate Constitution treats academic administrators (class titles 9302-9329) as 
non-voting ex officio members of the Senate and its committees. They administer the poli- ~ 
cies adopted by the Senate as initially framed by its committees. Moreover, the President 
presides over the affairs of the Senate, giving focus to the views of academic administration. 
Academic staff with appointments in non-collegiate units (e.g. Athletics and Student Affairs) 
and who do not hold class titles 9302-9329 are ineligible for any direct participation in the 
work of the Senate and its committees. 

It is the case that academic staff from ineligible units in the University may have ideas 
and expertise that ought to add significantly to the work of the committees of the Senate. 
Thus, upon Senate Consultative Committee determination, the Committee on Committees >, 
should be empowered to make said voting appointments to the appropriate committee(s). 
Precedence exists for such an innovation. For example, alumni and civil service representa-
tives currently serve on the All-University Honors, Finance and Planning, Research, Ser-
vices for the Handicapped, Social Concerns, and Student Affairs Committees. 

MARIO BOGNANNO, Chr. 
Committee on Committees 

WARREN IBELE, Chr. i 
Consultative Committee 

Approved, with 120 affirmative votes. 
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IV. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

RESEARCH COMMITTEE 

RESEARCH SUPPORT POLICY 

Information (1 0 minutes) 

The issue of indirect cost recovery distribution has been discussed and debated at re
search universities for many years. At the University of Minnesota, discussions have re
sulted in the advancement of a variety of proposals over the past thirty years. These 
discussions have primarily been initiated by the Senate Research Committee with consid
erable input from faculty, deans and administrators. In recent years, because ofthe legisla
ture's decisions to allow the University to retain a large portion of indirect cost recoveries, 
the debate has intensified and more pressure has been exerted by academic units, faculty, 
and the Senate Research Committee to return a large segment of the recoveries for re
search related activities and to principal investigators. The proposal adopted by the Senate 
Research Committee during 1989 has been partially implemented. 

As required by federal and state guidelines, we charge each grant a negotiated per
centage of the grant to cover the costs to the University for doing the research. The funds 
collected are referred to as indirect cost recovery fund (ICR). In the mid 1980s, the state 
authorized the University to retain most of the ICR fund for activities to enhance our re
search programs. We will refer to these funds to be allocated by the University as the "Re
search Support Fund." 

The purpose of this document is to establish a set of operating principles for the use of 
the Research Support Fund to directly improve the research environment for the faculty. 
During the past decade, several factors have changed leading to increased constraints 
upon the growth of our future research activities. The cumulative effect of the factors listed 
below has raised the ire of many of our most productive researchers: 
1. The dramatic increase in funded research activities has outpaced the University's ability 
to provide commensurate space for such research. In several instances the legislative cap
ital request has been prioritized in favor of research facilities while other academic needs 
have received lower priority rankings. 
2. During the past two biennia, the legislature has failed to fund operation and maintenance 
of new space. The consequence of the legislature's position on this issue has had the com
pounding effect of reducing funding for maintenance of existing space. 
3. Federal agencies have been moving toward funding major centers in the form of larger 
grants requiring substantial matching funds and new space commitments. While the total 
sum of available dollars has not changed much, the aggregation of grants has made it more 
difficult for individual investigators to be awarded grants. 
4. An ever increasing number of research projects has become dependent upon sophisti
cated equipment, yet funds to maintain such equipment have not been increased propor
tionately to address the need. 
5. The amount of federal funds available to support projects has not kept pace with the in
crease in the number of fundable research proposals. The competition for funding has be
come so intense that many investigators believe the current process is a capricious one. 

The failure of the University to address these factors and the changes in federal funding of 
grants has lead the faculty to be dissatisfied with existing practices of ICR allocation. The 
Senate Research Committee has recommended that the University allocate a substantial 
portion of ICR funds directly to principal investigators. The following Research Support prin
ciples are intended to address the above problems directly: 

• Campus Distribution. Each campus1 should retain the Research Support Funds (except 
the central administrative costs incurred for processing the grants) generated by there
spective campus. 
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• Funding of Existing and New Activities. The current practice of providing research dollars 
for the purpose of supporting the research infrastructure will be maintained. Some of the 
items included in this category include support of the Office of Research and Technology 
Transfer Administration (ORTTA), the Research Animal Resources, Radiation & Environ
mental Health, Solid & Hazardous Waste, etc. Also to be maintained will be the allocation to 
deans "formula funds," which directly support research activities of the deans' respective 
units. The total amount of formula funds available should be adjusted in a proportion similar 
to the overall change in totaiiCR funds generated by the University. The amount of formula 
funds annually allocated to each dean will be based on a rolling three year average of the 
ICR funds generated by each dean's unit. 

The new initiatives described in the following sections should be funded on the marginal 
increase in total research support funds, with no immediate impact on the dollars presently 
allocated. Major sources for the new dollars include the following: 1) reduction in the offset 
to the state. 2) increases in grants awarded to the University. 3) paying off of present short
term commitments (e.g. NMR facility, Interfacial Engineering Center match). 
• Operation, Maintenance and Improvement of Research Space and Fixed Equipment213

• 

The current research allocation to Physical Plant Operations is not sufficient to maintain ad
equately research facilities. This has been a constant source of complaint from principal in
vestigators. It is proposed that a special fund be established for this purpose with a return of 
some state supported funds to central administration. It is assumed that a new increase in 
funding would be required in Physical Plant Operations to more adequately accommodate 
maintenance requirements. This assumes that costs of such maintenance and improve
ments will not exceed prevailing commercial rates for equivalent work. 
• Research Space. The growing demand for research space at the University has limited or 
will continue to limit our ability to attract new research initiatives for both faculty initiated 
projects and large multi-disciplinary center grants. Discussions with private developers 
have resulted in the view that additional space can be constructed on campus and in nearby 
locations for rental by the University. The opportunity must be further pursued. Accordingly, 
it is recommended that further consideration be given to retaining approximately 50% of ICR 
on grants that require such space to pay directly for lease costs or to dedicate some Re
search Support Funds to a special fund to be accumulated for possible payment of bonds to 
construct facilities. Currently, this principle has been applied on a grant specific basis where 
rental space is required. It is proposed that the University anticipate additional space needs 
for new grants and rent space or authorize issuing bonds for construction of new space. This 
policy would also make it possible to use the Research Support Fund to help meet the need 
for a University contribution to new buildings authorized by the 1990 legislature. Only re
search space could be supported by these moneys. The amount of rental space provided 
for a given research project should not exceed 50% the ICR funds generated by the respec
tive grant. 
• Flexible Funds for Central Administration, Particularly Academic Affairs. With the dynamic 
nature of research opportunities, the administration must be able to respond to match fund 
requests that the academic priorities; new areas of research inquiry; equipment purchases 
that have large scale, institutional uses and applications; other opportunities that can lever
age funding; and emergency or contingency situations. 
• Research Support Funds for Graduate School Research Funds4

• The funds designated 
for this purpose have been inadequate to meet the needs of the many meritorious pro
posals. This year, the Research Advisory Committees recommended for funding $250,000 
more than budgeted. It is anticipated that this need will continue to increase in the coming 
years. These funds could be used to help faculty become more competitive. The funds also 
could become the major source of support for faculty who experience lapses in receipt of 
grants. 

It is believed that a further examination of these recommendations might produce an im
proved research support structure and environment, optimize the use of Research Support 
Funds and somewhat reduce the serious tension that exists regarding the allocation of the 
Research Support Funds. Once the final set of the principles is accepted, specific mecha
nisms to implement the principles must be developed. 
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COMMENT: 

During 1989-90, Mark Brenner, associate dean of the Graduate School, worked 
closely with both the Senate Research Committee and the Research Executive Council to 
draft operating principles for a research support policy. A clean draft of these operating prin
ciples was presented to the Senate Research Committee at its May 1990 meeting. The 
committee provided feedback on the draft and the Research Executive Council finalized the 
policy in early August. Dean Brenner then presented the policy to the committee at its first 
meeting last fall; the committee made no further changes. 

JOHN SULLIVAN, Chr . 
Research Committee 
WARREN IBELE, Chr. 
Consultative Committee 

1The ICR funds generated by the Duluth Medical School are returned to and administered by the vice 
president for health sciences. 
2Research activities that are located in off-campus rental space should not receive ICR funds for opera
tion and maintenance of the rented space. 
3Examples of fixed equipment include controlled environment rooms and air conditioners. 
4Th is follows the intent of the Senate Research Committee that supported a policy of designating 15% of 
any increase in the legislative funds set aside for the central research funds. This policy should be ex
tended to increase in ICR. 

Accepted 

V. CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE RESEARCH COMMITTEE 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
Action (1 0 minutes) 

MOTION: 

That the following amendments be made to the disclosure of conflict of interest policy: 
(additions are underlined) 

Examples of a relationship with an entity that must be disclosed include: 
a) consultantship; and/or 
b) equity position, including stock options; and/or 
c) gifts or loans; and/or 
d) official capacity such as serving on the board of directors or scientific board . 

Passed by the Board of Regents, May 18, 1988 
Revised March 1991 
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1. PREAMBLE 
The University of Minnesota actively encourages and participates in interaction with private 
companies as an important component of its research, education, and public service mis
sions. Research agreements between the University and private companies provide a valu
able source of funds, equipment, and topics for University research. Consulting 
arrangements and other contacts between faculty and private companies advance the fac
ulty's ability to provide high quality research and educational experience for students, and 
enhance employment opportunities for students. Licensing by the University to private com
panies, consulting services by faculty for private companies, assistance by faculty in new 
company starts, and other forms of technology transfer are critical to meeting society's 
needs. The University, therefore, clearly has a responsibility to foster the free flow of ideas 
and individuals between the University and the private sector. 
The commitment of the University to this responsibility is reflected by its policies and guide
lines relating to interaction with industry. The Patent and Technology Transfer Policy, Policy 
on Outside Consulting, and Guidelines on Interaction with Industry all recognize the value 
of various types of relationships with the private sector and provide the means to advance 
these relationships. These policies and guidelines are supported by the integrity of the fac
ulty, and by the adherence of the faculty to principles of good scholarly and professional 
practice. In view of the increased interaction between the University and the private sector, 
there is a need for a vehicle to safeguard the University's independence, credibility, primary 
missions, and the integrity of those University staff members involved in such interactions. 
Accordingly, this statement of principles is intended to facilitate and encourage interaction 
with the private sector by ensuring an environment in which University personnel are permit
ted the maximum freedom to enter into and continue various types of r~lationships outside 
of the University, while at the same time furthering the principal missions of the University 
and maintaining high standards of professional and ethical conduct. 

2. OTHER APPLICABLE POLICIES AND LAWS 
This policy complements the provisions of other applicable policies, regulations, and laws, 
including the Policy on Outside Consulting, the Patent and Technology Transfer Policy, the 
statement on "Preventing Conflicts of Interest in Government-Sponsored Research at Uni
versities," Guidelines on Interaction with Industry, the Tenure Code, and applicable state 
and federal law. This policy is intended to help implement and expand upon these other re
lated requirements. It should be noted that this policy does not apply to Medical School con
sultation practices that are in accord with the Regents' Policy on Private Consultation 
Practice. 

3. GENERAL PRINCIPLES 
With the acceptance of appointment or employment, an individual makes a commitment to 

~, 

the University and accords the University his or her primary professional loyalty according to -+ 
the terms of appointment or employment. Every person is expected to arrange outside obli
gations, financial interests, and activities so as not to conflict or interfere with this overriding 
commitment to the University. At the same time, no one benefits from undue interference 
with the legitimate external activities of individuals who fulfill their primary full-time duties
teaching at the University, conducting scholarly research under its sponsorship, and meet-
ing the other obligations to students and colleagues. Indeed, the involvement of individuals 
in outside professional activities, both public and private, often serves not only the partici-
pants, but also the University as a whole. It has been, and continues to be, assumed that all 
individuals will be alert to the possible effects of outside activities on the objectivity of their 
decisions, their obligations to the University, and the University's responsibility to others. 
The areas of potential conflict may be divided into two broad categories. The first relates to 
conventional conflicts of interest-situations in which individuals may have the opportunity 
to influence the University's decisions in ways that could lead to personal gain or give im-
proper advantage to their associates. The second is concerned with conflicts of commit
ment-situations in which an individual's external activities, often valuable in themselves, 
interfere or appear to interferer with their paramount obligations to students, colleagues, 
and the University. Research and scholars are given greatfreedom in scheduling their activ-
ities with the understanding that their external activities will enhance the quality fo their di-
rect contributions to the University. 
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Currently, universities customarily use the term "industry" in the generic sense, to encom
pass their relations with all facets of the private sector. Throughout this policy, therefore, the 
term "industry" is not used in any restrictive sense, but rather applies generally to all private 
enterprise. This policy is intended to apply solely to sponsored research, technology trans
fer, and other written agreements as provided for in Section 5.f. 

4. DEFINITIONS 
a) PERSONNEL shall mean all persons appointed, employed and/or compensated by the 

University, including faculty, visiting faculty and researchers, professional and adminis
trative staff, civil service employees, research and teaching assistants, fellows, and 
trainees . 

b) COMPANY shall mean any corporation, partnership, proprietorship, firm, association, or 
other legal entities world-wide, excluding government entities in the United States. 

c) INTEREST shall mean any of the following interests in the aggregate held in a COM
PANY, but not in a mutual fund whose investment policies are beyond the control of the 
individual, by PERSONNEL and/or PERSONNEL's spouse and/or dependent children: 
(i) an investment comprising equity or options to purchase equity with a total current 

value of more than $1 ,000.00 or representing more than 5% of the total COMPANY 
equity; and/or 

(ii) personal payments (excluding consulting fees), gifts, and other benefits, including 
personal loans and services, received from a COMPANY to PERSONNEL within 
the previous twelve months with a total current value of more than $1 ,000.00; and/or 

(iii) a consulting arrangement with a COMPANY or other agreement to provide services 
to a COMPANY which is or should be disclosed in accordance with the Policy on 
Outside Consulting; and/or 

(iv) status as a director, scientific director or member of the scientific board of advisors, 
officer, partner, trustee, or employee (other than a consultant) of a COMPANY . 

.Q2 SPONSORED RESEARCH shall mean any research sponsored by the University or by 
an external entity including without limit a COMPANY, agencies of the U.S. federal and 
state governments, foundations, industry associations, and others. 

5. OPERATING PRINCIPLES 
a) General PERSONNEL may form relationships with COMPANIES, including acquiring 

an INTEREST in a COMPANY, provided that such relationships satisfy this policy and 
any other applicable policies and laws. The University encourages all PERSONNEL to 
form relationships with COMPANIES which further its education, research, and public 
service missions. For example, effective transfer of University technology may require 
that the PERSONNEL who originally developed the technology have a consulting agree
ment with or otherwise assist the COMPANY in acquiring rights in the technology. Under 
such circumstances, equity in the COMPANY may be an appropriate means to compen
sate the PERSONNEL. The COMPANY may also desire to fund further University re
search concerning the technology to be conducted by those PERSONNEL. These 
combination relationships and other relationships are permissible, and may indeed be 
very desirable to meeting University objectives, provided that the disclosure require
ments in this policy are satisfied. Disclosure will allow the opportunity for review to en
sure that the performance of PERSONNEL's duties is not compromised. 

b) Actual Conflicts PERSONNEL shall not enter into or allow conflicts of interest of con
flicts of commitment to the University, as those terms are annunciated in the General 
Principles. Determination whether an actual conflict exists shall be made by the appro
priate vice president, or chancellor if a coordinate campus is involved. If PERSONNEL 
wish to initiate or continue such a conflicting relationship with a COMPANY and remain 
associated with the University, they shall seek a suitable leave of absence, reduction of 
appointment, or other arrangements with the University. 

2), SPONSORED RESEARCH Proposals PERSONNEL with an INTEREST in a COM
PANY and who propose SPONSORED RESEARCH which may affect the COMPANY 
shall disclose the existence ofthe INTEREST. To the extent allowed by law, such disclo
sure shall be considered private until the project is awarded. The disclosure shall be pub
lic information after the project is awarded. 
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d) SPONSORED RESEARCH Participation PERSONNEL with an INTEREST in a 
COMPANY and who particiapte in SPONSORED RESEARCH which may affect the 
COMPANY shall disclose the existence ofthe INTEREST. Such disclosure shall be con
sidered public information. 

e) Technology Transfer PERSONNEL with an INTEREST in a COMPANY shall disclose 
the existence of that INTEREST in the instance that the University is considered the 
transfer of rights, by license or otherwise, in technology developed by PERSONNEL to 
the COMPANY. To the extent allowed by law disclosure shall be considered private. 

f) Other Written Agreements In addition to restrictions in applicable law, PERSONNEL 
with an INTEREST in a COMPANY shall neither propose, negotiate, nor approve on be
half of the University a contract or other commitment concerning that COMPANY without 
full disclosure of the INTEREST. The disclosure shall be considered public infC11'mation. 
This paragraph applied to all written agreements including, but not limited to, lease 
agreements, orders and requests for goods and services, or personnel from COMPA
NIES (including equipment, consulting services, and legal services). This provision does 
not cover research grants, contracts, and relationships otherwise covered by Section 
S.c., S.d., or S.e. above. 

g) Public Statements PERSONNEL with an INTEREST in a COMPANY are expected to 
refrain from making public statements (statements for use by the press and/or to individ
uals with an interest in the stock of the COMPANY) regarding SPONSORED RE
SEARCH prior to publication of the results in recognized scientific literature or 
presentations at recognized scientific meetings. Whenever possible, the University shall 
include a clause reflecting this principle in each industry-sponsored grant, contract, or 
agreement. 

.b)_ PERSONNEL with an INTEREST in a COMPANY, or whose research was sponsored by 
a COMPANY shall state such INTEREST or sponsorship when reporting research re
sults and when providmg expert commentary on a subject that may affect the 
COMPANY. 

!.)_ PERSONNEL with an INTEREST in a COMPANY who are proposi~ to perform re
search involvin human sub'ects where the research rna affect theOMPANY shall 

isclose that TE 1n t e approved uman su )ects in ormed consent form. 

6.1MPLEMENTATION 
a) Compliance with this policy requires a three-step determination: 

(i) Does an INTEREST exist?1 

(ii) When an INTEREST exists, must it be disclosed?2 

(iii) When an INTEREST exists, must approval of a vice president, or chancellor if a co
ordinate campus is involved, be obtained?3 

b) Disclosure under Sections S.c. and S.d. shall be made in the manner prescribed by the 
BA Form 23. These disclosures will be made as part of the proposal process. After ac
knowledgment by the appropriate department head and dean, the BA Form 23 and ac
companying proposal shall be sent to the Office of Research and Technology Transfer 
Administration (ORTTA). ORTTA will forward the BA Form 23 to the appropriate vice 
president, or chancellor if a coordinate campus is involved, for approval when required. 
It is the res onsibilit of all PERSONNEL to noti the a ro riate de artment head and 
dean of an chan es in t e INTE ori inall re orted on the BA Form 23. Such noti
ficatiuon s all be made in a t1mel fashion normall within a month and in wntin to er
mit reassessment y t e appropnate o ic1a s. 
It is required by University policy that all SPONSORED RESEARCH be covered by a BA 
Form 23. However, disclosures made during the term of the project and disclosures not 
made on a BA Form 23 shall be in the form of a memo to the appropriate department 
head and dead for their acknowledgment. The memo shall then be sent to ORTT A for 
consideration and for forwarding to the appropriate vice president, or chancellor if a coor
dinate campus is involved, when approval is required. 
The memo shall define the nature of the contract or other agreement and the COMPANY 
involved. When possible, appropriate documentation from the COMPANY shall be at
tached. This memo shall be submitted in a timely manner so as to permit consideration 
by appropriate administration officials prior to consummation of the relationship. 
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c) Approval of the appropriate academic vice president, or chancellor if a coordinate cam
pus is involved, must be obtained prior to submission of the SPONSORED RESEARCH 
proposal to the COMPANY or participation in SPONSORED RESEARCH, and approval 
of the Vice President for Finance and Operations must be obtained prior to the transfer of 
rights in technology developed by PERSONNEL to the COMPANY, when PERSON
NEL have an INTEREST in the COMPANY that is: 
(i) an investment comprising equity C" options to purchase equity with a total current 

value of more than $25,000.00 or representing more than 5% ofthe total COMPANY 
equity; and/or 

(ii) personal payments (excluding consulting fees), gifts, and other benefits including 
personal loans and services received from a COMPANY to PERSONNEL within the 
previous twelve months with a total current value of more than $2,000.00; and/or 

(iii) a consulting arrangement with a COMPANY or other agreement to provide services 
to a COMPANY which is or should be disclosed in accordance with the Policy on 
Outside Consulting and with annual compensation of more than $1 0,000.00; and/or 

(iv) status as a director, scientific director or member of the scientific board of advisors, 
officer, partner, trustee, or employee (other than a consultant) of a COMPANY. 

Faculty may wish to seek the above approval in appropriate cases where an INTEREST 
exists but does not meet the above definitions. Approval shall be granted or denied 
within two weeks of submission to the vice president, or chancellor if a coordinate cam
pus is involved. 
Factors that will be taken into account by the appropriate vice president, or chancellor if 
a coordinate campus is involved, determining approval include: 
(i) THE PROMINENCE AND SIGNIFICANCE GIVEN THE UNIVERSITY AFFILIA

TION. Where the name and/or authority of the University (as opposed to that of the 
researcher) is more clearly being invoked, the University should institutionally ex
amine research affiliations more carefully. 

(ii) THE EFFECT OF THE OUTCOME OF THE PROJECT ON EXPECTED BEHAV
IOR OF OTHERS. Where endorsement of a project or policy will result in people in 
significant numbers using a product or investing money or otherwise changing their 
lives, the University must bear responsibility to maintain objective evaluations. 
Where these first two factors combine to suggest the University, or a segment 
thereof, is acting as an independent evaluative laboratory, University responsibility 
is at a maximum . 

(iii) DEGREE OF INVOLVEMENT AND DANGER OF OVER-COMMITMENT TO 
DETRIMENT OF UNIVERSITY MISSIONS. The University has the duty to scruti
nize requests in the light of its own missions. High quality research should be en
couraged. The extent of involvement of PERSONNEL in a project should not conflict 
with University activities. 

d) Disclosure under Section 5.e. shall be made in the form of a memo to the Assistant Vice 
President for ORTI A. This memo shall be submitted in a timely manner so as to permit 
consideration by appropriate administration officials prior to consummation of the rela
tionship. 

e) Disclosure under Section 5.f. shall be made by memo to PERSONNEL with no INTER
EST in the COMPANY who have final authority over negotiations and approval. The 
memo shall define the nature of the contract or other agreement and the COMPANY in
volved. Where possible, appropriate documentation from the COMPANY shall be at
tached. This memo shall be submitted in a timely manner so as to permit consideration 
by appropriate administration officials prior to consummation of the relationship. 

f) The Senate Research Committee or, ifthe Committee so chooses, a subcommittee ap
pointed by the Chair of the Senate Research Committee will deal with issues concerning 
this policy. It will perform the following functions when necessary: 
(i) to assist in the implementation of this policy; 
(ii) to answer questions concerning this policy (the identity of PERSONNEL asking 

questions and the specific facts of questions shall be kept private to the extent al
lowed by law); 

(iii) to review and comment on any disciplinary action to be taken under this policy; 

85 



(iv) upon the request of affected faculty, to review a decision by an administration official 
that an INTEREST constitutes an actual conflict of interest. The results ofthis review 
shall be forwarded to the appropriate vice president, or chancellor if a coordinate 
campus is involved, and President of the University for final action; and 

(v) to periodically review this policy, including the set financial thresholds established 
herein. 

If a subcommittee is appointed, it should include representation from ORTTA, theRe
search Executive Council, and the Senate Research Committee. Additional appoint
ment can reflect necessary expertise and concerns of the broader University 
community. 

g) Appropriate disciplinary action may be taken by the University against PERSONNEL 
who violate this policy. 

7. DISCUSSION 
By way of example, disclosure is required by this policy in the following situations. These 
situations are not the only situations requiring disclosure, but may be helpful in assessing 
the spirit of this policy. 
~ The Principal Investigator must disclose on a BA Form 23 if a scientist working on the 

project has an INTEREST in the COMPANY funding the research. 
!U_ The Principal Investigator must disclose on a BA Form 23 if the proposal is going to the 

National Institutes of Health (NIH) and if the research proposed may affect a COMPANY 
in which the Principal Investigator has an INTEREST. 

22. The Principal Investigator must disclose in the Human Subjects Consent Form if the 
Principal Investigator has an INTEREST in a COMPANY that may be affected by there
search. 

Q)_ l'fiel5rlncipallnvestigator must disclose to the editor of a journal, when submitting a pa
per for publication, the Principal Investigator's INTEREST in a COMPANY which may be 
affected by the publication. 

~ An inventor must disclose by memo an INTEREST in a COMPANY to which the Univer
sity is intending to license the inventor's technology. 

!), If in the course of conducting research for a COMPANY the COMPANY grants an equity 
option to the Principal Investigator, the Principal Investigator must report that new IN
TEREST by memo to the Principal Investigator's department head and dean. 

1The existence of an INTEREST is determined by applying Section 4.c. to the situation. 
2"fhis is determined by applying Sections 5.c., 5.d., 5.e., and 5.f. to the situation. 
3Th is is determined by applying Section 6.b. to the situation or, when a BA Form 23 (Application for Exter
nal Research or Training Support) is not involved, by the appropriate department head or dean after 
consultation with PERSONNEL involved. 

COMMENT: 

Last fall the Senate Research Committee discovered that the University's policy on Disclo
sure of Financial Arrangements With Industry (retitled Disclosure of Conflict of Interest) 
needed to be updated. The committee discussed the issue with Dean Mark Brenner of the 
Graduate School, Tony Potami, and John Theunte of ORTT A. After a discussion of the gen
eral areas of concern, the chair of the SRC appointed a subcommittee to draft the proposed 
changes. The subcommittee included current members of the SRC as well as members 
who had served on the committee that originally drafted the policy. A draft was brought back 
to the SRC and discussed, prompting modification of the proposed changes. The proposal 
was passed by SRC. After passage, the chair of the SRC referred the changes to the Civil 
Service Committee, the Faculty Affairs Committee, and the Academic Staff Advisory Com
mittee. They proposed no revisions, and the changes were referred to the SCC, which dis
cussed it and approved it for action by the Senate. The following proposed changes are now 
before the Senate for action: 
4 d) was altered to include research sponsored by the University and any external entity. 
The current policy applies only to research directly sponsored by a COMPANY. The central 
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issue, however, is not whether the research is sponsored by the COMPANY in which the 
individual has an interest, but whether the research will benefit the COMPANY and thus the 
individual. In some instances, the COMPANY in which the individual has an interest will 
benefit from the individual's research that is sponsored (funded or otherwise supported) by 
the University through its many internal grant and support programs, by the federal or state 
government, or other funding agencies. 
5 c) was altered to be consistent with 4 d). "to be funded by that COMPANY" was deleted. 
This was necessary since SPONSORED RESEARCH, under the changes proposed in 4 d), 
would include research funded by other agencies. This change in the policy requires disclo
sure at the time of application for funding regardless of the source of funds, as long as the 
research will affect the COMPANY. NSF is currently considering required disclosure at the 
time of application and will probably soon act on this issue. 

5 d) was altered in the same way that 5 c) was altered, and for the same reasons. 

5 h) was added to the policy. It was added because of a concern that under the current pol
icy, PERSONNEL need not disclose their INTEREST when reporting their results, or when 
providing expert commentary. Disclosure of an INTEREST in these additional circum
stances would encourage complete scholarly integrity regardless of whether the form of 
professional communication is a grant application, a presentation at a scholarly conference, 
a publication, or expert testimony. Potential problems exceed the single domain of grant 
applications. 

5 i) was added to the policy. Disclosure of the INTEREST on the human subjects consent 
form is important for potential subjects to make an informed decision about whether to par
ticipate in a particular research project. For example, a recent California Supreme Court de
cision rules that "a physician must disclose personal interest unrelated to the patient's 
health, whether research or economic, that may affect the physicians's professional 
judgment." 

6 b) "and shall be updated as PERSONNEL are added to the project or as INTEREST of 
PERSONNEL changes during the term of the project." is deleted and replaced by new lan
guage intended to clarify the process and timetable by which changes in INTEREST are to 
be reported. The use of the term "normally" is intended to allow for extenuating circum
stances that could occasionally make the one month deadline unreasonable. The current 
policy covers changes in both INTEREST and PERSONNEL, but it is only a significant 
change in INTERESTthat raises concern. 

6 f) was changed because in all the years this policy has been in effect, the standing commit
tee has never been fully formed nor has it ever met to perform its functions. There is little 
need for regular activities from this committee because cases involving the disclosure policy 
are rare. We propose that the Senate Research Committee handle the infrequent business 
generated by this policy, as specified in the new language. 
7. DISCUSSION was added to provide examples covered under this policy, primarily to 
provide clearer information about the spirit under which this policy was drafted. 

Questions regarding this policy should be directed to John Thuente, Director, (624-2816) or 
Judy Volinkaty (624-3317), Patents and Licensing. 

WARREN IBELE, Chr. 
Consultative Committee 
JOHN SULLIVAN, Chr. 
Research Committee 

Approved 

VI. ALL-UNIVERSITY HONORS COMMITTEE 
ANNUAL REPORT, 1990-91 

The committee met three times during the academic year (Nov. 15, Feb. 6, Apr. 4), con
sidered and forwarded to the Board of Regents one nomination for an honorary degree, thir-
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teen for outstanding achievement awards, two for alumni service awards, and one for the 
naming of a wildlife area. 

Its deliberation of public import concerned the naming of buildings, rooms and other loci 
of the University, the gist of which follows. 

The procedure for the naming of buildings and smaller units within buildings should rec
ognize the two distinct aspects of the question. On the one hand there is the recognition of 
generosity on the part of a donor whose gift has been the most significant factor in funding 
the construction of the building or smaller unit. On the other hand names are given to build
ings, lecture theatres and outdoor areas as a mark of academic esteem. Both come within 
the purview of the All-University Honors Committee, but its role is rather different in the two 
cases. 

In recognizing the generosity of donors, the prime responsibility for seeing that the 
standards are met lies with the Foundation, and the committee acts merely as a check. In 
raising funds for a building, a department or school should normally consult with the Foun
dation, and a schedule of opportunities for giving, with an indication of the level of giving 
which would induce name recognition, is prepared. The Foundation is the arbiter of good 
taste and appropriateness of level. Such a schedule comes to the committee and, absent 
any extraordinary circumstance, receives its nihil obstat. Details of the namings so gener
ated come back to the committee for approval, which, again in the absence of any extraordi
nary circumstance, would be a matter of routine. (An example of an extraordinary 
circumstance might be something about the circumstances of a gift known, or feared, to be 
potentially damaging to the University.) Major gifts are often a matter of negotiation and, 
even when there is no formal schedule, there may be an expectation of name recognition. 
The degree of confidentiality is governed by Foundation practice, and the normal propriety 
of giving no hint to the person whose name is to be used often cannot be observed. An
nouncement of the naming waits on Regents' approval. Wherever possible, names of build
ings recognizing the generosity of a donor will be descriptive (e.g. Gabbert Raptor Center), 
leaving 'Hall' and 'Building' to be used for honorees (e.g. Morrill Hall). There are, of course, 
some exceptions to this convention (e.g. Walter Library). 

By contrast, naming as a mark of academic esteem requires the committee's full atten
tion and duty to maintain standards. Nominations should be made with full documentary 
support to establish the academic distinction and appropriateness of the name. Such a 
nomination should be fully confidential (in the sense of being unknown to the person being 
honored as well as being private to the nominators, supporters and the committee). Formal 
announcement waits on Regent's approval. In case of donors wishing to honor academics 
by using the academic's name rather than their own. The naming should be treated as a 
mark of esteem and be subject to the full scrutiny of the All-University Honors Committee. 

RUTHERFORD ARIS 
Chair 

Accepted 

VII. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

REPORT BY CHAIR 
(5 minutes) 

See abstract 

VIII. PRESIDENT'S REPORT 
(10 minutes) 

See abstract 
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IX. QUESTIONS TO THE PRESIDENT 
(15 minutes) 

In the President's Report to the Regents dated April 12, 1991, you reported that "In 
1990 University faculty were awarded over $275 million in grants and contracts ... due largely 
to the U.S. Army High Performance Computing Research Center." 

If the decision is made to phase out the ROTC program, could we potentially lose such 
grants and contracts? If yes, do you see it as a realistic consequence? 

See abstract 

X. OLD BUSINESS 
none 

XI. NEW BUSINESS 
(15 minutes) 

See abstract 

TABITHA MANRESA 
General College Senator 

XII. TRIBUTE TO DECEASED FACUL TV MEMBERS 
AND STUDENTS 

FACUL TV MEMBERS 

WILLIAM C. BERNSTEIN 
1904·1991 

William C. Bernstein, M.D., clinical professor emeritus in the Surgery Department, died 
on Apri126, 1991, at age 87. 

Bernstein was born in Stillwater on April12, 1904. The youngest of 12 children, he be
gan working for a local pharmacist when he was 12 and enrolled in a one-year pharmacy 
school after high school. He then earned three degrees from the University of Minnesota: 
B.S., 1925; M.B., 1927; and M.D., 1928. After interning atthe old Ancker Hospital in St. Paul 
in 1927-28, he spent the next 11 years in general practice in New Richland, Minnesota. 

In 1940, he returned to the University of Minnesota as a graduate student in surgery 
and a voluntary fellow in the emerging subspecialty of proctology. In 1942, after his resi
dency in colon and rectal surgery, he opened an office in St. Paul. From 1943 until1946, he 
was a staff surgeon and proctologist with the highly secret Atomic Bomb Project in Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee, where he obtained an additional three years of accredited surgical train
ing. 

In 1946, he resumed his private practice in St. Paul and also began a rectal service at 
the Veterans Administration Hospital in Minneapolis, on top of his weekly clinics in procto
logic surgery at the University of Minnesota Hospital and Ancker Hospital. In the 1950s, he 
was instrumental in launching the Surgery Department's residency program in colon and 
rectal surgery and expanding its annual course in colon and rectal disease for general prac
titioners. 

Bernstein was promoted to clinical professor of surgery as well as director of the Divi
sion of Proctology in 1958. Although he retired from active surgical practice in 1967 due to 
progressive muscular atrophy (polymyositis), he continued his role as senior consultant 
well into the 1980s. He was a staunch fund raiser for the Surgery Department, especially for 
the kidney transplant program and endowed professorships. In addition to an active lecture 
schedule in such places as Germany, Israel, England, and Holland, Bernstein was a visiting 
professor at the University of California in San Diego for a number of winters. 
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His numerous awards include the Humanitarian Award, Mount Zion Temple, St. Paul, 
1967; the Harold S. Diehl Award, University of Minnesota Medical Alumni Society, 1971; the 
President's Award for Distinguished Service, Minnesota Medical Association, 1973; and 
the University of Minnesota Alumni Service Award, 1982. He was a co-founder of the St. 
Paul Ostomy Association. The first annual William C. Bernstein, M.D., Oration was given in 
October 1988 as part of the longstanding Course in Principles of Colon and Rectal Surgery, 
co-sponsored by the Surgery Department and Continuing Medical Education. Each fall, a 
national or international expert in the field is invited to give this special named oration. The 
spring 1990 University of Minnesota Medical Bulletin featured a four-page profile, "From 
Proctology to Colon and Rectal Surgery: The Formative Influence of William Carl Bern
stein," by Leonard G. Wilson, chair of the History of Medicine Department. 

Bernstein is survived by his wife, Mildred Goldberg Bernstein, of St. Paul; son, William 
E. Bernstein, of Denver, Colorado; daughters, Paula Hanauer of St. Paul and Jenny Marcus 
of Berkeley, California; four grandchildren; and one great-granddaughter. Memorials to 
Mount Zion Temple, Shalom Home, or the Minnesota Medical Foundaiton are suggested. 

MILLARD GIESKE 
1931-1991 

Millard L. Gieske, 59, professor of political science at the Morris campus of the Univer
sity of Minnesota, died of leukemia January 30 in St. Paul. Memorial services were held on 
February 3 in West St. Paul and on February 9 on the Morris campus. He is survived by his 
wife, Emilie, and daughter, Michelle; son and daughter-in-law Greg and Jodi Gieske, Sioux 
Falls, S.D.; and daughters and sons-in-law Linda and Jim Freiling, South St. Paul, and 
Nancy and Brad Nissen, Palantine, IL; and by six grandchildren. 

Born and raised in West St. Paul, Gieske earned a B.A. degree with honors from Ham
line University, St. Paul, in 1953 followed by an M.A. in 1957 and a Ph.D. in 1965 from Uni
versity of Minnesota. After serving as a research assistant for the League of Minnesota 
Cities for two years and teaching at Mankato State University and Richfield High School, 
Gieske joined the University of Minnesota faculty in 1962 as a political science instructor at 
the Morris campus. He was assistant dean of the Graduate School on the Twin Cities cam
pus from 1965 to 1973 and also director of programs in the Office of International Programs. 
Returning to the Morris campus in 1978, he was promoted to professor of political science in 
1983. He also served as acting chair of the Division of the Social Sciences at Morris from 
September 1984 to December 1985. 

A respected leader in professional and civic organizations, Gieske served as president 
of the Minnesota Political Science Association from 1982 to 1984 and twice served on its 
executive board, from 1977 to 1979 and from 1984 to 1987. He served as a consultant to the 
Governor's Advisory Council on State-Local Relations of the State Planning Agency in 
1988. Long active in the DFL party, he was a frequent delegate to its local, county and state 
conventions and assisted or advised several DFL candidates over the years. 

A specialist in American government, and especially political parties and state and lo
cal government, he wrote Minnesota Farmer-Laborism: The Third-Party Alternative (Mpls.: 
Unviersity of Minnesota Press, 1979) and edited two editions of Perspectives on Minnesota 
Government and Politics. He contributed many articles to such newspapers as the Min
neapolis Star and Tribune and the Rochester Post Bulletin and book reviews for those pa
pers and such scholarly journals as the American Historical Review and Minnesota History. 
At his death he was completing a biography of Knute Nelson. 

A Minnesotan to the core, Gieske combined a love for scholarship and teaching, with 
Minnesota politics and outdoor sports. In the integration of political involvement and careful 
research which he brought into the classroom, he offered a valuable model for his col
leagues and students. 

HERMAN SOMBERG 
1918-1991 

Herman Samberg, former studio arts faculty member, died of pulmonary fibrosis on 
April17, 1991, in Florida, where he had lived during the winter months since retiring from the 
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University of Minnesota in 1985. He was 73. He was born in Manhattan on Orchard Street, 
on August 20, 1917, and studied at the Art Students League for four years. 

Somberg lived and painted in New York before moving to Minneapolis in 1969 to teach 
in the Department of Studio Arts. He brought with him the aura and spirit of the New York art 
scene. He had known and worked with Willem and Elaine de Kooning, Jackson Pollack, 
franz Kline, and many other international figures in the visual arts. His studio mate for many 
yearswas Franz Kline, and Kline was his best man when Somberg married. He was also a 
demzen of the famous Cedar Bar. 

Somberg's paintings were acquired by many private collectors. His work is displayed in 
the Campus Club at the University of Minnesota; the Landmark Center in St. Paul; and also 
hangs in galleries such as the Minneapolis Institute of Arts, and the Museum of Modern Art 
in New York. 

Before 1968, most of his work leaned toward expressionism. Then it began to show a 
Cubist influence, said his wife Emilija (Melitta) Somberg. He began showing his work in the 
early 1960s, when he had a one-man show atthe Poindexter Gallery in New York. "Herman 
loved to talk about art to everybody who would listen to him," she said. He continued to paint 
until his death. 

Survivors include his wife Emilija (Melitta) Somberg, stepchildren Eleonara Florance of 
Manassas, Va., and Val Kotsenowsky, of Minneapolis, and a brother, Harry Somberg, of 
West Palm Beach. 

WILLIAM A. STOCKDALE 
1919-1991 

The notion is a bit outrageous, but maybe a Stockdale commemorative bench in front of 
Appleby Hall would say it properly and well-Bill would have grinned, "Why not?"-where 
students, our ethnic minorities and suburban whites, our professors and teaching assis
tants and administrators, people from the community who confer with and visit the General 
College, students on their way to Walter Library or to the West Bank-would sit for a mo
ment and reflect: I don't know who he was, but here on this bench in the clear sunlight things 
look better, feel better; the University is a good place to be ... That would fit. 

Let's back up: William A. Stockdale, born August 4, 1919, Belmont, Iowa; died May 14, 
1991, Phoenix, Arizona, of chronic lymphatic leukemia. Bachelor of arts, Dartmouth Col
lege, 1946; master of arts, major field English, University of Kansas, Lawrence, 1952. 
United States Army, First Armored Division, executive officer, tank platoon leader, intelli
gence officer, with service in North Africa, Sicily, and Italy. Taught at University of Cincin
nati, then University of Kansas; joined General College faculty as instructor, 1953; a series 
of promotions culminated in full professor in the Division of Arts, Communication, and Phi
losophy, 1967; retired December, 1983. 

That's the arena. Over the years, with singular grace and valor, he performed in it in a 
style all his own: full of paradox yet magically cohesive, saturated in scholarship, yet 
serenely at ease with General College students or graduate researchers, regents profes
sors or undergraduate teaching assistants. 

If it wants to make a case-most of the time the University doesn't do it very convinc
ingly-for a symbiosis, both happy and nutritious, between research and teaching, it would 
do well to look at Professor Stockdale. For if you are commited to dance ahead of the rest, 
you had better be a creative and powerful choreographer with zeal and tenacity, a joyful 
imagination and more than a mite of courage. The first University professor to teach in the 
University's Feasibility study for Inter-Institutional Television, Professor Stockdale fash
ioned a visual approach to teaching skills of reading and writing. When a "new" linguistics 
demanded new grammars, he wrote one for junior college students and used it in his class
room. Experimental interdisciplinary courses at the outset of the Martin Luther King pro
gram found Professor Stockdale devising new course content and training and supervising 
teams of assistants: he led the College in designing and writing materials for a College 
Teaching Internship Program, including an acclaimed programmed-learning textbook. 

Sophisticated, perspicacious, he walked with his eyes wide open. "If you go to bed with 
the baby," he advised wryly, "don't be surprised in the morning if the bed is wet." More often 
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than not, judgments tally: certain acts we denominate as daring. But maybe in Professor 
Stockdale's case, it was just doin' what came naturally. 

Still, he offered himself up as a "living" pedagogical paradigm in such programs as the 
National Defense Education Act Institutes; as a consultant in pedagogical techniques under 
a Ford Foundation grant at the University of Concepcion, Chile; as teacher, consultant, sec
tion leader in such programs as New Careers, Pilot City in minority neighborhoods, Univer
sity Training Center, Reading/Writing Skills Center, Martin Luther King Tutorial, 
Commanding English, PEP program for retaining students ... Wherever the University was 
at risk, Professor Stockdale was the first to walk. 

Behind him, insistently, a carefully wrought cape of evaluation billowed from his shoul
ders. There was something almost terrifying about its implacable presence. It was designed 
from an urgent need to know what works well or acceptably and what doesn'twork at all. The 
results Professor Stockdale shared at once, orally and in writing, with colleagues and stu
dents and the professional community. 

With an omniverous mind and appetite for learning and doing, there was no gap be
tween how he taught and how he lived. He appeared as visiting lecturer in courses as di
verse as child development, Greek mythology, or Latin-American culture. He was intrigued 
by pondering with students and colleagues such questions as, "When does time begin?" or 
developing a paradox in one of his luminous reports from Chile, "Comedy and tragedy be
come so tightly interwoven among the Latins that one has to look closely to detect the dual
ism between the two: witness Don Quixote." As a teacher he was deft, with a brisk and 
challenging momentum, but he improvised freely as his personal candor and integrity and 
curiosity dictated. 

It's time once again to sit on the bench-an apt image, it turns out. For Professor Stock
dale, the bench was his office, or a table in the Campus Club, or a chair in the University 
library. Wherever he sat friends gathered-many, varied, from the University, from the com
munity. To these he gave much; from them he asked little. From his learning, his experience, 
his intellect, his humanity, in a style perceptive and robust delicately tinged with melancholy, 
he imparted-these are big words-truth and wisdom. And from those many, though at the 
time they weren't always aware they were giving it, he got something in return: respect, af
fection, love. 

ACADEMIC PROFESSIONAL 

LYNN DUBOIS 

STUDENTS 
RACHEL LIBA CARDOZO 

ANN MARIE VANDENPLAS 

XIII. ADJOURNMENT 

FACULTY SENATE MINUTES 
The meeting of the Faculty Senate was convened in 25 Law Center, Minneapolis cam

pus, following the University Senate meeting. Coordinate campuses were linked by tele
phone. Checking or signing the roll as present were 135 voting members of the 
faculty/academic parfessional staff. President Nils Hasselmo presided. 

I. FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

FACUL TV COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES 

JUDICIAL COMMITTEE 
Action (5 minutes) 
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MOTION: 

To amend the Bylaws, Article Ill, Section 9, revising the duties as responsibilities ofthe 
Senate Judicial Committee as follows: 

Duties and Responsibilities 
a. The powers, duties, and procedures of the Judicial Committee are set forth in Regula

tions Concerning Faculty Tenure (Tenure Code), as printed July 1, 1985, and in the Judi
cial Committee's Statement of Procedural Principles and Rules of Procedure Rilles aRe 
j;>~ese8bl~es. 

-13. Te make ~esemmeR8atieRs te tl:le ~~esi8eRt eR a~~eals ~elatiRg te qllestieRs ef asa 
semis f~eeeem aRe ~es~eRsil3ility tl:lat !:lave seeR files witl:l tl:le Offise ef tl:le Presi8eRt 
aRe ~efer~e8 te tl:le semmittee. Tl:le semmittee may 8esigRate fasblltystbl8eRt si\•il sewise 
asaeemis ~rofessieRal ~aRe Is 8~a'NR f~em its meml3ersl:li~ te seRsieer ~artisblla~ a~~eals 
te re~ert tl:lei~ fiR8iRgs aRe ~esemmeR8atieRs te tl:le semmittee fe~ astieR. 

b. To hear complaints by faculty members claiming violations to the Tenure Code in the 
areas of: personnel (promotion) decisions concerning tenured faculty; personnel deci
sions concerning probationary faculty; improper refusal of a new appointment to a non
regular faculty member; unreguested leave of absence from disability; termination or 
suspension of a faculty appointment for cause; termination or suspension in instances of 
fiscal emergency. Faculty members may bring these types of cases directly to the Judi· 
cial Committee without first going through other grievance procedures. 

e. Te eetermiRe tl:le ~ebltiRg ef a~~eals eR asaeemis f~eeeem aRe ~es~eRsil3ility fe~ sases 
Ret seve~e8 13y existiRg ~elisies ef tl:le SeRale. 

£. To hear complaints of faculty members arising within the context of a case properly be
fore the Judicial Committee as described in Section (b) above. 

4 Te ~eview ~elisies aRe ~raslises relaliRg le a~~eals ~rose8bl~es eR asaeemis f~eeeem 
aRe ~es~eRsil3ility aRe le resemmeR8 sl:laRges tl:lat may 13e iR8isale8. 

d. To cooperate with the University Grievance Officer and the University Grievance Com
mittee regarding the routing of appeals relating to academic freedom and responsibility 
and other grievances and to make recommendations regarding them. 

e. To recommend to the faculty Consultative Committee such actions or policies as it 
deems appropriate. 

f. To submit an annual report to the Faculty Senate. 

COMMENT: 

The Faculty Consultative Committee and the Faculty Committee on Committees recom
mend the above revisions of the Judicial Committee's duties and responsibilities to clarify 
the committee's role in and relationship to the University grievance system since implemen
tation of the new University Grievance Policy in September 1990. 

CASE LOAD 

WARREN IBELE, Chair 
Faculty Consultative CommiHee 
MARIO BOG NAN NO, Chair 
Faculty CommiHee on CommiHees 

The amendment failed, receiving 75 affirmative votes. 

II. JUDICIAL COMMITTEE 

ANNUAL REPORT, 1989-90 

During the 1989-90 academic year, a panel of the Senate Judicial Committee con
ducted a hearing on one case from the Institute of Technology which dealt with denial of 
tenure. That case had been initiated at the end of the 1988-89 academic year. During the 
year, the president ruled on that case and on three cases which had been heard during the 
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preceding academic year, with recommendations being transmitted to the president at the 
end of the 1988-89 academic year. Also during the 1989-90 year, four new cases were filed. 
Three dealt with suspension for cause, one with denial of tenure. One, from the College of 
Agriculture, was ultimately settled; the other three, two from the Institute of Technology and 
one from the College of Liberal Arts, are still pending. 

ISSUES 
During the course of the year, the committee discussed the following issues: 

1 .) One member of the committee was concerned about the decision-making process of the 
committee. Specifically, the committee member referred to the understanding that the pres
ident of the University has with the Judicial Committee that "final findings and recommenda
tions submitted by the hearing panels to the president reflectthe thinking and input of the full 
committee, and because of that input from the full committee, if the president has questions 
about or disagreements with final findings and recommendations, he will return to discuss 
his concerns with the full committee before rendering a decision." At issue were questions 
regarding: What does "reflect the full thinking of the committee" mean? How much auton
omy does the hearing panel have? What has been the process of getting input from the full 
committee? Does the current process provide for consensus? for a minority report? How 
can the full committee be as knowledgeable as the hearing panel about a particular case? 
After a vigorous discussion, the conclusion was that the panel does have a great deal of 
autonomy because it, and only it, has heard all of the evidence. The committee agreed that 
the full committee is to stimulate discussion by its questions and thereby hopefully sharpen 
the focus of the panel. The panel has the responsibility for preparing the final report. 
2.) The committee considered proposed modifications to Sections 14.4 and 15.5 of the 
tenure code, modifications that had been suggested when the president met with the com
mittee in July, 1989, to discuss his handling of the recommendations in a particular case 
from that year. One point that the committee pondered was whether the framers of the 
tenure code chose certain words deliberately and, if so, how important it is to retain those 
words or whether parts of the sections under review, which are parallel to one another, can 
be rendered truly parallel with identical wording. This was ultimately resolved in consultation 
with Professor Fred Morrison. The committee approved language that had been reviewed 
by Mr. William Donohue, acting principal attorney. The revised language was then sent on 
to the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs for its approval, with later transmission to the 
Faculty Consultaitve Committee, and then to the Senate. 
3.) The committee discussed the charge to a task force that was being convened by the Fac
ulty Consultative Committee to discuss the Medical School's request to extend the proba
tionary period to nine years. After a spirited discussion of the pros and cons of extending the 
probationary period, the committee recognized that the ad hoc committee which would con
sider the request had yet to ask the Judicial Committee for an opinion. Thus, none was for
mulated. 

MEETINGS WITH THE PRESIDENT 
1.) The committee met with President Hasselmo on October 4, 1989. At thattime, the com
mittee and the president discussed concerns that the president had with panel recommen
dations in two cases. In one case, the president's concern was limited to the question of 
whether a particular individual from a specific academic unit could be appointed as a voting 
member of a college P& T Committee. In the second case, the question concerned an incon
sistency between the recommendation and the summary of the recommendation that was 
sent to the president when the panel's findings and recommendations were transmitted. 
The issue at hand was whether the case should be returned to the College Promotion and 
Tenure Committee. 
2.) The committee had its regular annual meeting with the president on May 21, 1990. At that 
meeting, several issues were discussed. 

The first involved the president's attitudes about updating and upgrading dossiers in 
cases of promotion and/or tenure when a rereview has been recommended by the Judicial 
Committee panel and agreed to by the president. The president reiterated his position that 
he thought it unfair in tenure cases to allow a faculty person to update a file, since that would 
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put the candidate at a disadvantage vis-a-vis his/her peers who had only six years to com
plete the work necessary for tenure. The president agreed that in cases of promotion of 
tenured faculty, both updating and upgrading would be permissible. The president sug
gested that it would be very helpful when panels write recommendations for rereview and 
recommend upgrading a file that the panel should be as specific as possible regarding what 
documents should be added to the file to upgrade it. 

The president agreed that accountability of deans and department heads is an impor
tant issue and that he and Sr. Vice President and Provost Kuhi would continue to pursue the 
matter. The president was of the opinion that it is imperative that recommendations made by 
the Judicial Committee and agreed to by him be followed. 

With regard to the issue of separation of academic and administrative appointments, 
the president noted that, at the present time, employment documents clearly specify that an 
individual has an academic appointment in a department and also has an administrative 
appointment. An administrative appointment is a three-year renewable appointment. Thus, 
the difficulties that arose in a recent case before the Judicial Committee should not arise 
again in view of the way employment documents are presently processed. 

UPGRADING AND UPDATING OF PROMOTION AND TENURE REVIEW DOSSIERS 
Relative to the issue of upgrading and updating, the committee, at its monthly meeting fol
lowing the meeting with the president, discussed the issue of whether an unfair advantage 
already exists between those who are on "B" (nine month) appointments and those who are 
on "A" (twelve month) appointments. Likewise, it questioned whether an unfair advantage 
is created when a candidate stops the tenure clock pursuant to Section 5.3 of the tenure 
code. The committee opted to explore these questions in greater detail and develop a posi
tion paper on this topic which it would discuss with the president during the next academic 
year. 

MEMBERSHIP IN THE MEETINGS OF THE SENATE JUDICIAL COMMITIEE 
The Judicial Committee had nine regular meetings during the 1989-90 academic year 

and two meetings with President Hasselmo. One panel of the -Judicial Committee also met 
a number of times to conduct proceedings. In addition, the chair of the Judicial Committee 
was involved during the year in the mediation of four cases (two successfully). 

The Judicial Committee is an all-faculty committee. Its members in 1989-90 were Amos 
Deinard, chair; Muriel Bebeau, Hans Courant, Caroline Czarnecki, Sharon Desborough, 
Timothy Dunnigan, Sandra Edwardson, Seymour Geisser, Richard Goodkind, Larry Huus, 
James Jordan, Amy Kaminsky, Jooinn Lee, Rosemarie Park, Michael Root, Marilyn Ross
mann, Gordon Swanson, Richard Sykes, Arthur Walzer, and Frank Wood. Professor Rose
marie Park served as hearing officer in the one case that was heard during the academic 
year. 

The chair would like to take this opportunity to thank the members of the Committee for 
the tireless and diligent commitment that they made to further the judicial process and 
thereby serve the University community. 

Ill. ADJOURNMENT 

ABSTRACT 

AMOS DEINARD 
Chair 

Accepted 

President Nils Hasselmo called the University Senate to order at 4:15 p.m. in 25 Law 
Center, Minneapolis campus. Coordinate campuses were linked by phone. He thanked 
Shirley Zimmerman, vice chair of the Twin Cities Campus Assembly, for her service during 
the past year, and the Senate followed with applause. 

Administrators in the Senate. Warren lbele, professor of mechanical engineering and 
chair of the Consultative Committee, moved acceptance of a proposal to clarify the defini-
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tion of administrators who were eligible to serve in the Senate, noting that a parallel amend
ment to the constitution had been presented at the Assembly meeting. The motion was ap
proved without further discussion and would be brought for a second reading at the next 
meeting to fulfill the majority-of-membership at two meetings requirement. 

Committee on Committees' Responsibilities. Professor lbele moved approval of a by
laws amendment to enable the Committee on Committees to provide for representation of 
certain constituencies on committees at the behest of the Consultative Committee. It was 
approved by a majority of the membership. 

Research Support Policy. Because the item was listed as an information item, Profes
sor lbele solicited questions. When asked how the policy differed from the present policy, 
John Sullivan, professor of political science and chair of the Research Committee, ex
plained that the change had to do with dedicating new funds-new initiatives that would use 
increases in total research support funds (indirect cost recovered funds) and would not di
vert current monies from the way they were being used. He said there were four new items: 
additional monies for supporting the research infrastructure in response to requests from 
principal investigators that more of the indirect cost recovery money come back to them; 
more research space; flexibile funds for central administration; and additional funds for the 
Graduate School research efforts. He said new money would be made available in anum
ber of ways. The University withdrew its request for $6.5 million in direct cost recovery funds, 
the legislative offset, for this biennium, but would probably ask for it in the next biennium. If 
that became available, it would be used in large part to support the new initiatives. He said 
there were some commitments out of current funds that would be freed up over the next few 
years and would be available to support the initiatives and also there would be a growth 
curve. 

Mark Brenner, associate dean, Graduate School, explained that there had been a 
change in terminology: the term indirect cost recovery had been used both in the context of 
collection and of distribution. The change would distinguish between the two; indirect costs 
would go into a pool, and when the pool would be accessed it would be called the research 
support fund. He explained the funds were really dollars that were being returned to the Uni
versity by the state for investment in research activities-seed money to enhance the re
search infrastructure. Asked if it was intended that the recovery funds should go back to the 
colleges, Dean Brenner said that in principle that was correct. The Research Executive 
Council was working on a method of distribution. However, he said the reality might be that 
the University could be facing a reduction in the indirect cost rate that would be assigned, 
which would be offset by a potential growth curve, meaning that it would be balanced at a 
steady rate, it was hoped. He could not be sure of that, however, until the Council balanced 
the budget on the coming weekend. 

Professor lbele was asked whether the matter would be returned to the Senate for ac
tion; he said it was a policy of the Research Committee, rather than a Senate policy. Vernon 
Weckwerth, professor, School of Public Health, asked for a definition of "new money." Dean 
Brenner said that in most cases it would be "school-specific." He was asked about the ad
ministrative arm. He said that two years ago the Council had been formed to coordinate the 
policy and it recommended a budget which was sent on to the Budget Committee for ap
proval. There was a discretionary component within the budget that the Council continued 
to distribute from during the year. The Council currently was chaired by the dean of the grad
uate School (probably to be chaired by the new vice president for research/dean of Gradu
ate School), and included the provost, vice president for health sciences, vice provost for 
arts, science, and engineering, vice president for agriculture, and associate vice president 
for research and technology transfer administration, Tony Potami. 

Richard Goldstein, regents' professor and head of mechanical engineering, said the 
document recommended that a substantial portion of funds be allocated to principal investi
gators. He maintained that that had not happened to any great extent, that only about two 
percent currently went to them. He asked whether a smaller percentage would henceforth 
go back. Dean Brenner said results varied from unitto unit, with much depending on how the 
dean of a given unit decided to make the distribution. He said there were great differences of 
opinion as to whether such funds should go back to the investigator. The rate would be going 
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down, so there would be more money going directly to the investigator, and there would be 
more emphasis on the use of direct charges for grants. 

Conflict of Interest. Professor lbele recalled that last fall the Research Committee un
dertook to review carefully the policy on disclosure of financial arrangements with industry, 
retitled disclosure of conflict of interest. The printed proposal was the updating of that policy. 
There was no debate and the policy was approved without dissent. 

Consultative Committee Chair Report. Professor lbele commented on the significance 
of the Assembly approval of the report of the Task Force on Liberal Education, indicating its 
influence would be felt across the entire University. There would soon be a report from the 
Faculty Affairs Committee having to do with changes in the sabbatical leave arrangements. 
Still to be heard would be a report on progress on the undergraduate initiative. Several items 
would be carried into next year. Thomas Scott, professor of political science, would be suc
ceeding Professor lbele as chair of the Consultative Committee, with Normal Kerr, profes
sor of biological sciences, as vice chair. He was accorded a long round of applause at the 
conclusion of his presentation. 

President's Report. President Hasselmo expressed appreciation to Professor lbele for 
his service as chair for the past two years-a period not lacking in important issues-during 
which he had conducted the affairs with great insight and in a most dignified manner. He 
said the Senate owed him a great debt of gratitude for his outstanding leadership. He 
thanked Andrew Collins, professor of child development, for his service as vice chair of the 
Senate forthe past year. He also expressed appreciation to John Howe, professor of history 
and chair of the Liberal Education Task Force, and the other members of the task force for 
their important contributions. 

With the current session of the legislature coming to a close, the president reported that 
results were still not clear for the University. He noted that the governor and the legislature 
had not yet agreed on a new task bill, which would be the foundation for funding higher edu
cation. He said there had been many opportunities to testify on the University's needs, al
though there was not the usual vehicle of a legislative request. The needs had been 
emphasized as well as productivity and the institution's importance to the state, the impor
tance of salaries for faculty and staff, and keeping tuition at the level that made access a 
reality for students who should be at the University. He said that preparatory steps were be
ing taken to look for opportunities to tighten the belt in ways that would not be harmful to the 
institution. In consultation with faculty and students there had been strong endorsement for 
going forward with the restructuring and reallocation process. Further strictures would re
sult if the base budget were curtailed, and additional programmatic cuts would have to be 
made over the next couple of years. He said there was a small reserve but it would not 
provide any permanent solution to reductions in the base budget. He said he would keep 
everyone as well informed as possible concerning the outcome. The schedule called for a 
budget presentation to the Board of Regents in June for 1991-92. 

He said the Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act was a major issue in Congress 
presently; Senators Duren berger and Wellstone had given the University an opportunity to 
testify, and University students had spoken to the issue of financial aid. The point was being 
made that the program presently depended too much on loans; the proportion of funding 
going to grants needed to be increased. Also being urged was some simplification in the 
procedures so more could go into the funds themselves rather than to administration. 

He then commended the service of Marilee Ward, Senate clerk, who would be retiring 
at the end of the academic year, and there was a round of applause. Professor lbele added 
a resolution from the Consultative Committee. 

ROTC, Grants, Contracts. The President responded to a question concerning the fate 
of grants and contracts in the event of termination of the University's ROTC program. He 
said there were provisions that indicated that funding from the Department of Defense might 
be affected by such a decision to phase out the program or to constrain recruitment activities 
on the campus. Further results would be hard to assess because he did not know of any 
case where such action had been taken. The possibility did exist due to the nature of the 
present legislation. 
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As to the ROTC issue itself, a number of speakers had addressed the Board of Regents 
in May from a variety of perspectives. It was a useful opportunity for the Board to hear those 
views. The University's position remained that it had a policy anomaly-a conflict of policies 
that was not acceptable-and steps should be taken to deal with that situation. The dis
agreement lay in the area of strategy. He assured the Senate that the University was contin
uing its national effort and some new initiatives at the national level had been undertaken. 
He hoped he could report further to the Board in June. He said that a !the currenttime he was 
not in a position to make a recommendation to the Board on the basis of the Senate's recent 
resolution, which he had not forgotten. 

Robert Jacobson, student, asked the president whether he had drawn on the Harvard 
and Yale experiences, where the ROTC programs had been terminated, and whether he 
knew that two other institutions had begun to sever relations. President Hasselmo said he 
was aware of the first two instances and had looked at the steps toward some form of legal 
separation that they had taken, which was conceivably an option that the University could 
consider at some point. He believed it important to pursue the national efforts, and if those 
efforts turned out to be not feasible then the local situation would have to be faced. He was 
not aware of any retribution suffered by Harvard and Yale in the loss of grants and contracts. 

Quarters vs. Semesters. Tim Wolf, student, said he had been advised by a retiring fac
ulty member that it might be a good time to look into the semester versus quarter issue and 
that it should appear on a future agenda of the Senate. Vernon Weckwerth, professor, 
School of Public Health, said that the students in his school did not favor the semester sys
tem; Calvin Kobluk, assistant professor, veterinary medicine, said his students would sup
port an early start, early out calendar. The president said he could only conclude that the 
issue was not dead. 

Following a silent interlude for deceased faculty, academic professionals, and stu
dents, the meeting was adjourned at 4:45 p.m. 

The Faculty Senate was called to order by President Hasselmo following the Senate 
meeting. 

Judicial Committee. Professor lbele introduced some recommendations for revision of 
the duties of the Judicial Committee to clarify the committee's role in relation to the Univer
sity's grievance system. There was no debate; there were only 65 affirmative votes for the 
bylaws amendment, where 83 were needed. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:55 p.m. 

STUDENT SENATE MINUTES 

MARILEE WARD 
Abstractor 

The fourth meeting of the Student Senate for 1990-91 was convened in 25 Law Center, 
Minneapolis campus, on Thursday, May 16, 1991, following the Faculty Senate meeting. 
Coordinate campuses were linked by telephone. 30 students attended. Aric Nissen, chair, 
presided. 

MOTION: 

I. AGENDA-approved 

II. REPORTS AND QUESTIONS-see Abstract 

Ill. SLAC STRUCTURE 

That the Student Lobbying Advisory Committee (SLAG) be composed of 9 representa
tives: one representative from each student association (Morris, Crookston, Waseca, Du
luth, MSA, GAPSA) for a total of 6; one representative from the St. Paul campus; a 
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representative to the Student Advisory Council of the Higher Education Coordinating Board 
selected by the SLAC committee; the chair of the Student Senate, who would serve as 
SLAC chair; and the legislative director as an ex officio member. 

Approved 

IV. NEW BUSINESS 
MOTION: 

Thatthe secretary ofthe Student Senate be directed to keep a current roster and phone 
list and to distribute it to all student senators; and that the secretary also be directed to work 
on Student Senate bylaws . 

Withdrawn 

MOTION: 
That the treasurer of the Student Senate be directed to distribute the Student Senate 

budget to all members of the body by the first meeting, and to facilitate the chair and student 
associations in the formation of the Student Lobbying Advisory Committee (SLAC) budget. 

Withdrawn 

MOTION: 
That each student senator shall give a quarterly report, due two weeks before the Uni

versity Senate meetings, to the vice chair of the Student Senate regarding their issues, in
terests, and actions (1-3 paragraphs). 

Withdrawn 

MOTION: 
That a policy and issues committee be established, chaired by the vice chair of the Stu

dent Senate, with membership from senators not serving on University Senate committees, 
and for the purpose of accumulating quarterly reports from each student senator, to steer 
issues, write legislation, and to coordinate with other organizations. 

V. ELECTIONS 
see Abstract 

ABSTRACT 

Defeated 

Aric Nissen, chair, called the meeting to order following the Faculty Senate meeting in 
25 Law Center, Minneapolis campus. Coordinate campuses were linked by phone. The 
agenda was approved . 

Mr. Nissen welcomed new senators and challenged them to be productive in their ser
vice to the University. With regard to the legislature, he said things were being wrapped up 
in the areas of tuition and financial aid and a decision should be made by the following week. 
He said reallocation and ROTC during the past year had been major issues and he hoped 
that next year the Student Senate would continued to be a good forum for discussing such 
issues openly. He said he had represented the student body at the May meeting of the 
Board of Regents, where he testified on current opinions and sentiments of the Student 
Senate. 

With regard to the Student Lobbying Advisory Committee, he presented, as he had at 
the last meeting when a quorum call broke up the meeting, a proposed structure of member
ship. Tim Wolf, Twin Cities, asked whether Waseca wanted to participate. Mr. Nissen said 
Waseca would be a part of the University until1992 and should be included until then unless 
they decided not to participate. Mr. Wolf then proposed as a friendly amendment that the 
structure be approved for only one year, which Mr. Nissen accepted. 
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Martin Conroy, Morris, observed that the voting structure would be changed from a 
consensus to a majority basis as a result of the proposed structure. Mr. Nissen said that 
SLAG, having no rules of its own, was organized by the Student Senate chair. He said there 
was a danger in a year when buildings were being considered that the committee would not 
be able to come to a consensus. The idea was to balance out Twin Cities campus and coor
dinate campuses' interests in a fair and equitable system. The financial arrangements 
would be divided up according to proportional representation of each student association. 
He said he had always tried for a consensus and hoped that future chairs would do so, and 
would continue as much dialogue as possible. However, the simple reality was that some
times consensus could not be reached and he wanted to provide for a fair balance in that 
event. Mr. Conroy thought it was a mistake to move away from the veto power that had here
tofore been available to representatives of student associations. Mr. Wolf disagreed and 
maintained that consensus had caused divisions between coordinate campuses and the 
Twin Cities, that trying to reach a consensus was at times very frustrating. He held that the 
greater good of the whole should be considered. Jeff Winker, Council of Graduate Students, 
appreciated the Conroy view, and suggested that another standard be established, such as 
requiring a two-thirds or three-quarters vote as a way of addressing both sides of an issue. 
Mr. Nissen explained there would be four coordinate campus representatives, three from 
the Twin Cities, two of whom would be the Student Senate chair and the SLAG representa
tive, who would not necessarily be from the Twin Cities. Thus, there was a potential for bal
ance. A Duluth senator said the students there could understand both views, but favored the 
Morris position. Denise Tolbert, Twin Cities, asked Mr. Conroy to elaborate on his position; 
she could not understand his view of "partiality," when it appeared that the four coordinate 
campuses would have a majority. If Waseca were lost, she still could not see that would 
change the balance. Mr. Conroy said he was concerned about the rights of the minority and 
he suggested as an alternative that, if two student associations opposed a policy, then it 
would be defeated. Mr. Nissen said that he and others who drafted the structure whould be 
opposed to that proposal, but it could be moved with consent of two thirds of the Student 
Senate. He said he had been concerned that all of the Twin Cities representation not come 
from the Minnesota Student Association and that was why the new structure split the mem
bership equally between GAPSA, MSA, and a St. Paul governance organization. Thus a 
two-thirds clause or any two student associations in opposition would be unfair. Mr. Conroy 
said his experience on SLAG had proven that consensus had been successful in taking the 
student position to the legislature. He held that a campus or student association could be 
hurt by using the majority system, and might therefore pull out of SLAG. 

At this point, the question was called. The motion to close debate was approved, and 
the motion to approve the original motion was approved with coordinate campus senators 
opposed. Mr. Conroy thought that the old SLAG guidelines required unanimous support 
from all student associations of any structural change. Mr. Nissen said there were no contin
uous rules operative to his knowledge. Mr. Conroy said he recalled that Rod Jorgenson had 
distributed them in the year Tim Allison, UMD, was chair of the Student Senate. Mr. Nissen 
said he would try to locate them, and perhaps the new Student Senate chair could follow up. 

Mr. Nissen then yielded the chair to Erin Sutter, Twin Cities, so he could introduce a set 
of motions which he said were designed to provoke some thought and debate. He went on 
to say that the Student Senate lacked good organization, there was poor attendance, get
ting the student associations together was difficult, and thus he was introducing some legis
lation which could improve the situation. 

He first moved that a secretary be elected and assigned some listed duties, which 
would provide some continuity for the organization in terms ofthe records that person would 
keep. It was an informal directive and not a part ofthe constitution. Michael Handberg, Twin 
Cities, asked what would happen if the secretary did not carry outthe duties; Mr. Nissen said 
he assumed that person would be subject to impeachment. Mr. Wolf thought the action 
would be premature; Mr. Nissen said there was provision for a secretary in the constitution, 
but that office had never been filled. He was asked what process was used for arriving at the 
set of motions; he said they were the result of a discussion in the Student Senate Consulta
tive Committee on improving the integrity of the Student Senate. Mr. Handberg thought the 
proposals could be improved; Mr. Wolf agreed. 
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Mr. Nissen then withdrew the motion for a secretary and moved that each student sen
ator should give a quarterly report to the vice chair of the Student Senate regarding issues, 
interests, and actions relating to their constituents. He suggested that senators would set 
personal goals and thus be held to a level of accountability. He explained that the intent was 
not to be related to committee work but rather a personal evaluation of the issues. Mr. 
Winker thought it would be more useful to have those who were on committees draw up 
such reports, and he wondered whether any rational use could be made of individual re
ports. Mr. Nissen said his next motion was in part an answer: creation of a policy and issues 
committee. A Morris senator thought it sounded Orwellian, an inane way to keep tabs on 
people. Ms. Tolbert thought each senator should be accountable as a constituent represen
tative-either to the collegiate unit or to the representative body. She agreed that activities 
of senators should be brought to the attention of the Student Senate. Stephen Soukup, Twin 
Cities, said there was a major problem on the Twin Cities campus of attendance at commit
tee meetings and at Senate meetings, and he agreed that the motion had merit. Mr. Hand
berg said it would be easier to compile the minutes of the various committees on which 
students served. He and Ms. Tolbert suggested that the proposal should be redrafted to be 
more specific and, with the other redrafted proposals, be submitted at a future meeting. The 
motion for a policy and issues committee was defeated. Mr. Nissen said he hoped that the 
motions could be rewritten, with help from all the cordinate campuses, and be brought back 
next year. He then resumed the chair. 

Mr. Nissen asked whether the body wanted to elect a secretary and treasurer; he did 
not know whether a stipend could be paid but hoped it could be a volunteer position. One 
senator thought that, since so many students could not participate because of holding jobs, 
those positions should carry stipends. Ms. Sutter called attention to a constitutional provi
sion calling for appointment of the clerk and treasurer by the chair, subjectto the approval of 
the Student Senate; Mr. Nissen said they would be appointed accordingly at the first meet
ing next year. 

Mr. Nissen was asked whether the election was for the interim summer chair or for next 
year's chair. He said that last year the elected interim summer chair took the position with 
the understanding that that person would resign at the fall meeting and run again at that 
meeting. He said the terms of office for student government start May 15. Mr. Nissen was 
nominated but declined. He explained that the duties including presiding over the Student 
Senate, organizing its meetings, chairing SLAG, hiring a legislative director and supervising 
those activities, sitting on the Student Senate Consultative Committee, and serving as pri
mary spokesperson for the Student Senate. Cory Wagner, Morris, was nominated; he ac
cepted. Mr. Handberg was nominated; he declined. There was some comment that the 
Student Senate may have been violating its bylaws by electing an interim chair last year and 
asking that person to resign. David Brady, Twin Cities, moved that the person resign in the 
fall and that new elections be held at that time. There was an argument as to whether a mo
tion could be introduced during the process of the election. The nominations were closed; 
the question was called-that Cory Wagner be elected on a unanimous ballot. There was a 
quorum call. A quorum was not present, and the meeting broke up at 5:45p.m. 

MARILEE WARD 
Abstractor 

ATTENDANCE OF MEMBERS, 1990-91 
The University Senate met four times during 1990-91. 

(fm =forfeiture of membership for nonattendance) 

FACULTY 
Albrecht, Lisa 
Amershi, Amin 
Anderson, Gary 
Argento, Dominick 
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Attended 
4 
1 
4 
3 

Notified Clerk of 
Nonattendance or 
Alternate Attended 

0 
2 
0 
0 



Notified Clerk of 
Nonattendance or 

FACULTY Attended Alternate Attended 
Bache, Robert 2 1 
Bailey, Fredric 2 0 
Bantle, John 2 0 
Barbara, Paul 0 3 
Bauer, Jean 2 2 
Befort, Stephen 1 0 
Berman, Hyman 4 0 
Berryman, Glenn 3 0 
Boss, Pauline 3 1 
Bouchard, Thomas 2 1 
Brenner, Mark 4 0 
Brewer, Maria 3 1 
Bruininks, Robert 1 2 
Brunning, Richard 2 0 
Buchwald, Henry 4 0 
Burk, Thomas 3 1 
Burkhart, Ann 2 1 
Busta, Frank 3 1 
Caplan, Arthur 0 3 
Cardozo, Richard 2 2 
Carr, Robert 3 0 
Charvat, Iris 4 0 
Cheng, H. H. 4 0 
Chervany, Norman 3 1 
Clayton, Paula 3 1 
Cotter, James 0 4 
Grisham, Patricia 4 0 
Cunningham, William 3 1 
Cushing, Edward 4 0 
Davison, Mark 3 1 
Delattre, Roland 3 1 
Deressa, Solomon 3 1 
Downing, Bruce 3 1 
Dworkin, Martin 3 1 
Dykstra, Robert 4 0 
Eaton, Marcia 4 0 
Egan, Ellen 4 0 
Eidman, Vernon 4 0 
Eisenberg, Richard 4 0 
Feigal, Robert 3 0 
Ferrieri, Patricia 1 3 
Foreman, Gertrude 4 0 
Frohrib, Darrel 4 0 
Gaston, Judith 4 0 
Geisser, Seymour 2 2 
Giebink, G. Scott 2 1 
Giese, Clayton 4 0 
Gillmor, Donald 3 0 
Goldstein, Richard 4 0 
Hafferty, Frederic 4 0 
Halley, J. Woods 3 1 
Hamilton, David 2 2 
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Hammerschmidt, Dale (fm 4/91) 0 0 
~ c.,_f,.;,> . Hart, Nathaniel 3 1 . , .. r·' Hicks, Dale 1 3 

I Hogenkamp, Henricus 3 1 ~ ., ~ 
Hoff, David 4 0 • Holder, Bobby 4 0 

l Hostetter, Margaret 0 4 
'<'~· Hsu, Mei-Ling 3 0 

Humphreys, Roberta 2 1 . t: ~ lmholte, John 3 1 
Jacob, Harry 3 0 

-4, ,~ ... Jain, Naresh 3 0 

+ Joeres, Ruth-Ellen 2 2 
Johnson, Carol 2 1 

· .. ~ 
Johnson, Dennis 2 

1 Johnson, Margaret 2 
Kagan, Alan 3 

r Kareken, John 1 
I Kaveh, Mostafa 3 

~--~ Kegler, Stanley 1 1 
I Keierleber, Dennis 3 1 "-;'~ -. Kelly, Richard 2 2 4.\,.. Kersey, John 0 3 

Kittleson, David 3 0 
·\~ Kitts, James 3 1 

Kobluk, Cal 2 1 I Krislov, Sam 4 0 .. ~.:;?""_., 

Larsen, Phil 4 0 
-;vf • -k-.,. Laslett, Barbara 1 3 

f 

Le, Chap 3 0 i (,,,i \ Light, Paul 2 0 
Lipowitz, Alan 3 0 

" Liu, Benjamin 3 0 
Louis, Karen 4 0 

< ~-.r""'; Marshall, Byron 2 1 
I Martin, Frank 2 0 

'! ··]~~ Maruyama, Geoffrey 3 0 
i McClary, Susan 3 0 

~~. .... McGinnis, Barbara 3 1 I 
I McKeever, Patrick 3 1 ... ~~;JI' Miller, Carol 4 0 

·.~· 4 j 
Miller, Frank 3 0 
Montgomery, Jean 4 0 

~ -)---.l 
Moon, Roger 3 0 
Newell, Kathleen 3 1 

~, ....... Newstrand, Lois 2 2 

l Oegema, Theodore 3 1 
Pijoan, Carlos 3 0 -;:-~ Popkin, Michael 3 0 

~ ' Poppele, Richard 3 1 ·' ._-· . Ramsey, James 4 0 • r Rasmusson, Donald 3 1 ~--r • 
~ .,.,...-, Reed, Peter 3 0 
:t<·• Robertson, Paul 0 3 

Robinson, Julia 2 1 -
~"': 
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Rohrer, Richard 2 2 
Schlotthauer, John 0 3 
Selzler, Bernard 4 0 
Serfass, Robert 4 0 
Shapiro, Alan 4 0 
Shapiro, Burton 4 0 
Shier, Thomas 4 0 
Shively, W. Phillips 4 0 
Siegel, Gerald 4 0 
Simmons, Michael 3 1 
Skinner, Gail 1 3 
Smalley, Jared 3 0 
Sonkowsky, Robert 2 2 
Soulen, Thomas 3 1 
Staba, John 3 1 
Stavrou, Theophanis 3 0 
Stein, Marvin 4 0 
Stelson, Kim 4 0 
Stuthman, Deon 4 0 
Sutton, Vernon 2 1 
Swanson, Bert 3 1 
Thompson, Theodore 4 0 
Tirrell, Matthew 2 0 
Towle, Howard 2 1 
VanEssendelft, William 4 0 
Vercellotti, Gregory 2 2 
Wallace, John 1 1 
Walsh, Thomas 3 0 
Wambach, Cathrine 4 0 
Wangensteen, 0. Douglas 4 0 
Warren, Barbara 3 1 
Weckwerth, Vernon 4 0 
Weinberger, Hans 4 0 
Welch, Wayne 3 1 
White, James 4 0 
Williams, Carolyn 4 0 
Wirtschafter, Jonathan 2 0 
Yust, Becky 4 0 
Zimmermann, William 3 0 

FACUL TV CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
Collins, W. Andrew 3 0 
Deinard, Amos 3 0 
Holm, Paul 4 0 
lbele, Warren 4 0 
Kerr, Norman 4 0 
Overmier, J. Bruce 0 4 
Scott, Thomas 2 2 
Striebel, Charlotte 2 0 
Van Alstine, James 4 0 
Zimmerman, Shirley 4 0 
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:~<f* ~ c,' 

t '*'"' 
STUDENTS 

~ 
(Some students' forfeiture of membership is due to neglecting meetings In MSA.) 
Alexander, Ryan 2 0 
Arcand, Jim 2 0 
Binstock, Alan 3 1 • Brekke, Jon 2 1 
Bull, James 1 1 

~ Burkman, David 3 0 

f 
Bussert, David (apptd. 2/91) 2 0 
Caver, Giles 1 1 
Cross, Blaine 4 0 

~.I_ 

Dekker, Justin (apptd. 1/91) 2 0 

~· Dinse, Becky (apptd. 4/91) 1 0 
Dryke, Elizabeth 3 0 

r Dummann, Brian 3 0 
Fust, Sue 4 0 
Gackstetter, Gary 3 0 
Gaskin, Norm (resigned 2/91) 1 0 

~,· Gilleskie, Gary 3 1 
'1 

Gonzalez, Rick 1 1 I 
><;..A.._ 

-c;'l"' Hagestuen, Kristen 3 0 
j, Handberg, Michael 2 1 <:,.,. 

Helgeson, Ryan (apptd. 2/91) 1 0 

~·t 
Heuer, Randy 3 0 
Holtz, Douglas 2 0 

~~/~ 
Huisken, Tim (apptd. 1/91) 1 1 
Jacobsen, Robert 4 0 

~.··+~ Jensen, Erik 3 0 
Johnson, Elizabeth (resigned 1/91) 0 0 

.). Johnson, John 3 0 

I . 
Jordan, Paul (fm 3/91) 0 0 

~':.q:...a.· Kendall, Chuck 0 2 
I Koelsch, Claire 1 2 

~ ~~.,,. Kowalski, Kim 1 1 
Lee, David 3 0 _,.<t Lee, Peter (apptd. 4/91) 1 0 

·. ~ Lempe, Glenn (resigned 12/90) 0 0 
~· Lillquist, David 3 0 

<~ 
Liveringhouse, Mark 2 0 
Lopez, Tom 2 1 
Lory, John 3 0 .... ~·~ Manresa, Tabitha (apptd. 3/91) 2 0 

~·~~ Miller, Marcus (resigned 1/91) 1 0 
Mueller, Lori 3 0 

'?-)'+ 
Nissen, Aric 4 0 
Ochoada, Orlando (apptd. 2/91) 2 0 

.~ Ohotoo, Tony (fm 3/91) 0 0 
",-j. Pham, Sandra 3 0 

; \ Puckett, Marie 1 1 ( c~"' j Rasmusson, Wendy (resigned 3/91) 2 0 • c-· Reynolds, Fiona 3 0 

-~-~·--""....,_ Richter, Michael (apptd. 4/91) 1 0 

~;· Rossi, Doug (fm 4/91) 1 0 
Sage, Adora (resigned 1/91) 0 0 

-'7".,_ 
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Sauter, Carrie 2 
Schlacter, Michael (fm 4/91) 0 
Schlueter, Marceen (apptd. 1/91) 0 1 
Schmechel, Steve (apptd. 4/91) 2 0 
Schneider, Joy 2 0 
Schrepfer, Brenda 1 1 
Simpson, Melissa 3 0 
Snyder, David (fm 4/91) 1 0 
Soukup, Steve 3 0 
Steen, Jon (apptd. 3/91) 2 0 
Swanson, Brian 2 0 
Tan, Kari Lynn (fm 4/91) 1 0 
Thomas, Megan 2 0 
Toepel, Ross (apptd. 2/91) 1 0 
Tolbert, Denise 4 0 
Waldorf, Bob (resigned 4/91) 2 0 
Warweg, Chris (apptd. 5/91) 1 0 
Welter, Diana (resigned 1/91) 0 0 
Wesson, Jennifer 1 0 
Wikstrom, Jan 3 0 
Williams, Kyle (fm 3/91) 0 0 
Williams, Lorraine (apptd. 2/91) 1 1 
Williamson, Tracy (resigned 1/91) 0 0 
Winker, Jeff (apptd. 1/91) 2 0 
Wolf, Tim 4 0 

STUDENT CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

Diaz, Kathy 3 1 
Dittel, Bonnie (apptd. 2/91) 1 1 
Ellison, Steve (resigned 1/91) 1 0 
Laing, K. Darby 2 0 
Morse, Timothy (resigned 1/91) 1 0 
Retzlaff, Kim (apptd. 2/91) 0 0 
Schentzel, Kurt (resigned 1/91) 0 1 
Sutter, Erin (apptd. 1/91) 2 0 
Swick, James 3 0 
Tidrick, Tina 3 0 
Towle, Shawn 4 0 
Velure, Christine 3 0 
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