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President Nils Hasselmo convened the Faculty Senate meeting at 2:30p.m., on Thursday, May 14, 1992, in 25 Law Build
ing, Minneapolis campus. Coordinate campuses were linked by telephone. Checking or signing the roll as present were 140 
voting faculty members. 

I. FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
FACUL TV AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

Compensation for Academic Staff 
Discussion 

Compensation for Academic Staff 

Background on Compensation at the University of Minnesota. Faculty and academic staff are compensated for their contri
butions to research and scholarship, teaching and advising and service to the institution and the state/region/nation/other na
tions, as well as their professions. Total compensation includes annual base salary plus fringe benefits, including retirement, 
health and dental coverage, and life and disability insurance. In some instances, annual base salary is augmented through inter
nal sources, such as overload teaching, or through payment received from external sources in the case of approved external 
consulting. 

Initial annual base salary is negotiated at the time of hire, with floors established for the instructor and assistant professor 
ranks only. Increases to annual base salary for faculty occur in the following ways: through annually determined merit increases; 
through acceptance of a retention offer that includes an increase; in conjunction with a promotion in rank and/or the awarding of 
indefinite tenure; through an augmentation attached to an administrative title or a set of administrative duties. For many faculty, 
annual base salary is supplemented with summer school or other internal summer employment, such as grant research. Annual 
base salary may also be supplemented internally during one's contract period through means such as extension teaching. Nor
mally, new salaries go into effect for A base faculty on July 1 and forB base faculty on September 16 of each year. 

The salary determination process must provide an objective unbiased evaluation of each faculty and professional staff 
member following a thorough review of his/her work. The process must encourage improved performance, which in turn, should 
be rewarded by the compensation system. 

Criteria for Annual Salary Increases and Promotion. Any salary determination process at the University of Minnesota must 
be nondiscriminatory. Initial salary offers, periodic increases, and retention offers may not be based on considerations related to 
the race, color, creed, religion, national origin, sex, sexual preference, marital status, public assistance status, veteran status, or 
age of the person being considered. 

The criteria for determining salary increases must be similar to those used for promotion and tenure. The tenure and promo
tion regulations of the University, adopted 1985, provide the following instructions which form the framework within which salary 
decisions must be made: 

7:11 General Criteria. The basis for awarding indefinite tenure is the determination that the achievements of an individ
ual have demonstrated the individual's potential to continue to contribute significantly to the mission of the University 
and to its programs of teaching, research, and service over the course of the faculty member's academic career. The 
primary criteria for demonstrating this potential are effectiveness in teaching and professional distinction in research; 
outstanding discipline-related service contributions will also be taken into account where they are an integral part of the 
mission of the academic unit. The relative importance ofthe criteria may vary in different academic units, but each of the 
criteria must be considered in every decision. 

7.12 Departmental Statement. Each academic unit must have a document that articulates with reasonable specificity 
the indices and standards which will be used to evaluate whether candidates meet the criteria of Section 7.11. 

Faculty Involvement. Faculty members in each unit must assist in developing the procedures for making salary decisions. With 
the administrator of that unit, the faculty must develop a format or guideline for 1) the annual salary determination process and 2) 
a format for an annual review of each faculty member with the unit administrator. These documents shall be shared with the 
College Dean and the Office of Academic Affairs. The format for making salary decisions must assure that faculty members 
within t he budgetary unit have the opportunity to participate in the salary discussion and determination process through an 
elected salary committee or as a committee-of-the-whole. At least once annually, the department chair (unit leader) must meet 
with faculty members individually to review their performance. The sessions shall review the past year's performance and offer 
suggestions for enhancing productivity. Units may choose to conduct more in depth evaluations on a periodic basis (e.g. 4 or 5 
years) that would include outside evaluations. 

Allocation Format. Each year the annual salary increase pool received by the unit will be divided into portions of across-the
board and merit increases in ratios prescribed by central administration. Each faculty member will receive an across-the-board 
increase equal to his/her proportion of the total salary base for the decision-making unit. Merit increase amounts for individual 
faculty members will be based on criteria specified in the University tenure document and the Departmental faculty evaluation 
document. 

. Unsati~_factory performance, which shall be documented and communicated to the individual involved, shall serve as justifi
cation for wuthhold1ng the across-the-board portion, as well as the merit portion, of an individual's increase. 
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Promotion Increases. Beginning with the 1993-94 salary year, promotion from assistant professor to associate professor will 
be accompanied by an extraordinary $1 ,500 increase in base salary and promotion from associate professor to professor will be 
accompanied by an extraordinary $2,000 increase in base salary. These funds will be provided and controlled by central admin
istration. It is intended that this portion of the base will receive typical inflation-related increases. 

Other Recommendations. A standing administrative and faculty compensation committee (including representatives of the 
Senate Faculty Affairs Committee) will examine and make recommendations on policies such as salary levels in the University 
as a whole, salary disparity among units, minimum salary levels for associate and full professors, and salary compression. 

DISCUSSION: 

THOMAS M. SCOTT, Chair 
Faculty Consultative Committee 

AVNER BEN-NER, Chair 
Faculty Affairs Committee 

Professor Avner Ben-Ner, Chair of the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA), presented the proposed compensa
tion policy for discussion [action is scheduled for May 21 ]. He explained that the policy had evolved over an extended period 
of time and that numerous drafts had been considered not only by SCFA but by the Performance Appraisal and Salary In
creases Working Group and the Faculty Consultative Committee. It was difficult to develop a policy that would please every
one, he said, especially in view of the University's financial constraints. Highlights of the policy include: 1) establishment in 
each academic unit of clear criteria for annual salary increases; 2) development of procedures for making salary decisions by 
the faculty and administrator of each unit; 3) establishment of a salary committee (or committee-of-the-who/e) to determine 
annual salary increases; 4) fixed promotion increases for promotion to associate and full professor; and 5) establishment of a 
standing administrative and faculty compensation committee to examine and make additional recommendations on salary 
issues. 

Professor Shirley Zimmerman commended the committee for its fine work and suggested adding language to recognize 
faculty whose performance is already outstanding. 

In response to a proposal to include academic professional and administrative staff in the policy, Professor Ben-Ner said, 
that while SCFA did not disagree with the intent of the recommendation, it did feel there were sufficient differences in compen
sation issues for faculty and academic professionals, especially with regard to promotion and tenure decisions, to warrant 
separate policies for the two groups. The goal of SCFA was not to be exclusive, but rather to obtain a document that was clear, 
substantive, and one that could be implemented. 

In answer to an inquiry about the authority faculty will have in salary decisions, Professor Ben-Ner said, it was the intent of 
the document to insure faculty involvement in the decision-making process, but that the final decision will continue to rest with 
the unit administrator. Another Senator suggested the timing of performance reviews should be more flexible. 

President Hasselmo encouraged Senators with additional suggestions to forward them to the Senate Committee on Fac
ulty Affairs. 

INTRODUCTION 

II. FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE RESEARCH COMMITTEE 

Policies and Procedures for Dealing with Academic Misconduct 
Discussion 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR DEALING 

WITH ACADEMIC MISCONDUCT 

(When approved, this policy will supersede the November 1989 Interim Policy) 

Academic misconduct (defined below) undermines the scholarly enterprise in ways that go far beyond the waste of public or 
private funds. Although rare events relative to the large body of scholarly literature, violations inevitably appear in scholarly pub
lications. As a leading research university, the University of Minnesota has a major responsibility not only to provide an environ
ment that demands integrity but also to establish and enforce policies and procedures that deal effectively and judiciously with 
allegations or evidence of academic misconduct. 

The University of Minnesota expects the utmost professionalism from its employees at all times and in all circumstances. 
University employees may not engage in actions that constitute misconduct in research or other scholarly activity. 

In dealing with this problem it is important to avoid creating an atmosphere that might discourage openness and creativity. 
Exemplary and innovative science, scholarship, and artistic endeavors cannot flourish in an atmosphere of heavy regulation. 
Moreover, it is particularly important to distinguish academic misconduct from honest error and the ambiguities of interpretation 
that are inherent in the scientific and scholarly process, but are normally corrected by further research. 

Once an allegation of academic misconduct has been made, the procedures that should be pursued to resolve the allegation 
are detailed below in the following stages: (I) an inquiry to determine whether the allegation or related issues warrant further 
investigation, (2) when warranted, an investigation to collect and thoroughly examine evidence, (3) a finding and appropriate 
personnel action, (4) a hearing by procedures beyond this policy to be initiated by the respondent that will result in a formal find
ing, and result in (5) appropriate disposition of the matter. 

APPLICATION 

The policy and procedures set forth herein shall apply to all research, scholarly and artistic activities of all University em-
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ployees and others who are involved in such activities 1 under the aegis of the University as part of their employment responsibil
ities. This policy and procedures shall not apply to consulting by University employees with entities outside the University carried 
out according to other applicable University policies (Disclosure of Conflict of Interest) except where considered appropriate 
under the circumstances of the alleged misconduct. Copies of the University of Minnesota Policies and Procedures for Dealing 
with Academic Misconduct shall be disseminated widely. 

Due to the difficulties of investigating old claims and the unfairness to the respondent, allegations of misconduct that oc
curred seven or more years prior to the submission of the allegation will not be investigated unless the circumstances indicate 
that the alleged conduct was not discoverable earlier. 

DEFINITIONS 
Academic Misconduct2 for the purpose of this policy shall mean the fabrication or falsification of data, research procedures, or 
data analysis; plagiarism; or other fraudulent actions in proposing, conducting, reporting, or reviewing research or other schol
arly activity. 

Retaliation shall mean any damaging action against a person who reports or provides information about suspected or alleged 
misconduct. Individuals alleged to have retaliated against others involved in an academic misconduct case shall be subject to the 
appropriate disciplinary actions according to the policies or applicable collective bargaining agreements for the respective Uni
versity employee groups. 

Complainant(s) shall mean the individual(s) who submits an allegation of academic misconduct. 

Respondent(s) shall mean the individual(s) against whom the allegation(s) has been submitted. 

Senior Administrator shall mean the dean or other individual identified by the academic vice president, vice provost, or vice 
chancellor of the line unit of the respondent and approved by the Senior Vice President of Academic Affairs. The Senior Admin
istrator has the responsibility of directing the case from the inquiry process through disposition of the case. 

Inquiry/Investigative Panel, also referred to as the Panel, shall mean the group of individuals appointed by the Senior Admin
istrator and given the charge to determine whether the allegation(s) is frivolous or to identify sufficient information to warrant an 
investigation. (See Inquiry- Process Section for further details). If an investigation is warranted, the same panel shall be given the 
additional charge by the Senior Administrator to further seek and analyze all relevant information regarding the allegation, and 
then determine whether sufficient evidence exists to report that academic misconduct occurred. The report of the Panel is the 
basis of any subsequent hearing. (See Investigation-Process Section for further details). 

Sponsor shall mean any external entity, including, but not limited to, a company, agencies of the U.S. federal and state govern
ments, foundations, industry associations, and others, that supports the scholarly work upon which the allegation is based. 

Science and Scholarly Advisory Board (SSAB) shall mean a committee of nine members representing the various scientific 
and scholarly disciplines at the University. Members will be nominated for staggered three-year terms by the Regents Professors 
and will be appointed by the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs. The SSAB shall have the following responsibilities: (I) 
provide advice on the implementation of this policy, (2) assist the steering of potential allegations, (3) advise the Senior Adminis
trator on potential members of the Inquiry/Investigation Panel, and (4) advise the Senior Administrator on the appropriate disci
plinary actions when misconduct has been found. The SSAB members will elect annually a chair of the SSAB. 

PROCESS FOR HANDLING ALLEGATIONS OF ACADEMIC MISCONDUCT 
SUBMISSION OF AN ALLEGATION 

The University has the responsibility to pursue an allegation of academic misconduct and shall carry out this responsibility 
fully to resolve questions regarding the integrity of the scholarly activity. In an inquiry and any investigation that may follow, the 
individuals involved in considering the case shall focus on the substance of the issues and shall be vigilant to prevent any per
sonal conflicts between colleagues from obscuring the facts. 

Prior to submitting a complaint, a potential complainant may arrange to meet privately with any member(s) of the SSAB or 
an academic administrator (dean or other academic officer) from the unit in which the alleged misconduct occurred. All parties 
involved shall be informed that all issues related to the complaint (allegation) must be kept private at this stage. The purpose of 
this meeting is to provide advice to the complainant. The meeting shall help distinguish whether the case is one of academic 
misconduct or one to be resolved by other deliberative or mediation procedures, such as the grievance procedure, or by other 
specialized committees, such as the Student Conduct Code, the Human Subjects Committee or the Animal Care Committee. 

Within 10 working days of having sought advice from either the dean, academic officer, or SSAB member, the complainant 
must inform the individual(s) consulted of whether an allegation will be filed. If the complainant wishes to file an allegation, he/she 
shall submit a written allegation to the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs. Until an allegation is filed, there shall be no 
inquiry or investigative activity regarding concerns expressed by the complainant. 

The member(s) of the SSAB or academic administrator who meets with a complainant has the responsibility of submitting 
the allegation if the complainant chooses not to make a formal allegation and the SSAB member or academic administrator be
lieves there is sufficient cause and evidence to warrant an inquiry. In such a case, there is no complainant for the purposes of 
these procedures. Instead, a three-member subcommittee of SSAB or the academic administrator (the party the complainant 
consulted) shall draft a written report (allegation) to be submitted to the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs. 

'In those instances in which it is not clear whether this policy should apply to an individual, the Scientific and Scholarly Activity Panel (described below) will adjudicate 
the question. 
2_1ntent has been deliberately omittedas part o'.'his definition, but should be considered if any disciplinary action is recommended. Scholastic dishonesty, as differen
tiated from academ1c misconduct def1ned by thiS pohcy, by a student in the performance of academic work is a violation of the Student Conduct Code. Complaints of 
alleged scholastic dishonesty are resolved in accordance with established collegiate and Student Conduct Code policies and procedures. 
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The Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs shall refer the case to the academic vice president, vice provost, or vice 
chancellor of the unit in which the alleged misconduct occurred. The academic vice president, vice provost, or vice chancellor 
shall refer the allegation to the dean of the unit in which the case originated. The dean shall be assigned to serve as the Senior 
Administrator and shall be responsible for pursuing all allegations to resolution. This includes directing an inquiry and, if neces
sary, an investigation of academic misconduct. If the dean has a conflict of interest with a case, the case shall be referred to a 
dean from another unit or another individual, who shall serve as the Senior Administrator. 

From the time the allegation is received, all activity related to the case shall be carefully documented. All individuals who are 
contacted shall be assured that, as much as possible, the privacy of their comments will be maintained. In turn, all individuals 
involved with the case are expected to sustain the privacy of the case. The Senior Administrator shall promptly move to locate 
and secure the originals of all relevant research data if it is ascertained that such data will be part of the case. Supervised access 
to the data shall be available to the Inquiry/Investigative Panel and the respondent. The Senior Administrator also shall chart the 
elements of the case as it is understood at that time. 

Even if the respondent leaves the University before the case is resolved, the Senior Administrator on behalf of the University, 
when possible, shall continue the examination of the allegation and reach a conclusion. Further, the University shall cooperate 
with the process of another institution to resolve such questions to the extent permissible under the Minnesota Government Data 
Practices Act or any applicable federal law. 

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 

Possible conflicts that must be avoided in the appointment of the Senior Administrator and members of the Inquiry/Investigative 
Panel include the following: a) co-authoring a book, paper, or grant proposal with any of the individuals directly involved with the 
misconduct case (complainant or respondent); b) professional or personal relationship with any of these individuals (e.g., current 
or former students or mentor, direct supervisory or subordinate relationship, direct collaborator within the past seven years, close 
friendship); c) professional differences of opinion with any of the involved individuals that will affect objectivity in considering the 
case; d) financial ties to the involved individuals; or e) other reasons that might affect the ability of the individuals to make fair and 
impartial judgments. 

INQUIRY 

A. Purpose 
Whenever an allegation or a complaint involving the possibility of academic misconduct is made, the Senior Administrator shall 
initiate an inquiry, which is the first step of the review process. In the inquiry stage, factual information is gathered and expedi
tiously reviewed to determine if an investigation of the charge is warranted. An inquiry is not a formal hearing or an in-depth 
analysis of the allegation; it is designed to separate allegations deserving further investigation from frivolous, unjustified, or 
clearly mistaken allegations. As soon as sufficient information is obtained that indicates an investigation is warranted, the inquiry 
process shall terminate, and a report shall be submitted to the Senior Administrator. It is the responsibility of the Senior Adminis
trator to ensure that the inquiry is conducted in a fair and just manner. 

B. Process 
The Senior Administrator shall meet with the complainant to review details of the allegation and describe the process that shall 
be followed to resolve the allegation. The Senior Administrator shall explain that while every attempt will be made to maintain 
anonymity through the inquiry phases of the process, the respondent shall learn the complainant's identity during the investiga
tive process, and the complainant may have to face the respondent during a subsequent hearing if the case proceeds that far. 

The Senior Administrator shall meet with the respondent to present the details of the allegation (a written statement of the 
allegation shall also be provided along with a copy of this policy) and the evidence3 upon which the allegation is based, explain 
the process to be followed, and obtain the respondent's preliminary explanation of the allegation. The Senior Administrator shall 
remind the respondent of the obligation to provide all the evidence relevant to allegation. In order to avoid claims of alteration of 
the data, the Senior Administrator shall secure all original pertinent documents (for example, data books and manuscripts) at the 
time the respondent is notified of the allegation. The Senior Administrator shall also inform the respondent that unreasonable 
refusal to provide relevant material or other uncooperative behavior may result in an immediate recommendation that an inves
tigation is justified. The Senior Administrator also shall tell the respondent that he/she shall have the opportunity to be inter
viewed by the Inquiry/Investigative Panel and to provide any documentation or names of individuals who might help clear the 
claim against the respondent. 

After the Senior Administrator has met with both the complainant and respondent, he/she then shall decide within 1 0 work
ing days whether to personally handle the inquiry or refer the case to an Inquiry/Investigative Panel. Alternatively, the Senior 
Administrator may make a determination that the allegation is frivolous, or that it is more appropriate to refer it to another deliber
ative resolution system (Grievance, Student Conduct Code, Human Subjects, Animal Care), or that it is most appropriate to refer 
it to an Inquiry/Investigative Panel. If the Senior Administrator determines on the basis of a preliminary investigation that there is 
no substance to the allegation, he/she shall submit a written report that explains the basis for closing the case to the academic 
vice president, vice provost, or vice chancellor of the unit in which the allegation is based. If the academic vice president, vice 
provost, or vice chancellor approves closing a case, the Senior Administrator shall notify both the complainant and the respon
dent of the decision. 

If the Senior Administrator wishes to have the case examined by an Inquiry/Investigative panel, then individuals who have the 
appropriate scientific, scholarly, or artistic expertise on the issues in question shall be selected. Members of the Inquiry/Inves
tigative Panel may be chosen from within or outside of the University. They shall have no direct involvement in the academic 
activity under inquiry, be impartial, and have no interests that would conflict with the interests of the University in securing a fair 
and thorough inquiry. The Senior Administrator shall obtain nominations from the SSAB on suitable members to serve on the 

3A summary of the evidence shall be provided if the allegation is based on extensive documentation; however, the respondent shall have supervised access to review 
all of the evidence held by the Senior Administrator. 
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Inquiry/Investigative Panel and shall obtain approval from the academic vice president, vice provost, or vice chancellor of the unit 
before the final Inquiry/Investigative Panel is appointed. While normally the Panel shall be composed of all faculty members, at 
least one member of the Panel should be from the same employment category as the respondent [faculty (94XX), graduate 
students and professional trainees (95xx), P & A (96xx, 93xx, 97xx), or civil service]. The Panel shall have an odd number of 
members, preferably three. The Senior Administrator shall identify one member as chair. The Senior Administrator shall inform 
both the complainant and respondent of the proposed composition of the Panel and give each of them five working days to notify 
the SSAB if any of the Panel members might have a potential serious conflict of interest. The SSAB shall arbitrate all claims of 
conflict of interest. 

The Senior Administrator shall provide the Panel with an explicit charge for the inquiry activity. The University's Office of 
General Counsel shall advise the chair of the panel on the appropriate protocol and practices that should be followed. 

Whether a case can be reviewed effectively without the involvement of a complainant depends upon the nature of the allega
tion and the evidence available. Cases that depend specifically upon the observations or statements of a complainant cannot 
proceed without the open involvement ofthat individual. Cases that can rely on documentary evidence may permit a complainant 
to remain anonymous. While it may be desirable to keep the identity of a complainant private during an inquiry, such privacy 
cannot necessarily be guaranteed under the Minnesota Government Data Practices Act. 

The Senior Administrator shall assume responsibility for disseminating information to the appropriate individuals. Notifica
tion shall be made in writing, and copies shall be filed in the office of the Senior Administrator. The safety and security of all 
documents must be assured. All individuals involved with the case shall be reminded that they are responsible for keeping all 
aspects of the case private. 

The Senior Administrator shall inform all individuals involved in the case that data produced as part of research at the Univer
sity belong to the University and the sponsor, if applicable. Therefore the data must be accessible upon request of the Senior 
Administrator. 

The Panel shall examine the appropriate material to determine whether there is evidence that academic misconduct has 
occurred. All faculty, staff, and students are obligated to cooperate with the Panel by supplying requested documents and infor
mation. The following types of information relevant to the allegations raised by the case shall be submitted to the Panel upon 
request: a) research notes, papers and notebooks, logs, source documents, computer printouts, and machine-readable materi
als; b) a list of all current and former collaborators and co-workers; c) a list of published abstracts, papers, and books; and copies 
of abstracts, papers, and books pending publication; d) a list of reports and grant applications submitted to outside foundations 
and funding agencies and copies of such reports and applications; and e) other pertinent scientific or scholarly data the Panel 
deems necessary. The Panel may also take written or oral evidence in considering the case. Transcripts of taped interviews shall 
be prepared and submitted to the interviewed person(s) and the Panel for comment or revision. 

Due to the sensitive nature of an allegation of academic misconduct, each case shall be resolved expeditiously. Reasonable 
deadlines shall be established for each case to facilitate the process. An inquiry (conducted by either the Senior Administrator or 
the Panel} shall be completed as quickly as possible and not more than 25 calendar days after its initiation unless circumstances 
clearly warrant a longer period of time. If, when the Panel convenes, it anticipates that the established deadlines cannot be met, 
a report, citing the reasons for the delay and progress to date, shall be submitted for the record to the Senior Administrator, and 
the respondent and other involved individuals shall be informed. 

C. Findings of the Inquiry Activity 

Upon completion of the inquiry a written report shall be produced that states what evidence was reviewed, summarizes relevant 
interviews, and includes the conclusion of the inquiry. The report shall be sufficiently detailed regarding the reasons for determin
ing that an investigation is not warranted, if such is the case. The Panel's written report then shall be referred to the Senior Admin
istrator and the respondent. If the report recommends that an investigation be conducted, it may propose subject matter to be 
included in the investigation. The respondent has 10 working days to review the report and submit written comments to theSe
nior Administrator. Summaries of all interviews and data examined by the Panel shall be made available for the respondent to 
review. 

If the Senior Administrator obtains information at any stage of the inquiry that reasonably indicates possible criminal viola
tions have occurred, the Senior Administrator shall notify any appropriate office of the sponsoring federal agency and the appro
priate law enforcement officials within 24 hours. 

D. Senior Administrator's Determination Based on the Inquiry Report 

Upon receiving the Inquiry Panel's recommendation and the respondent's statement, the Senior Administrator shall determine 
within 1 0 working days whether the case shall be closed or an investigation initiated. The Senior Administrator shall notify the 
complainant and respondent as to whether the complainant's allegations shall be subject to further investigation. The Senior 
Administrator shall maintain the records of an inquiry in a secure manner for at least three years. 

If the Senior Administrator decides not to conduct an investigation, no further formal action shall be taken other than inform
ing all parties involved. The procedures shall preserve privacy consistent with law for all parties to these procedures. If privacy is 
breached, the Senior Administrator shall take reasonable steps to minimize the damage to reputations that may result from inac
curate reports. Allegations that have not been brought in good faith may lead to appropriate disciplinary actions according to the 
University policies4 or applicable collective bargaining agreements for the respective employee groups. Complainants shall be 
made aware from the outset that their privacy shall not be maintained if a complaint is maliciously motivated and false. 

INVESTIGATION 
A. Purpose 

An investigation shall be initiated only after the Senior Administrator issues a finding that an investigation is warranted. The pur
pose of the investigation is to explore further the allegation(s} and assemble all the evidence that supports or refutes the allega-

4 Tenure Code, the Academic Professional and Administrative Staff Policy and Procedures, the Civil Service Rules. 
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tion. The investigation shall focus on allegations of academic misconduct as defined above and shall examine the factual mate
rials of the case. The investigation shall look carefully at the substance of the charges and shall examine all relevant evidence. 
The Inquiry/Investigative Panel's charge is to generate a report that compiles all the information it considers and its conclusion 
regarding whether there is sufficient evidence to support the allegation of misconduct. This report is the basis of any subsequent 
hearing. During an investigation, additional information may emerge that justifies broadening the scope of the investigation be
yond the initial allegations. The respondent shall be informed if new and different allegations are discovered during the course of 
the investigation. 

B. Structure 

The investigation shall be carried out by the Panel described above as a continuance of its work. If the inquiry was completed 
without a Panel then one should be appointed as described above (Inquiry- Structure). If additional expertise for the Panel is 
deemed desirable, the Senior Administrator shall request additional nominations from the SSAB. If the Panel is augmented, it still 
shall have an odd number of members. The Senior Administrator shall identify one member as chair. The respondent and com
plainant shall be informed of the proposed new members for the Panel and each given five working days to notify the SSAB of 
potential serious conflicts of interest any of the Panel members might have. The SSAB has the authority to arbitrate any ques
tions regarding conflicts of interest. 

C. Process 

The Senior Administrator shall provide a charge to the Panel within 10 days of the notification that an investigation is warranted. 
An investigational process shall be established for each investigation, and the complainant and respondent shall be notified 
when the investigation phase of this procedure commences. The respondent may seek the assistance of an advisor (legal coun
sel or another individual) at this point, if he or she has not already done so. All parties involved shall cooperate with the proceed
ings in providing information relating to the case. All necessary information shall be provided to the respondent in a timely manner 
to facilitate the preparation of a response. The respondent shall have the opportunity to address the charges and evidence in 
detail at the inception and close of the Panel's activities during the investigative phase of this procedure. 

If warranted, the University shall take interim administrative actions to protect the health and safety of research subjects and 
patients, and/or the interests of students and colleagues. Such actions may range from slight restrictions to reassignment of the 
activities of the respondent. In extreme circumstances, the respondent may be suspended temporarily until the case is resolved 
following the procedures specified in the University Regulations Concerning Faculty Tenure or other applicable employee poli
cies. Interim administrative actions shall be taken in full awareness of how they might affect the respondent and the ongoing 
research of the University. 

If the sponsoring agency of the academic activity requires notification of suspected academic misconduct, that agency shall 
be notified as soon as the decision has been made to undertake an investigation. Significant developments during the investiga
tion, as well as the final determination of the case shall be reported to the sponsor when required. If at any stage during the 
investigation there is a reasonable indication of possible criminal violations, the Senior Administrator shall notify the appropriate 
office of the sponsoring agency and the appropriate law enforcement officials within 24 hours. The Senior Administrator also 
shall notify the sponsoring agency during the investigation if emergency conditions exist as defined under federal regulations. 

All interviews conducted during this investigative phase by the Panel shall be tape recorded. A transcript first shall be ap
proved by the Panel and then shall be submitted to the interviewed person(s) for comment or revision. 

If the respondent wishes to have an advisor present during his/her interview with the Panel, notice of the advisor's participa
tion shall be submitted to the Panel at least 48 hours prior to the interview. The respondent shall have the opportunity to provide 
evidence, request expert witnesses, identify witnesses directly involved in the case, and be directly interviewed. 

The investigation shall be conducted as expeditiously as possible and generally shall be completed within 120 days. How
ever, the nature of some cases may render that schedule difficult to meet. If the Panel determines that the deadline cannot be 
met, it shall request an extension, which the Senior Administrator shall grant or deny. If necessary, the Senior Administrator shall 
submit a report to the sponsoring agency regarding this action. 

D. Findings of the Investigation 
When the Panel reaches a conclusion regarding the case, a preliminary report, which reviews all the information considered and 
the Panel's conclusion, shall be transmitted to the respondent. The report shall detail the explicit evidence that supports or re
futes each allegation included in the Panel's charge. The report shall then specify the Panel's conclusion as to whether any of the 
proven allegations represent academic misconduct. The respondent shall be allowed 10 working days to prepare written com
ments, which the Panel shall consider before the report is finalized. The completed report along with the respondent's comments 
on the preliminary report then shall be submitted to the Senior Administrator. When there is more than one respondent, each 
shall receive all parts of the report that are pertinent to his/her role. 

FINDING AND PROPOSED RESOLUTION 
Upon receipt of the Panel's report, the Senior Administrator shall review the report and determine whether to accept all or part of 
the Panel's recommendations. There are two possible findings: 

1. that academic misconduct was committed; 
2. that no academic misconduct was found. 

For those cases in which the Senior Administrator accepts a finding of misconduct, he/she shall determine the disciplinary action 
within 15 days of receiving the report. The Senior Administrator may consult with a subcommittee of the SSAB on this matter, and 
the final decision shall be made with the concurrence of the appropriate academic vice president, vice provost, or vice chancellor. 
The Senior Administrator shall notify the respondent in writing of his/her determinations on the case and the reasons for them. 
The respondent, who may be accompanied by his/her advisor, shall meet with the Senior Administrator and the appropriate 
academic vice president, vice provost, or vice chancellor to discuss the disciplinary action. 
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The University may choose disciplinary action as warranted by the circumstances of each case. Examples may include: 

• Oral reprimand with no permanent record 
• Letter of reprimand that becomes part of the respondent's permanent record 
• Special monitoring of future work 
• Removal from particular project 
• Probation 
• Suspension 
• Salary reduction 
• Rank reduction 
• Termination of employment 

The respondent may accept the disciplinary action or request a hearing as specified for his/her employment classification. 5 

If the Senior Administrator determines that no academic misconduct was found, then the discussion with the respondent 
shall focus on how the respondent's record shall be cleared. This shall include removing all material related to this case from the 
respondent's personnel files. 6 The complainant and other concerned parties shall be informed by the Senior Administrator of the 
disposition of the investigation to the extent permitted under the Minnesota Government Data Practices Act. The Senior Admin
istrator also shall discuss with the respondent the appropriateness and desirability of notifying other individuals or agencies 
about the outcome of the investigation. All records related to this case shall be maintained privately and securely under the su
pervision of the Senior Administrator for at least three years. All parties involved in the case shall be reminded that except as 
required by federal law, all information about the case cannot be released outside the institution unless and until: I} the allegations 
results in a finding of misconduct, 2) final discipline is imposed and 3) all avenues of appeal (if pursued) have been exhausted. 

If the allegations of academic misconduct are found to be maliciously motivated, appropriate disciplinary actions shall be 
taken against those responsible. If the allegations, however incorrect, are found to have been made in good faith, no disciplinary 
measures shall be taken. 

The sponsoring agency initially informed of the investigation shall be notified promptly of the outcome of the investigative 
and any subsequent hearing. The Senior Administrator shall retain the records of the investigation. Even when no culpable mis
conduct was found but serious erroneous information was published, the Senior Administrator shall consider means to correct 
the published record affected by the alleged misconduct. 

Records of the investigation and possible hearing shall include all documentation reviewed by the Investigative Panel, 
summaries of witness interviews, and the findings of the panel. 

Retaliation 
When a complaint has been brought in good faith, even if mistakenly, the University shall seek to protect the complainant against 
retaliation. Individuals who provide information to assist in resolving of an inquiry or investigation also shall be protected by these 
same guidelines. Individuals engaging in acts of retaliation shall be disciplined according to the appropriate University policies or 
applicable collective bargaining agreements. 

Minnesota Government Data Practices Act 
References are made throughout this policy to the Minnesota Government Data Practices Act. This act governs access to and 
release of all data collected, created, received, maintained or disseminated by public entities, including the University of Minne
sota. The University will adhere to the requirements of the Minnesota Government Data Practices Act with respect to all actions 
taken and all information generated in the course of an academic misconduct inquiry and/or investigation under this policy. 

DISCUSSION: 

THOMAS M. SCOTI, Chair 
Faculty Consultative Committee 
IRWIN RUBENSTEIN, Chair 
Research Committee 

Professor Irwin Rubenstein, chair of the Senate Research Committee, presented for discussion the proposed Policies and 
Procedures for Dealing with Academic Misconduct. If approved, the revised policy will supersede the 1989 Interim Policy. The 
document, which outlines a series of steps to be taken once an allegation of academic misconduct has been made, has been 
discussed at length by the Faculty Consultative Committee and the Senate Research Committee. 

Associate Dean Brenner said it is important that the inquiry investigative phase be looked at as an administrative process 
with the respondent having many opportunities to be informed of the allegation(s) during the inquiry and investigative stages, 
to see all of the documents and transcripts, and to be given the opportunity to respond before final action by the senior admin
istrator. Under the proposed policy the respondent may also request a full hearing if he/she wishes. The policy also requires 
that a Science and Scholarly Advisory Board (SSAB) representing the various scientific and scholarly disciplines at the Univer
sity be established to provide advice on the implementation of the policy, assist the steering of potential allegations, advise the 
Senior Administrator on potential members of the Inquiry/Investigation Panel, and advise the Senior Administrator on the ap
propriate disciplinary actions when misconduct has been found. 

One Senator, while acknowledging that the document is a great improvement over the Interim Policy, encouraged Sena
tors not to support it because, among other things, it "perpetuates the practice of hierarchy at the University." 

Hearing no further discussion, President Hasselmo said additional comments could be directed to the Senate Research 
Committee until May 21, when action on the policy is scheduled by the Faculty Senate. 

5 When the respondent files a grievance pertaining to the case, the University shall bear the burden of proof for all issues related to the allegation(s) of misconduct. 
The respondent shall bear the burden of proof for any claims against the process followed. 
6 The respondent shall be informed by the Senior Administrator of the source of all correspondence regarding the case so that records may be developed for this case 
may be tracked and removed from all files. 
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Ill. FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 

Policy on Evaluation of Teaching Contributions 
Discussion 

[Proposed policy is printed under Item Ill. (page 52) on the University Senate agenda.] 

DISCUSSION: 

THOMAS M. SCOTT, Chair 
Faculty Consultative Committee 

STANFORD LEHMBERG, Chair 
Educational Policy Committee 

Professor Stanford Lehmberg, chair of the Senate Educational Policy Committee (SCEP) said the proposed Policy on 
Evaluation of Teaching Contributions was on the agenda for discussion by the Faculty Senate and will be acted upon by the full 
Senate later in the day. If approved, it will replace the 197 4 policy. 

Professor Lehmberg then introduced Professor Susan Wick, chair of the SCEP Subcommittee that drafted the policy. A 
primary motivation for developing the document, she said, was to give appropriate credit for teaching contributions. Professor 
Wick said two major differences between the proposed policy and the 197 4 policy are that the proposed policy is more specific 
in the collecting of information, particularly with regard to peer review and it calls for a Student Survey Form to be used uniformly 
across the University. 

A question was raised about selection bias and Professor Lehmberg responded that researchers have found that surveys 
that include all courses and those that include only selected courses produce similar results. 

Additional concerns included the reluctance of graduate students to complete a survey in a course with a small number of 
students, the tendancy of survey evaluations to discourage innovation, and the ability to effectively analyze and interpret the 
data. 

IV. JUDICIAL COMMITTEE 
Annual Report, 1991-92 

CASE LOAD 
During the 1991-92 academic year, panels of the Senate Judicial Committee concluded eight cases: 

Two cases were from the Institute of Technology, which had been initiated in early 1990, but for various reasons had 
been put on hold. Both of these cases were withdrawn by the Complainants. 
One case, from the Law School, filed in February, 1991, involving dismissal for cause, was settled by the parties. 

Five other cases, filed at the end of the 1990-91 academic year, were heard by panels. 
One case, from the Medical School, involved a dismissal for cause. 

One case involving a dispute in regard to promotion was filed by a faculty member in the College of Liberal 
Arts. 
The other three cases, from General College, the School of Dentistry, and the Medical School, involved denial 
of tenure. To date, the President has ruled on three of the completed cases. 

In addition to these cases, one new case was filed by the faculty member in the Medical School involving dismissal for cause. 
The hearing in this case will be held in May, 1992, and the findings and recommendations will be sent to the President this 
summer. 

ISSUES 
During the course of the year, the Committee discussed the following issues. 

1 . ) A question was raised in regard to the implications of the State Data Practices Act for the Judicial Committee, that is, whether 
Committee hearings should be open or closed. The State Data Practices Office is submitting a written opinion on this matter 
to the Committee. 

2.) The Committee considered the problem of expediting the process for reviewing cases. A decision was made that the hearing 
officer in each case may choose to name alternates if he/she feels special expediency is required and particularly in dismissal 
for cause cases where five-person panels are appointed and many schedules must be coordinated. The problem of expedit
ing the processing of cases was discussed with Vice President Infante, who agreed to conduct reviews of faculty as quickly 
as possible (see below, Meeting with the President.) 

3.) A case was filed with the Judicial Committee which involved an allegation of violation of academic freedom. However, under 
the current grievance policy, this case was referred to the University Grievance Officer, who dismissed the case on the 
grounds that academic freedom was not seriously violated. The Committee discussed the fact that the University Grievance 
Policies are being reviewed, and will wait for the report of the ad hoc committee to see which types of cases fall under the 
jurisdiction of the Judicial Committee. 

MEETING WITH THE PRESIDENT 
The Committee met with President Hasselmo on February 6, 1992. Also present at the meeting were Senior Vice President 

and Provost Infante and Professor Tom Scott, Chair, Faculty Consultative Committee. 
A discussion was held concerning the time frame for the processing of Judicial Committee cases. Though the Provost's 

office cannot review files any earlier in the academic year, the Judicial Committee will try to conduct business, including hearings, 
through the summer months to attempt to reduce the time between the receipt of complaints and the rendering of findings. It was 
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agreed that the problem in conducting hearings during the summer months is less the availability of Judicial Committee members 
to serve on panels and more the availability of witnesses. 

The Committee requested support from the President and Provost in instances where key witnesses refuse to participate in 
a hearing. Though no legal action can be taken, the President agreed to communicate with such persons to urge their participa
tion. 

MEMBERSHIP IN THE MEETINGS OF THE SENATE JUDICIAL COMMITTEE 
The Judicial Committee is an all faculty committee. Its members in 1991-92 were: David Ward, Chair; Jean Bauer, Hyman 

Berman, David Born, Jonathan Chaplin, Amos Deinard, Susan Gerberich, Hillel Gershenson, James Holte, John lmholte, Fred 
Johnson, Tarald Kvalseth, Barbara Loken, Cleon Melsa, Larry Miller, C. Robert Morris, George Ruth, Harold Schwartz, James 
Scoville, Marilyn Sime, Alan Sinaiko, David Smith, Roderick Squires, and Frank Wilderson. Also, Timothy Dunnigan and Frank 
Wood, though no longer Judicial Committee members, served on panels to which they had been named the previous academic 
year. Cecil Waddington served as hearing officer in a case, as all available Committee members were challenged by the parties. 
Other members serving as hearing officers were Amos Deinard, John lmholte, Fred Johnson, C. Robert Morris, and Marilyn 
Sime. Former judicial Committee members who agreed to serve as alternates in cases were other panel members were chal
lenged included: Candace Kruttschnitt, Patrice Morrow, Jooinn Lee. 

Assignment to the Senate Judicial Committee involves work on very important issues and a major commitment of the time 
of faculty members and the Chair would like to commend members of the 1991-92 Committee for their service in this vital Univer
sity function. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:35p.m. 

V. OLD BUSINESS 
NONE 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 
NONE 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 
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1991-92 UNIVERSITY SENATE MINUTES 
MAY 14,1992 

No.4 

President Nils Hasselmo convened the fourth meeting of the University Senate for 1991-92, at 3:40p.m. (immediately fol
lowing the Faculty Senate meeting), on Thursday, May 14, 1992, in 25 Law Building, Minneapolis campus. Coordinate cam
puses were linked by telephone. Checking or signing the roll as present were 140 voting faculty/academic professional 
members, 41 voting student members, 2 ex officio members, and 4 nonmembers. 

I. INTRODUCTION OF SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT FOR FINANCE & OPERATIONS 
President Hasselmo welcomed and introduced Senior Vice President Robert Erickson. Mr. Erickson, a native of Minne

sota, has taught in the Carlson School of Management and before joining the University a little over a year ago was a financial 
officer with Super Valu. Mr. Erickson expressed appreciation for the opportuntiy to be part of the University team and said he 
has found the past year to be very stimulating and challenging. While the University is undergoing a very difficult period right 
now, he believes if all constituencies continue to work together, the University will see significant results. 

II. DISCUSSION OF BUDGET 
Provost E. F. Infante presented a report on the University's budget. Using an overhead projector (with copies distributed 

to coordinate campus senators) he outlined the resources available to the University for the 0 & M and State Special funding 
and the University's level of expenditures. Provost Infante noted that actual appropriations from the State Legislature have 
decreased by 5. 9 percent since 1991. With inflation factored in, it implies a 13 percent loss in total resources available to the 
University from the Legislature. As a result, he said, it has been necessary to increase tuition to offset the loss of State funding. 
Other revenue sources inclue ICR offset, Health Right Primary Care, MES: Farm Mediation Program, interest income, applica
tion fees, graduation fees, admission fees, etc. The University's total resources for fiscal year 1993 will total approximately 
$622,035,723. 

On the expenditure side, it is anticipated that in addition to the base expenditure level of $618,857,921 for fiscal year 1993, 
expenses will include $3,500,000 for need-based scholarships, Health Right, and MES; $3,500,000 for the new steam plant; 
and $38,308,591 for salary and other increases. Total expenditures are expected to be $664, 166,512. Therefore, in order to 
balance the budget, reductions of approximately $42 million are necessary. Implementation of reductions has already begun. 

In closing, Provost Infante pointed out that the budget in nominal terms from the present year (1 992) to next year (1 993) is 
almost the same and that the need for reductions is the result of the University's commitment to provide salary increases to 
faculty and staff. 

Ill. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 
Policy on Evaluation of Teaching Contributions 

Action 

In keeping with its charge to develop a better means of evaluating teaching for the purpose of personnel decisions, which 
include promotion, tenure, and merit-pay increases, the Senate Committee on Educational Policy recommends the following 
policy statement: 

MOTION 
1. The teaching performance of all faculty, regardless of their academic rank or tenure status, must be subject to 

evaluation. The frequency and intensity ofthis assessment will vary. Probationary faculty are already subject to an annual reten
tion review that includes an evaluation of their teaching. All tenured faculty who wish to be considered for a salary increase based 
on teaching must submit for review evidence of their recent contributions to teaching, including items of information listed below 
for peer review (Recommendation 2). In addition, faculty to be considered for a teaching-based salary increase must submit 
written student evaluations for at least one section of each of the courses taught during the previous year; a more accurate as
sessment of a faculty member's overall performance would include evaluations for at least one offering of each of the courses 
taught by the instructor during the period since his/her last teaching-based salary review, and all offerings of a course if it was 
significantly modified from one quarter to another. 

Students must be made aware that their ratings will be used in making personnel decisions. A small number of questions 
common to all courses throughout the university will be used in the student evaluations of instructors. The use of common ques
tions provides one means of making judgments on teaching effectiveness university-wide, and allows calculation of statistical 
norms. It is important to stress that this type of information can be used with other types to identify very good instructors who 
deserve rewards as well as instructors who may need assistance in improving their classroom effectiveness, but does not have 
the resolution necessary to allow fine discrimination between instructors in intermediate categories. In addition to questions that 
request a numerical score, survey forms must include provisions for written comments by students. 

2. The required evaluation of teaching for tenure and promotion decisions must have two major components, peer 
review and student surveys. Academic units must make provisions for peer review for faculty being considered for tenure and 
promotion. This is to be supplemented by information from student evaluations of all their courses, as described in Recommen
dation 1. Faculty peers must evaluate course objectives and syllabi, handouts, assignments and tests, theses and dissertations, 
and examples of graded student work in order to measure their quality and appropriateness. Peers must also assess the instruc
tor's knowledge of the subject matter, contributions to departmental teaching efforts, and any other teaching contributions, such 
as development of new courses or innovative instructional materials, authorship of texts or laboratory manuals, or publ~~ati~ns 
on discipline-specific teaching techniques. Peer review could also include assessment of student performance on cert1f1cat1on 
exams (if appropriate to the discipline), survey of the extent of mentoring and participation in other activities related to instruction, 
or assessment of an instructor's classroom performance via personal visit or videotaping of the class. It is to a faculty member's 
benefit to prepare and regularly update a teaching portfolio that contains materials that will be considered during his/her 
evaluation. 
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It is essential that the information collected to evaluate teaching effectiveness for personnel decisions remain confidential. 
The results must be shared with the faculty member being reviewed, but general access to information on a specific instructor 
must be restricted to those responsible for decisions on promotion, tenure, and salary adjustments. 

3. Details of the required assessment of teaching contributions should be drawn up by SCEP and brought back to 
the Senate for approval prior to implementation. These details include protocols for peer review, timing of assessment activ
ities, institutional procedures for insuring the accuracy and confidentiality of the results, procedures for administering student 
evaluations, and procedures for interpreting numerically scored evaluations. A trial phase-in period might be appropriate to test 
the workability of the procedures indicated, to gain faculty support, and to bring about an orderly transition into full operation. 
SCEP believes that responsibility for implementing the recommendations contained in this report rests with the Provost, Vice 
Presidents, deans and department heads, all of whom must clearly convey to faculty the emphasis being placed on teaching in 
decisions regarding promotion, tenure, and merit-pay increases. 

Required Survey Questions 

STUDENT 
OPINION 
SURVEY 

The information you provide here may be used in several ways: by the instructor's departments and college in 
making personnel decisions, including salary; by the instructor as a morale-booster or word to the wise; in 
planning future offerings of the course; and by administrators to improve the learning environment. Checklist 
responses compute and make norms and comparisons possible. In addition, thoughtful written comments are 
very helpful and of particular interest to all concerned. 

1. How would you rate the instructor's overall teaching ability? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very Poor Exceptional 

2. How would you rate the instructor's knowledge of the subject matter? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very Poor Exceptional 

3. How would you rate the instructor's respect and concern for students? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very Poor Exceptional 

4. How would you rate the physical environment in which you take this class, especially the classroom facilities, including your 
ability to see, hear, concentrate, and particiapte. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very Poor 

5. How much would you say you learned in this course? 

1 2 3 
Almost 
Nothing 

COMMENT 

4 5 6 

Exceptional 

7 
An Exceptional 
Amount 

The University of Minnesota has a threefold mission-education, scholarly research and/or creative achievement, and ser
vice. This policy statement is concerned with the evaluation of teaching contributions. It has been prepared in the belief that 
evaluation contributes to teaching excellence and that excellent teaching should be appropriately rewarded. 

Committee Process 
The Senate Committee on Educational Policy has worked on these recommendations for over a year. The Committee gath

ered information from other major research universities and experts in the field of teacher evaluation and examined several stud
ies conducted by central administration. This report recommends policies that have been successful at other major universities. 

Observations 
From the SCEP's readings, discussions, and consultations, a number of observations emerged that have influenced its 

recommendations. These observations are as follows: 
1. Many faculty have concluded that present promotion, tenure, and salary deliberations place insufficient value on teach

ing. The current 1974 policy on the evaluation of teaching effectiveness is neither adequate nor has it been consistently followed. 
Very few units have standard procedures for the peer review of their faculty's teaching contributions. Departmental policies on 
the use of student opinion surveys for the evaluation of teaching are so varied that usefulness of the surveys is severely limited, 
especially in the promotion and tenure process, when comparison with a university standard of teaching quality is needed. The 
committee believes that the disparate procedures currently in use result in part from the absence of an acceptable, uniform pro
cedure for evaluating instruction. If quality teaching is to be a functional criterion in personnel decisions, then a credible proce
dure for evaluation must be found and agreed upon. Once this is accomplished, it will provide an opportunity to give teaching 
effort its appropriate value in the faculty reward system. 

2. While many faculty members agree that good teaching should be rewarded, there is often considerable faculty resistance 
to the evaluation of instruction. Since faculty acceptance and cooperation are necessary for the effective implementation of 
teaching evaluation, policies and procedures that are clear and acceptable to the majority of faculty members are needed. 
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3. The primary reasons for evaluating teaching are (1) to assist faculty members in self-improvement and (2) to provide 
information for sound personnel decisions. These purposes must be kept distinct. If evaluations are to be used for self-improve
ment, then detailed information describing strengths and weaknesses of the instructor and course is needed. This information 
should go only to the instructor and others working to help the instructor. On the other hand, if evaluations are to be used for 
personnel decisions, then an assessment of overall teaching effectiveness is required, and those responsible for personnel de
cisions must have access to the evaluations. Requesting information on course improvement halfway through a course allows 
an instructor to make changes during the quarter and also helps to distinguish evaluations for the sake of self-improvement from 
end-of-quarter evaluations for promotion, tenure, and salary decisions. 

Because an inadequate physical environment diminishes the effectiveness of instruction, it is also appropriate to obtain 
information on how to improve the classroom environment so that optimal learning can occur. Instructors should conduct surveys 
to determine inadequacy of facilities (crowded rooms, broken seats, unsuitable lighting, sound, heating, or air circulation condi
tions) early in the quarter and report problems immediately so that action can be taken to rectify them. 

4. Successful evaluation of teaching needs to be coupled with a means whereby instructors who wish to improve the effec
tiveness of their classroom teaching can get professional advise and training. While the Office of Academic Affairs should 
provide general programs for instructional improvement, it is appropriate for individual academic units to establish mechanisms 
for assisting their faculty on discipline-specific issues. Because such mechanisms place demands on faculty time, it may be 
necessary for Academic Affairs to provide additional resources to units to make this possible. 

5. To minimize the likelihood of bias that may be caused by input from a single source, multiple sources of information should 
be used to assess both an instructor's teaching and knowledge of the subject, especially during tenure and promotion delibera
tions. Useful sources of information include course materials such as syllabi, handouts and examinations, student and alumni 
surveys, graduates' scores on certification/licensure examinations (for professional programs), documentation of the extent of 
student mentoring and participation in conferences that deal with undergraduate education or instructional improvement, teach
ing-related publications, and peer assessments based on classroom visitation or videotapes of classroom presentations. As
sembly of a teaching portfolio that contains examples of the above materials collected over a several-year span as well as a 
statement of teaching philosophy and self-assessment of teaching is a practical way to provide the documentation that makes 
thorough assessment possible. [Speakers at the February 1992 Bush Collaboration Faculty Seminar pointed out how the use of 
teaching portfolios contributes to improvements in teaching standards and makes the reward system more responsive to teach
ing. Further information has appeared in The Chronicle of Higher Education (May 16, 1990) and in Teaching Excellence (Vol. 3, 
No. 2, 1991-1992), and the monograph, The Teaching Portfolio: Capturing the Scholarship in Teaching, is available from the 
American Association for Higher Education.) 

6. Students are appropriate sources for information regarding the instructor's conduct towards students and ability to com
municate, course coverage and workload, and fairness of grading procedures. 

7. The use of a set of common statements or questions used University-wide in student evaluations used for personnel 
decisions permits comparisons and helps to identify possible biases in student ratings due to factors beyond the control of the 
instructor. The Committee has developed a set of five such questions, use of which would be required in all courses being eval
uated. Additional questions could be developed by departments or individual faculty, and demographic information about the 
students would also need to be obtained. 

8. Administrators reviewing student evaluations of teaching need to acknowledge that poor facilities will adversely affect 
student perception of a course and the instructor's effectiveness. 

9. Peer review is most appropriately used to evaluate the instructor's knowledge of the subjects taught, course objectives, 
coverage of material, quality of assignments and examinations, participation outside the classroom in activities related to instruc
tion (such as workshops, conferences, or committee work), publication oftexts, study guides or manuals, publication on teaching 
in one's discipline, course development, assessment of graduates' performance on standardized tests, and contributions to de
partmental teaching efforts. 

DISCUSSION: 

THOMAS SCOTT, Chair 
Senate Consultative Committee 
STANFORD LEHMBERG, Chair 
Educational Policy Committee 

Professor Stanford Lehmberg, Chair of the Educational Policy Committee (SCEP), presented the motion to approve the 
Policy on Evaluation of Teaching Contributions, which updates the 197 4 policy. With regard to "peer review,'' he noted that the 
policy includes a statement of principles rather than detailing procedures for implementation. If the policy is approved, SCEP 
will develop additional suggestions on this issue which will be presented to the Senate for review. 

One Senator inquired whether the committee had reviewed the possibility of evaluating student learning by administering 
a test in the beginning and end of a course. Professor Wick, chair of the Subcommittee, responded that it had not. 

The following motions were considered: 
1. A motion to amend the document to insert the following underlined language in paragraph 2: 

... This is to be supplemented by information from student evaluations of all their courses, as described in Recommenda
tion 1. Faculty peers must evaluate all materials submitted by the faculty being considered for tenure and promotion, such as 
course objectives and syllabi ... to measure their quality and appropriateness. Peers FRtl8l should also assess the instructor's 
knowledge ... The motion was approved with little discussion. 
2. A motion to suspend the rules to consider amending the Required Survey Questions was not approved. 
3. A motion to table the document until a later date was not approved after considerable discussion. 
4. A motion to divide the motion into two parts (separating the survey questions from the rest of the policy) was not approved. 
5. A final motion to adopt the policy as amended was approved. 

APPROVED 

(policy includes amended language) 
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IV. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITIEE 

University Grievance Policy and Procedures 
Information and Discussion 

[Complete report is available in the Senate Office.] 

A REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGE 
PREPARED BY 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA GRIEVANCE POLICY REVIEW COMMITTEE 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background. The University of Minnesota Grievance Policy and Memorandum of Understanding (UMGP or procedure) 
became effective in September 1990. These documents mandate that after two (2) years, a committee be appointed to review 
and recommend changes to improve the UMGP. Consequently, the University of Minnesota Grievance Policy Review Commit
tee (Review Committee) was appointed by University President Nils Hasselmo and Senate Consultative Committee Chair 
Thomas Scott in late January 1992. Between mid-February and the end of April, the Review Committee met on twelve (12) occa
sions to receive and review information relevant to the procedure and to discuss implications for change. 

The Present UMGP. The present UMGP is rich in due process and peer review, and the designation of a University 
Grievance Officer (UGO) greatly simplifies access to the procedure. 

However, the UMGP is overly formal. Technical (i.e., procedural, substantive and discovery) challenges have tended to 
side-line discussions of grievances on their merits. Differing technical decisions reached by the UGO and the Standing Subcom
mittee on Procedure (SSP) have led some to conclude that UMGP procedures are not impartial; thus, its determinations lack 
acceptability. "Hearings," as opposed to "meetings," characterize the UMGP's operations. Delays in grievance resolution have 
been long, sometimes damaging the working relationship of the parties to the grievance. Finally, the procedure's organizational 
structure includes the UGO, SSP, University Grievance Committee (UGC), and 26 College Grievance Committees (CGC), most 
of which have not been called into service. This structure is overly complex and inefficient. 

Figure 1 provides context for this brief summary of UMGP weaknesses. With reference to this figure, two (2) points warrant 
special notice. First, "hearings" dominate the procedure's formal processes. There are SSP hearings arising out of UGO techni
cal decisions and there are hearings on the merits, including appellate hearings. On the other hand, "meetings" between the 
grievant and respondent to discuss and resolve their differences are not featured by the procedure. Second, decisions reached 
by the procedure's hearing panels are not binding on the grievant and respondent, rather they are advisory to the University 
President. 

Tables 1 and 2 provide still further context for this summary. The vast majority of non-referred grievances filed under the 
UMGP await or have had a hearing of some sort (see Table 1 ). Table 2 shows that two (2) cases await SSP hearings, while nine 
(9) have had a SSP hearing [three (3) dismissed cases were dropped after appeals to the President failed, one (1) is being recon
sidered by the SSP, and the remaining five (S) await a CGC hearing on the merits]. Other cases were directed straight to a CGC. 
Among these, six (6) await CGC hearings, while three (3) have had a CGC hearing and these decisions have been appealed to 
the UGC. Of the 23 cases requiring a hearing between September 1990 and March 1992, only three (3) have been settled. Three 
(3) other grievances were dismissed on technical grounds. It has taken the SSP process about four (4) months to clarify the 
technical standing of grievances and it has taken approximately thirteen (13) months for the CGC process to produce decisions 
which are now on appeal to the UGC. 

Based on the foregoing findings, the Review Committee advances a number of recommendations for consideration by the 
University community. Ultimately, these recommendations, as modified through wider deliberations, should serve as the foun
dation upon which to build a revised University of Minnesota Grievance Policy. 

Recommendations 

1. Scope and Jurisdiction. 

Refine the scope of the procedure to include faculty, professional and administrative staff, civil service staff, and academic 
student employees. Amend the jurisdiction of the procedure to include only employment-related complaints related to University 
of Minnesota policies, procedures, rules, regulations, and practices governing employee relations. 

The scope would increase by including civil service employees and narrow by excluding nonemployed University of Minne
sota complainants like parents, students, recruiters and suppliers, to mention a few groups having a "close" relationship to the 
University. The jurisdiction would focus on employment related matters. Issues like grades, violation of Federal and State law for 
which there are no parallel internal policies and whether the alleged violation was "serious" or involved "substantial harm" would 
not fall in the recommended jurisdiction's domain. 

Anyone may make allegations involving student misconduct, academic misconduct, sexual harassment and other forms of 
prohibited discriminatory practices. These complaints should be referred to the Student Conduct and Conduct Code Coordina
tor, Science and Scholarly Advisory Board, Sexual Harassment In-take Office and Office of Equal opportunity and Affirmative 
Action, respectively, for investigation and remedy. Non-academic student employees should continue to take up grievances 
under the Student Employment Grievance Procedure. Grievances arising within the jurisdiction of the University of Minnesota 
Hospital and Clinic should continue to be addressed under the Hospital and Clinic's Internal grievance policies. Questions about 
student admissions, academic standing and grades should be remedied by faculty or academic administration under relevant 
department or college procedures for reviewing complaints of this sort. 

2. Administrative Structure. 

(1 ) The three (3) person SSP, 26 CGCs with their approximately 205 members, and nine (9) person UGC should be 
eliminated. 
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(2) The UGO position should be a full-time position. The duties of the position should be amended to exclude responsibility 
for making technical decisions and include responsibilities for directing complaints to the appropriate forum for relief, facilitating 
bilateral discussions between the panels and providing voluntary mediation assistance, administering the processing of 
grievance cases and providing response and evaluations. 

(3) The present UGC should be replaced by a University-wide UGC composed of at least ten (10) individuals drawn from 
each of the following groups: full-time faculty, P & A staff, and civil service staff, and academic student employees. The purpose 
of the new UGC is to make available to grievants a set of peers from which the grievant may select a designee to serve on hearing 
panels. 

(4) An Employee Advocate Committee (EAC) should be established consisting of six (6) fulltime University employees and 
one (1) graduate assistant. Two (2) University employees should be appointed by and from each of the following employee 
groups: Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs, Academic Staff Advisory Committee and Civil Service Committee. The Council of 
Graduate Students should appoint the graduate assistant member ofthe Committee. The EAC has four (4) main functions: (a) to 
be consulted by the President before he/she appoints a UGO; (b) to assign members to the newly constituted UGC; (c) to estab
lish and provide oversight to the Office of Employee Advocates (OEA); and (d) to review reports prepared by the UGO and OEA. 

(5) An Office of Employee Advocates should be established. The OEA staff should initially equal one (1) FTE paid University 
employee. The purpose of the OEA is to provide employees with advocate assistance once their grievance has advanced be
yond Phase I in the recommended procedure. 

3. Phases of the Grievance Procedure. 

The recommended phases and rules that should govern the University's handling of grievances are sketched in Figure 2 
and further discussed below. 

(1) The grievant shall file a written statement of the grievance within twenty (20) working days of receiving notice of the action 
being grieved. Within ten (1 0) working days of receiving this notice, the UGO shall hold an informal Phase I meeting between the 
parties. 

(2) Phase 1.1nformal Communications and Mediation. The UGO shall assist the grievant and University administrator in 
exchanging information relevant to the grievance and its resolution and, if requested by the parties, the UGO shall mediate the 
dispute. The Phase I meeting shall be devoted to grievance resolution. By discussing the merits of the grievance, neither party 
implicitly waives the procedural, substantive or discovery challenges it may have raised. With the parties' consent, the Phase I 
meeting may be continued over a period of time. Within five (5) working days of the concluding date of the Phase I meeting(s), the 
University administrator shall submit a written answer to the grievance. Within five (5) working days of receiving this written an
swer, a dissatisfied grievant may file a written request to advance the grievance to Phase 11. The UGO shall hold a Phase 11 
meeting within ten (1 0) working days of receiving the written request. 

(3) Phase 11. Formal Communications and Employee Advocate. The Phase 11 meeting shall include the UGO, grievant 
and the Phase I University administrator's superior. In addition to these three (3), the grievant may invite an employee advocate, 
legal counsel or any other designee from the University community. The superior may invite the Phase I University administrator 
to attend; and, if the grievant is an attorney or is represented by legal counsel, the University may chose to be represented by 
legal counsel. The intent of involving higher University administration in the Phase II meeting is to promote genuine grievance 
settlement negotiations. The UGO may be asked to mediate. With the parties' consent, the Phase II meeting may be continued 
over a period of time. Within ten (1 0) working days of the concluding date of the Phase II meeting(s), the superior University 
administrator shall submit a written answer to the grievance. Within ten (1 0) working days of receiving this written answer, a 
dissatisfied grievant may file a written request to advance the grievance to Phase Ill. The UGO shall forward a copy of the case's 
record to the Department of Human Resources. Within thirty (30) working days of receiving the written request to advance the 
grievance, the UGO shall organize a Phase Ill hearing. 

(4) Phase Ill. Tripartite University Panel Hearing. The Phase Ill panel shall be chaired by an individual from the Depart
ment of Human Resources, trained in conducting hearings. The other two (2) members of the panel shall include an individual 
designated by the appropriate University Vice President and a peer from the UGC as designated by the grievant. Phase Ill panel 
decisions shall be reached by majority rule. The Phase Ill panel shall hear unresolved technical and grievance issues. Evidence 
on procedural and substantive issues and on the merits of the grievance may be presented at the same hearing. On those occa
sions when discovery is an issue, it will be necessary to first hold a separate discovery hearing. Written Phase Ill decisions on 
procedural, substantive and merits issues shall be handed down within thirty (30) working days of the close of the record. All of 
the Phase Ill decisions are final and binding on the University and the grievant, except that the grievant may appeal the discovery 
and merits decisions to Phase IV. Phase Ill decisions may not award fees and expenses to the parties' advocate representatives, 
nor may damages other than back pay and benefits be awarded. Within ten (1 0) working days of receiving the Phase Ill deci
sion(s). the grievant may submit a written statement of intent to appeal. The UGO shall initiate the Phase IV process within ten 
( 1 0) working days of receiving the written request to appeal. 

(5) Phase IV. Tripartite Arbitration Panel Hearing. The Phase IV panel shall be chaired by a non-Minnesota impartial 
arbitrator/educator who is a member of the National Academy of Arbitrators. The chair shall be jointly selected by the grievant 
and University. The Phase Ill panel designee of the grievant and appropriate Vice President shall also serve on the tripartite 
arbitration panel. If either or both cannot serve or decline to serve, said designee or designees shall be replaced in the manner 
outlined in Phase Ill. Further, either side may change their Phase IV designee. Phase IV panel decisions shall be reached by 
majority rule. When discovery is an issue, it will be necessary to first hold a separate discovery hearing. Written Phase IV deci
sions on discovery and merits shall be handed down within thirty (30) calendar days of the close of the record. The panel deci
sions shall be final and binding on the grievant and University. Phase IV decisions may not award fees and expenses to the 
parties' advocate representatives, nor may damages other than back pay and benefits be awarded. The parties' will share 
equally in paying the impartial arbitrator's fees and expenses. 
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4. Impartial Arbitrator's Costs. 
Concerns have been raised about employee out-of-pocket costs of taking a case to Phase IV impartial arbitration. TheRe

view Committee recommends that the impartial arbitrator's total expenses and fees be split evenly between the grievant and 
University administration. 

This formula is well established in University rules and collective bargaining agreements. Under civil service rules, person
nel not covered by the University of Minnesota and AFSCME Collective Bargaining Agreement must presently share one-half 
(1/2) of the costs of advancing their grievance to impartial arbitration. For University Employees covered by collective bargaining 
agreements, monthly union dues are used to pay for the grievant's share of impartial arbitrator costs. 

Regarding the UMGP, the traditional formula for cost sharing is appealing on three (3) counts: first, the University adminis
tration may not advance adverse Phase Ill decisions to Phase IV's arbitration- only the grievant may; second, fee and expense 
sharing should limit the number of cases that will be arbitrated-only grievants who feel strongly that their Phase Ill decisions are 
unjust will appeal to Phase IV, given the economic disincentive; and third, H only one (1) side paid the arbitrator, the principle of 
impartiality could be compromised. 

Table 3 is a recent compilation of per diem and per case charges assessed by national arbitrators carried on the roster of the 
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service. These costs, divided into two (2) equal parts, seem to be reasonable. However, the 
charges reported in Table 3 probably understate what it would cost to retain the highly qualified Arbitrator recommended. To 
optimize real and perceived impartiality the arbitrator should be from out of state. This will require travel, say, from Illinois, or 
Wisconsin. The Arbitrator should also be an educator to ensure he or she is familiar with the academic culture. In addition, the 
Arbitrator should be a member of the national Academy of Arbitrators, thus maximizing the integrity and acceptability of the deci
sion. Even if the equally divided costs shown in Table 3 were to double, the Review Committee concludes that this is an expected 
cost worth paying. 

5. Concluding Remarks. 

The recommended changes to the present UMGP should prompt fair and early resolutions to grievances. Up-front settle
ment meetings and provision for voluntary mediation assistance are a part of the procedure's recommended structure. To en
hance the UGO's effectiveness as a neutral, the UGO would be removed from making technical decisions. The Senior Vice 
President would be empowered to ultimately decide whether a complainant is a covered "employee" and whether the complaint 
should be heard under the UMGP or some other University procedure. 

The Review Committee believes that by immediately resolving these issues and delaying final action on all other technical 
issues (until Phase Ill and also Phase IV in the case of discovery) should free the parties to address ways to remedy the 
grievance. Grievants should no longer be frustrated by the inordinate delays caused by first holding hearings on procedural mat
ters and then, if at all, holding hearings on the grievance itself. 

Discovery conflicts occur less often than procedural and substantive challenges to grievances. This generalization is con
sistent with UMGP experience. Thus, discovery aside, by opening the Phase Ill panel to hearing both technical and grievance 
issues during the same session, the pace at which grievances are heard and ultimately decided should greatly accelerate. The 
composition ofthe Phase Ill panel should make it relatively easy to schedule hearings. Further, Phase Ill chairs should know how 
to proceed with the conduct of the hearing. 

Phase Ill panel decisions are final and binding on the University. This feature should speed-up grievance resolution. More
over, if the employee loses on a point of discovery while prevailing on the grievance, Phase Ill would probably end the case. It is 
anticipated that the vast majority of grievances will be resolved before or at Phase Ill. Of course, a final Phase IV hearing would 
be available to grievants, but as a "safety valve." The possibility of a Phase IV hearing should cause the Phase Ill hearing panel 
to carefully weigh the evidence and to reach just conclusions. Grievants are not likely to incure the time and expense of appealing 
Phase Ill decisions unless their case is very compelling. 

Under the proposed structure, both sides will be assured that grievances not settled bilaterally may ultimately be settled by 
an outside impartial with the authority to issue final and binding awards. Politics or making end-run appeals to the President 
should become less attractive to both sides since the President is now out of the decision-making loop. Grievances would be 
judged impartially on their merits. On average this should add incentive to settle early in the process. 
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FIGURE 1 

CURRENT UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE* 

Filing a Grievance 

Written grievance filed. University Administrator written answer filed within ten (10) days. UGO makes initial threshold 
(procedural and substantive) decision to accept, dismiss, or refer the case. 

SSP Hearing 

UGO decisions may be appealed to SSP for a hearing at which point deliberations on the grievance may stop. 

Pre-hearing Conference 

First required meeting between the parties is held to simplify the issues, resolve matters of discovery and attend toques
tions of procedure relevant to the CGC hearing on the grievance. 

SSP Hearing 

The UGO's discovery decisions may be appealed to the SSP for a hearing at which point deliberations on the grievance 
may stop. 

The Hearing 

All CGC panel hearings follow the parameters of academic due process. The panels' decisions are advisory and may be 
appealed. 

The Appeal 

The UGC reviews CGC decisions for the proper application of academic due process and accurate interpretation of Uni
versity policy. The Committee's decisions are advisory. 

Finality 

Panel decisions which are not implemented may result in a reopening of the case and a UGC request that the President 
implement the recommendation. The President may request the UGC to review a decision. Ultimately, final decision au
thority lies with the President. If panel recommendations are not fully implemented, an account of the matter will go on the 
docket of the Unviersity Senate. 

*See University of Minnesota Grievance policy and Memorandum of Understanding, Effective September 16, 1990. 
Copies are available at the University Grievance Office, 315 Walter Library. 

TABLE 1 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
CASES FILED AND DISPOSITION 
(SEPTEMBER 1990-MARCH 1992) 

CASES AND DISPOSITION FREQUENCY 

A. CASES WITHOUT HEARINGS 14 
# % 

(1) Referred 6 43 
(2) Settled/Withdrawn 7 50 
(3) Settlement under discussion 1 7 

Total: 14 100 

B. CASES WITH HEARINGS 23 
# % 

(1) Cases with subcommittee hearing 13 57 
(2) Cases without subcommiittee hearing 10 43 

Total: 23 100 

TOTAL NUMBER OF CASES FILED 37 
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PERCENT 

38 

62 

100 



TABLE2 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
CASES REQUIRING HEARINGS, DISPOSITION AND LAPSED TIME 

(SEPTEMBER 1990-MARCH 1992) 

MEAN MONTHS 
FROM DATE 

CASES LAPSED % # 0/o CASE FILED 

CASES REQUIRING HEARINGS 23 100 

A. CASES WITHOUT SUBCOMMITIEE HEARINGS 

COLLEGE PANELS: 10 43 

(1) Hearings Pending 6 60 9 

(2) Cases decided & appealed to UGC 3 30 13 

(3) Cases decided & closed 1 10 5 

B. CASES WITH SUBCOMMITIEE HEARINGS 

SUBCOMMITIEE PANEL: 13 57 

(1) Hearings Pending 2 15 6 

(2) Cases settled before hearing 1 8 6 

(3) Cases settled after hearing 1 8 7 

(3) Cases decided 9 69 4 

C. SUBCOMMITIEE CASES DECIDED 

(1) Grievant sustained 5 56 4 
(a) Pending college panel hearing 5 4 

(2) Respondent sustained 4 44 4 
(a) Appealed to the UM President 3 Denied 
(b) Reconsideration by subcommittee 1 Pending 

FIGURE2 

PROPOSED UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE* 

Filing a Grievance 
Written grievance filed. Threshold issues (procedural, substantive or discovery) are suppressed until the Phase Ill panel 
hearing. 

Phase I Meeting 
Informal discussions between the parties and UGO aim at settling dispute. UGO may mediate the dispute. University ad
ministrator issues a written answer to the Grievant following the Phase I meeting. Grievant may appeal to Phase II. 

Phase II Meeting 
Formal discussions involving the responding University administrator's supervisor, the respondent (optional), the 
grievant, the grievant's advocate (optional) and the UGO as facilitator. Discussions focus on settling the grievance. The 
responding University administrator's supervisor issues a written answer to the grievant following the Phase II meeting. 
Grievant may appeal to Phase Ill. 

Phase Ill Hearing 
A tripartite University panel hears both the threshold and grievance issues. The panel is chaired by a representative from 
the University's Department of Human Resources. Each party designates a panelist. All panel hearings follow the parame
ters of academic due process. The panel's decisions are final and binding upon the University. The grievant may appeal 
the panel's discovery and grievance decisions to Phase IV. 

Phase IV Hearing 
A tripartite Arbitration panel hears only discovery and grievance decisions. The panel is chaired by an impartial educator/ 
arbitrator member of the National Academy of Aribtrators from outside Minnesota and the University. Each party desig
nates a panelist. The tripartite Arbitration panel's decision are final and binding upon all parties. 

*Reference pp. 40-46 for a discussion of these phases. 

59 



TABLE3 

FEDERAL MEDIATION AND CONCILIATION SERVICE 
ARBITRATION STATISTICS 

Average Dollar Amounts (based on all awards): 
Per Diem Rate 
Fee 
Expenses 
Total Charge 

Average Days Duration (based on all awards): 
Hearing Time 
TravelTime 
Study Time 
Total Time 

FISCAL YEAR 1991 

AVERAGES 

Average Days Duration (based on sampled awards): 
Between Grievance Filed/Panel Request 
Between Panel Reqest/Panel Sent 
Between Panel Sent/ Appointment 
Between Appointment/Hearing 
Between Panel Request/ Award 
Between Hearing/Final Brief 
Between Hearing/Award 

Panel Averages (based on sampled awards): 

Number Panel Lists Sent to Parties 
(Total= 750) 

Total Number Award Cases Sampled 

DISCUSSION: 

$ 470.95 
$1,747.37 
$ 228.45 
$1,975.82 

1.06 
.37 

2.27 
3.70 

112.30 
3.94 

80.67 
106.81 
252.56 

41.64 
80.31 

1.27 

586 

THOMAS SCOTI, Chair 
Senate Consultative Committee 

Professor Mario Bognanno, chair of the University Grievance Review Committee, presented the committee's report for 
information and discussion. He reminded senators that in 1990 the University Senate approved University Grievance Policies 
and Procedures that were to be reviewed in January 1992. The University Grievance Review Committee is the body charged 
with the review. In order to gather as much information as possible, the review committee communicated with all parts of the 
University engaged in activities related to grievance policy management. The committee discovered great variance of opinion 
and after reviewing all available information, drafted a set of recommendations. If the Senate approves the recommendations, 
the review committee will then draft a policy for Senate consideration. 

The current policy is very complicated, Professor Bog nan no said, and sometimes months go by before even procedural 
issues are decided. A pre-hearing conference resolves questions of discovery and it isn't until after this time that the merits of 
the case are addressed. The review committee believes the University Grievance Officer should be involved with grievance 
resolution instead of taking the role of "administrative law judge" as is often the case now (phase 1). In addition, it recommends 
a two-step procedure where the parties meet and discuss the merits of the case, deferring technical issues until a later date 
(phase II). If resolution cannot be reached during these meetings, a hearing, made up of University employees, then takes 
place (phase Ill). If the individual is not satisfied with the determination made in the phase Ill hearing, he/she can advance to a 
tripartite arbitration panel hearing (phase IV) where the chair of the panel is a non-Minnesota impartial arbitrator/educator who 
is a member of the National Academy of Arbitrators. 

One senator, discouraged with the involvement of lawyers in the grievance process, encouraged reverting back to the 
practice of having college grievance officers serve as mediators. 

A representative of the Student Employment Center asked the review committee to consider including non-academic stu
dent employees under the umbrella of any new policy that is developed. 

Hearing no further discussion, senators were encouraged to forward additional comments to Professor Bognanno. 

[At this point a member called for a quorum and it was determined there was an insufficient number of 
Senators to constitute a quorum.] 
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V. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITIEE 

Transfer of Waseca Student Seat on Senate Consultative Committee 
Action 

MOTION: 
To amend the Senate bylaws, Article Ill, Section 4, Student Consultative Committee, as follows (additions are underlined, 

deletions are str~ok o~t): 

Membership 
The Student Senate Consultative Committee shall be composed of ~RdeF§rad~ate st~deRt members from the TwiR Cities 

oamp~s. oRe st~deRt eaoh eleotod from tho CrookstoR, D~l~th, Morris, aRd Wasooa oamp~sos, st~doRts from the Grad~ate aRd 
ProfessioRal St~doRt AssooiatioR, aRd tho ohair of tho St~doRt SoRato. 

-One student from tho Crookston campus 
-One student from the Duluth campus 
-One student from the Morris campus 
-Five students from the Twin Cities campus 
-One student from tho outstate campus with tho greatest number of students 
-Tho chair of the Student Senate 

The numbers of undergraduate and graduate/professional students on tho Student Consultative Committee from the Twin Cities 
campus shall be in proportion to tho numbers of students represented by their respective assemblies, rounded to the nearest 
whole number. The Assembly Steering Committee of tho Twin Cities Campus Assembly shall determine tho time and measures 
to be used in ascertaining the number of positions allocated to the two groups ... 
-At the time of their election, students shall be members of the University Senate (except for Crookston aRd 'Nasooa). 

COMMENT: 
With the closing of tho Waseca campus, tho student seat on the Senate Consultative Committee can be transferred to 

another campus. The Student Senate and tho Student Senate Consultative Committee have voted to move the seat to the coor
dinate campus with the largest number of undergraduates (for 1992-93, that will be Duluth) and recommends that tho Senate 
approve its decision. 

DISCUSSION: 

THOMAS SCOn, Chair 
Senate Consultative Committee 

Ms. Christine VeLure, chair of the Student Senate Consultative Committee (SSCC), said the various student constituten
cies have debated at length the issue of transferring the Waseca student seat on the SSCC to another campus upon closure of 
the Waseca campus in June. The motion in the printed agenda recommends the position be given to the outstate campus with 
the greatest number of students, which for 1992-93 would be Duluth. The SSCC, she said, believes the seat should be allo
cated to the Twin Cities campus and it came prepared to present a motion to that effect. No action was taken, however, for lack 
of a quorum. 

MOTION: 

VI. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITIEE 

Committee on Committees Student Membership 
Action 

That Article Ill, Section 2 of the bylaws be amended as follows: 

2. Committee on Committees 
Of the undergraduate student members, 3 shall be elected from the Twin Cities campus and 6 one each from the Crookston, 

Duluth, and Morris, aRd Waseoa campuses OR aR altematiRg basis, all elected by the Student Senate members from these cam
puses for one-year terms. 

No action could be taken for lack of a quorum. 

VII. PRESIDENT'S REPORT 

THOMAS SCOn, Chair 
Senate Consultative Committee 

President Hasselmo opened his remarks by introducing and welcoming to the University Mr. Mark Rotenberg, new/y-ap
pointed General Counsel. The Senate greeted Mr. Rotenberg with a warm round of applause. 

President Hasse/mo said his administration is moving into a new planning phase that will include participation by mem
bers of the University community. It is a good opportunity, he said, for the broader University community to look at fundamental 
changes that it faces. 

In addition, he said, he will be presenting to the Board of Regents in June a proposal to extend limited four-year programs 
on the Crookston campus with the use of telecommunication and various cooperative methods. 
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Further, he said, he had had an opportunity to visit the Duluth campus and receive an update on the investigation of the 
recent events involving threats to certain members of the Duluth campus community. All measures, he said, are being taken to 
apprehend the perpetrators of these criminal acts. He encouraged everyone to continue to extend their loyalty and support to 
members of the Duluth campus. 

Lastly, on behalf of himself and the Senate, he extended appreciation to Professor Thomas Scott, chair of the Senate Con
sultative Committee; Professor Stanford Lehmberg, chair of the Educational Policy Committee; Professor Avner Ben-Ner, chair 
of the Faculty Affairs Committee; Professor Burton Shapiro, chair of the Finance and Planning Committee; and all other Senate 
and Assembly chairs for their outstanding contributions to the University during the year. 

VIII. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
Report by the Chair 

Professor Thomas Scott, chair of the Senate Consultative Committee, announced that the Twin Cities Campus Assembly 
meeting that was scheduled to follow the Senate meeting would be cancelled for lack of a quorum. He reminded faculty sena
tors of the special Faculty Senate meeting scheduled for May 21 to take action on the Faculty Compensation Policy and the 
Academic Misconduct Policy and encouraged their attendance. 

Professor Scott took the opportuntiy to thank all committee chairs, committee members, senators, and others, especially 
students, who have devoted many hours of service to the Senate and University this year. With pleasure, he also introduced his 
successor, Professor Mario Bognanno, newly-elected chair of the Consultative Committee and Professor Judith Garrard, new
elected vice-chair. 

IX. QUESTIONS TO THE PRESIDENT 
Several questions regarding campus security were received and President Hasselmo called on Mr. Paul Tschida, Assis

tant Vice President for Campus Health and Safety, to provide responses. 
The questions, Mr. Tschida said, related to cultural sensitivity within the University Police Department and the administra

tion's control over personnel assignments. Mr. Tschida emphasized the Police Department's commitment to multi-cultural un
derstanding and diversity and said sensitivity training is now provided to all its officers. With regard to the administration's 
control over personnel assignments, he said, there is limited involvement because the Police Department must follow guideli
nes outlined in the Teamsters bargaining unit contract. 

X. PHYSICAL PLANT AND SPACE ALLOCATION SUBCOMMITTEE 
Annual Report, 1991-92 

The Physical Plant and Space Allocation Subcommittee (PPSA) met once each month during an academic year marked by 
fiscal crisis, reduction in physical plant personnel and services and a total reorganization of the physical plant and planning divi
sions. The new organization became known as Facilities Management. This made the subcommittee's agenda a dynamic one 
and as a result the following topics were explored and actively responded to by all members: 

• An update on UBEEP activities and conservation payback was given to the subcommittee. Strong support for UBEEP efforts 
was noted, particularly as the University moves toward new heating and cooling systems. 

• The activities and organizational structure of the new Facilities Management was reviewed and members critiqued the organi
zational chart. Facilities Management is now producing an internal and external newsletter to keep customers and employees 
apprised of services and contact people. These newsletters as well as a video on deferred maintenance were produced with 
input from the subcommittee. 

• Some members of the subcommittee served on the Steam Plant Advisory Committee in order to provide analysis and insight 
on the steam provider contract process. This process was continually reported back to the subcommittee. 

• A report on the new office of Campus Master Planning was received. 

• Discussion and analysis of the subcommittee's name and charge was conducted. A new name and status is pending. 

• Close connection with the Finance & Planning Committee was maintained through 3 joint meetings. The subcommittee also 
met jointly with other committees as appropriate. 

XI. OLD BUSINESS 
NONE 

XII. NEW BUSINESS 
NONE 
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XIII. TRIBUTE TO DECEASED MEMBERS OF THE 
UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY 

FACUL TV MEMBERS 

Richard A. Abell 
1931-1992 

Dick Abell possessed the most important quality forteaching ... an unbridled enthusiasm for students and for his subject mat
ter. It was Dick's flexibility that made him nearly unflappable. In fact, if anything ever bothered Dick in teaching, it was probably the 
occasional student who didn't seem as excited about the project as Dick was. 

In his studios, ideas came out of his head as quickly as his students could absorb them from the four or five carousels of 
slides he'd flash through in 10 minutes just to stimulate their imagination. His classrooms were a frenzy of creative activity where 
generations of students produced objects of beauty out of surroundings that could only be described as chaotic. 

Despite all the changes and challenges he saw in his years at the University, Dick had an irrepressible optimism, humor, and 
playfulness. Whether discussing block-printing, silkscreening, or the curriculum, that playful quality-and his genius for examin
ing everything upside down and backwards-caused him to see things in entirely new ways. 

Dick quite literally spent himself on others and on the University. He freely gave away ideas, he gave encouragement, and 
enthusiasm. He gave his opinions even when they fell on deaf ears. He also gave a genuine affection to the Department that was 
so very much a part of his life. In the early days particularly, unencumbered by later health problems, he helped build the Depart
ment's reputation through his innovative and visible creative outreach in the crafts community and at the State Fair. 

Dick continued to give what he could until the very end. One uneventful day, during what was to be his last quarter at the 
University, he went around like an out-of-season Santa, gleefully distributing little presents to his colleagues. So typical of Dick, 
he'd thought about the presents a lot. From toy stores and book stores, he'd carefully selected each one to delight the recipient. 
These little gifts were surely Dick's way of saying, "follow your heart and do what you really love doing." 

Dick Abell loved what he was doing, and taught us that part of the creative process was "coloring outside the lines." During 
his 32 years at the University, he often strayed beyond the lines, and encouraged his colleagues to do the same. 

ROBERT HOLMES BECK 
1918-1991 

Robert Holmes Beck, Regents' Professor Emeritus of History and Philosophy of Education, died in Minneapolis on Decem
ber 31, 1991 at the age of 73. A memorial service was held by the University on January 10, 1992. He is survived by his second 
wife, Corrie, and his three children: Roger, Peggy, and Carl. 

Robert Beck was born in New York and grew up in Bridgeport, Connecticut. He received his A.B. (cum laude) from Harvard 
in 1939 and his Ph.D. from Yale in 1942. After an instructorship of one year at the University of Rochester, New York, he joined 
the U.S. Army in 1943 and served in France, Austria, and Germany. After his discharge in 1946 he became chairman of the 
Department of Education at the University of Kansas City, Missouri. In the fall of 1947 he joined the University of Minnesota and 
became a full professor in 1950. 

Robert Beck had a wide range of professional interests: philosophy, progressive education, history of ideas, education in 
classical antiquity and Renaissance Italy, comparative education, and vocational education as a part of liberal education. Bring
ing these different subjects together, linking themes and people not often linked, was his specialty. 

Robert Beck was active in several professional societies. He was a president of the Philosophy of Education Society and of 
the Society of Professors of Education; he was a member of the Executive Committee of the History of Education Society and of 
the American Education Studies Association. He was twice president of the University of Minnesota AAUP. 

Robert Beck spent 1955-56 in the Netherlands under a State Department Fulbright Award to Study European educational 
systems. In 1959 he was a Fellow of Hebrew University in Jerusalem, Israel, for three months. One of his books, Change and 
Harmonization in European Education, was the result of research done during a year in France 1966-67. As a member of a group 
of professors of the University of Minnesota, he went to the USSR in 1958, 1968, and 1978, and to China in 1976. His interest in 
polytechnical education took him to East Germany in 1984. In 1985 he studied the education of immigrant children in Israel. In 
1990 he lectured at a two-week seminar on the integration of European education at the University of Salamanca, Spain. 

Robert Beck wrote easily and well. In addition to more than fifty monographs, essays, and articles, he wrote, co-wrote, or 
edited several books. They include Curriculum in the Modern Elementary School, The Three R's Plus, A Social History of Edu
cation, and Aeschylus: Playwright Educator. The last-mentioned work was regarded by Robert Beck himself as his most impor
tant, together with his works on Homer and Plato. At the occasion of the 75th anniversary of the College of Education in 1980, 
Robert Beck was asked to write a history of the college. This book, Beyond Pedagoqy, is not only the history of an institution, but 
also a history of ideas. 

Robert Beck said once: "Scholarship and teaching are not separate activities as far as I am concerned- one keeps the other 
alive." With his quick wit and disciplined mind, he was a gifted and inspiring teacher, who was able to put complex ideas into 
simple and direct language. He also was a wise and reassuring advisor, always accessible but never compromising on academic 
standards. More than thirty students chose him as their doctoral advisor. 

Robert Beck loved the University. As a member of the academic community, he was deeply committed to its well-being. He 
regarded service-both to the University and the community-as a responsibility and a privilege. Since everyone knew that "Bob 
Beck" would serve cheerfully and wisely, he was appointed to many key committees on campus. A committee he himself re
garded as especially important was the Regents' Professor Nominating Committee, which he chaired for many years. About this 
function President Hasselmo said at Robert Beck's memorial service: "It gave me great comfort as I received the important nom
inations to know that Bob was there." 

In 1976 Robert Beck was nominated a Regents,' Professor, the highest honor the University can confer on a faculty 
member. 
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In 1989 Robert Beck officially retired. Still, he continued to teach some classes and remained active within the National 
Center for Research in Vocational Education, for which he wrote several papers. In 1991 he chaired the search committee for a 
new dean of the College of Education. In December 1991, ten days before he entered the hospital to undergo brain surgery, he 
participated in a re-enactment of the famous debate between the educators Dewey and Snedden at the meeting of the American 
Vocational Association in Los Angeles and spoke at the retirement reception of a colleague and former student. 

As a human being, Robert Beck will be remembered especially for his graciousness, his generosity of spirit, and his gentle 
sense of humor. 

EDWARD M. COPELAND 
1925-1992 

Professor Edward M. Copeland, Professor Emeritus of Japanese, died from a stroke on Friday, April17, 1992, at the St. 
Paul-Ramsey Medical Center. Professor Copeland had just retired in December, 1991, and was still advising graduate students 
on a voluntary basis at the time of his death. Professor Copeland's graduate students wrote of him: 

Professor Copeland's warmth, compassion, and dedication to teaching helped to create in our department a conge
nial and supportive atmosphere from which we have all benefited, and in which we take pride. With characteristic 
generosity, Professor Copeland had continued to serve as adviser to many of us after his retirement in December. 
We are all deeply grieved by this loss. 

Professor Copeland first came to the University of Minnesota in the fall quarter of 1957. Ever since his arrival, he had played 
a major role in the University's East Asian Studies Program, particularly in Japanese literature and art. From 1968 to 1972, he 
served as the chair, first of the Department of East and South Asian Languages, then of the independent Department of East 
Asian Languages. In 1990, he was called on again to serve as the chair of the department as part of the newly constituted Institute 
of Languages and Literatures. Professor Copeland is survived by his widow Denise and two sons, Daniel and David. 

PAUL H. LOBER 
1919-1992 

Paul Hallam Lober was born in Minneapolis, MN on September 25, 1919. He grew up in Minneapolis attending West High 
School, St. Olaf College and the University of Minnesota. He received the M.D. degree from the University of Minnesota in 1944, 
ranking second in his class. He interned at Minneapolis (now Hennepin County) General Hospital and followed this with two 
years of residency training in internal medicine at General Hospital under the late George Fahr. In 1948, after three years of 
military service, he began three years of residency in pathology at the University of Minnesota under Professors E.T. Beli, James 
Dawson and Robert Hebbel. During this time he also completed graduate study in pathology and was awarded the Ph.D. degree 
in 1952. His thesis topic was a study of the anatomical variation in coronary artery distribution to the heart muscle, a study which 
has become a classic in the field. He joined the faculty in the Department of Pathology in 1951 and became Professor in 1967. He 
became Director of Surgical Pathology at University Hospitals in 1968. He almost single-handedly ran this complex and impor
tant unit in an exceedingly competent manner between 1968 and 1974, when he decided to accept a position as pathologist at 
Abbott Northwestern Hospital in Minneapolis. 

During his years as staff pathologist at Abbott-Northwestern Hospital, Dr. Lober continued to work diligently as a surgical 
pathologist. He was always willing to assist in the interpretation of challenging cases, and became for his grateful colleagues a 
reliable and most appreciated resource. In addition, he continued to train surgical pathology residents and was a major contribu
tor to the development of the surgical pathology residency rotation at Abbott Northwestern Hospital. 

Paul Lober was a quiet unassuming person of kindly disposition. He was a devoted and hard-working faculty member, who 
took all his faculty responsibilities very seriously. It can be said that Dr. Lober truly loved the practice of surgical pathology. An 
entire generation of pathology residents have benefited by his example of devotion to his chosen profession and by his patient 
and careful instruction. 

Dr. Lober retired from active practice in 1990. He will be greatly missed by his family, colleagues, and friends. 

HIDE SHOHARA 
1894-1992 

Hide Shohara, Hill Distinguished Professor of Japanese in the Department of East Asian Languages in 1965-1966 and Vis
iting Professor from 1967 to 1984, began her nineteen-year teaching career at the University of Minnesota after completing a full 
and distinguished career at the University of Michigan where she taught courses in Japanese and Linguistics. After a degree in 
English and Liberal Arts at Tsuda College in Tokyo in 1915, she added a second B.A. degree "with distinction" in English and 
Western Languages at the University of Michigan and went on at the same institution for an M.A. in 1927 in English and General 
Linguistics, and finally a Ph.D. in 1932 in General Linguistics. Her dissertation title was "The Genesis of Speech Articulation." 
Between 1923 and 1928 she held the Levi Barbour Scholarship. She was one of the first women in the United States to receive 
an advanced degree in General Linguistics and was an active contributor to this rapidly growing field, with articles on speech 
movements, articulation, and problems of speech pathology, such as malocclusion and stuttering. She pioneered studies in 
sound spectography and other aspects of applied linguistics, especially as they affected the teaching of Japanese to Americans, 
an especially heavy burden placed on her during the Second World War, between 1941 and 1945 when she directed several 
Japanese language Programs for the U.S. government. 

While much of her professional career was occupied with Japanese language instruction and the production of textbooks, 
she continued through her life to address other linguistically relevant matters, as is evident in books where she collaborated with 
other scholars, such Some Biological Factors Involved in Coptic Sound-changes, appended to W.H.Iorre's Coptic Sounds, 
University of Michigan Studies, Humanistic Series 27, 1934. There is also the delightfully illustrated Japanese Botany During the 
Period of Woodblock Printing (Dawson's Book Shop, California, 1961) on which she collaborated with Harley H. Bartlet. 
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Through her long and fruitful career she nurtured and supervised the advanced degrees of many scholars who subse
quently played major roles in the development of Japanese studies in the United States, having served on over twenty-five doc
toral committees in Japanese language and Literature, Linguistics, Speech Sciences, Applied Linguistics Education, and 
Psychology. 

Soon after her second retirement in 1984 at the age of ninety, she suffered a severe stroke which required hospital and 
nursing home care. Very quietly on April4, 1992, at the Walker Methodist Health Care Center she passed away. She is survived 
by her sister-in-law, Matsuko Shohara of Tokyo, by nephews and nieces in Japan, and by her many students. 

CARL. E. VORHES 
1925-1992 

Dr. Carl E. Vorhes, assistant professor of family practice and community health at the Medical School, University of Minne
sota died on February 3, 1992, at the age of 66. He is survived by his wife, Chris, two daughters, Anna Sandberg and Louise 
Vorhes Gripp, and sons, Frank Vorhes, Joel Vorhes and Martin Vorhes. He was born in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. He attented Duke 
University, St. Olaf College and graduated from the University of Iowa Medical School in 1951. He completed an internship at St. 
Louis City Hospital in 1952. During World War II he served as deck officer aboard the heavy cruiser, USS Boston. 

Dr. Vorhes came to the University of Minnesota from a private medical practice in Sheldon, Iowa in 1977. He served as 
associate director, then as director of the Affiliated Community Hospitals Residency Program in Family Practice and Community 
Health at the North Memorial Hospital site. He later served as medical director of the University Affiliated Family Physicians and 
chaired the Scholastic Standing Committee and Quality Assurance Subcommittee. Dr. Vorhes was an excellent physician, diag
nostician and clinical teacher. He will be greatly missed by his former students, clinic staff, faculty colleagues and family and 
friends. 

XIV ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:30p.m. 
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1991-92 STUDENT SENATE MINUTES 
MAY14, 1992 

No.4 

The fourth meeting of the Student Senate for 1991-92 was convened in 25 Law Building, Minneapolis campus, on Thursday, 
May 14, 1992, at 1:00 p.m. Coordinate campuses were linked by telephone. Checking or signing the roll as present were 41 
voting student members. Tom Lopez presided. 

I. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
APPROVED 

II. REPORT BY STUDENT SENATE CHAIR 
Mr. Tom Lopez reported that the election of the 1992-93 Student Senate Chair will be delayed until the first Student Senate 

meeting fall quarter and that he will continue as chair until that time. 

Ill. REPORT BY LISA NOPONEN 
Ms. Usa Noponen, Student Legislative Director, reported that in addition to budget-related issues, the following were ac

complished at the Legislature this year: 1) The Higher Education Coordinating Board will be continuing its membership in the 
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE)-the organization responsible for discussing common higher 
education issues with surrounding states (e.g. reciprocity, transferring credits, etc.). 2) The Legislature fully funded the Minne
sota State Grant Program. 3) Students taking 6-7 credits will now be eligible to participate in the MN State Grant Program. 

One of Ms. Noponen's goals this year was to convey to Legislators that students are acting responsibly and taking their 
education seriously. She often heard complaints that many students are taking more than four years to graduate and she as
sured Legislators it is not due to irresponsible behavior, but more often because of financial constraints. In closing, Ms. 
Noponen encouraged SLAG to hire the Legislative Director earlier in the fall next year to allow ample preparation for the legisla
tive session. 

IV. REPORT FROM STUDENT SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
Ms. Christine VeLure, Chair of the Student Consultative Committee (SSCC), reported that SSCC is currently reviewing the 

following: 1) whether a separate Student Senate Constitution should be developed; 2) expanding student membership on a 
number of committees; 3) the proposed Teaching Evaluation Policy; and 4) how to transfer the Waseca student seat on the 
SSCC upon closing to the campus. 

V. OLD BUSINESS 
NONE 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 
Ms. Denise Tolbert, member of the Student Senate Consultative Committee (SSCC), brought up the matter of how the 

Waseca seat on the SSCC should be allocated with the closing of the Waseca campus in June. There has been considerable 
difference of opinion on this issue, she said, and in order to avoid the possibility of losing the seat, she hoped student senators 
could be united when the issue is brought before the full Senate later in the day. She said SSCC has approved a resolution that 
would transfer the seat to the Twin Cities campus because it has the largest student population. If approved, a decision would 
be made at a later date as to which Twin Cities student constituency would receive the seat. 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 1:45 p.m. 

APPENDIX A 

ATTENDANCE OF MEMBERS, 1991-92 
The University Senate met four times during 1991-92. 

(fm =forfeiture of membership for nonattendance) 

FACULTY 
Adams, John 
Albertson, Vernon 
Albrecht, Lisa 
Anderson, Gary 
Arendt, Elizabeth (resigned 1/92} 
Aroskar, Mila 
Arvey, Richard 
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Attended 
2 
4 
4 
4 
0 
1 
3 
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Notified Clerk of 
Nonattendance or 
Alternate attended 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
0 



FACULTY 
Bache, Robert 
Bailey, Fredric 
Baldwin, Guy 
Banerjee, Subir 
Banker, Rajiv 
Barbara, Paul 
Bauer, Jean 
Baxter, John 
Befort, Stephen 
Berman, Hyman 
Bitterman, Peter 
Bland, Carole 
Bloom, Paul 
Bodley, James (apptd. 11/91) 
Bomash, William 
Boss, Pauline 
Brunning, Richard 
Buchwald, Henry 
Burk, Thomas 
Canafax, Daniel 
Cardozo, Richard 
Carr, Robert 
Carter, Clarence 
Cerra,"Frank 
Charvat, Iris 
Cheng, H. H. 
Chervany, Norman 
Clayton, Thomas 
Grisham, Patricia 
Cunningham, William 
Davison, Mark 
Delattre, Roland 
Delaney, John 
Downing, bruce 
Duin, Ann 
Dykstra, Robert 
Egan, Ellen 
Eissenberg, Richard 
Feeney, Daniel 
Feigal, Robert 
Ferrieri, Patricia 
Foreman, Gertrude 
Franciosi, Alfanso 
Frohrib, Darrel 
Geisser, Seymour 
Gilanshah, Farah 
Gray, Virginia 
Gremmels, James 
Hafferty, Frederic 
Halley, J. Woods 
Hamilton, David 
Hancher, Michael (apptd. 2/92) 
Hansen, Leslie 
Hicks, Dale 
Holder, Bobby 
Hoover, Emily 
House, James 
Hughes, Jack 
Humphreys, Roberta 
lmholte, Jack 
Jain, Naresh 
Johnson, Carol 
Johnson, Fred 
Jordan, Peter 
Kac, Michael 
Kagan, Alan 
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Attended 
3 
3 
4 
2 
3 
2 
4 
3 
3 
4 
2 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
4 
4 
2 
3 
3 
0 
4 
2 
2 
3 
4 
3 
4 
0 
0 
4 
2 
2 
4 
4 
3 
2 
2 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
2 
1 
3 
4 
1 
3 
3 
2 
4 
2 
4 
3 
4 
4 
1 
3 
2 

Notified Clerk of 
Nonattendance or 
Alternate attended 

1 
0 
0 
2 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
2 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
3 
0 
0 
2 
1 
0 
0 
1 
1 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
3 
0 
1 
2 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 



FACULTY 
Kain, Richard 
Kanee, Stephen 
Kaveh, Mostafa 
Kegler, Stanley 
Keierleber, Dannie 
Kersye, John 
King, Jean A. 
King, Richard 
Kobluk, Calvin 
Kroll, Becky 
Larsen, Phil 
Laslett, Barbara 
Le, Chap 
Lehmberg, Stanford 
Light, Paul 
Lipowitz, Alan 
Liu, Benjamin 
Liu, Hung-Wen 
Malmberg, John 
Marauyama, Geoffrey 
McGinnis, Barbara 
Messer-Davidow, Ellen 
Miller, Carol 
Miller, Frank 
Moiler, James 
Montgomery, Jean 
Moon, Roger 
Munholland, John K. 
Murphy, Paul 
Myers, Kenneth 
Nagaraja, K. V. 
Nassauer, Joan 
Nelsestuen, Gary 
Newell, Kathleen 
Newstrand, Lois 
Oegema, Theodore 
Oehlert, Gary 
Olson, David 
Penrod, Steven 
Perry, Cheryl 
Quie, Paul 
Rasmusson, Donald 
Richter, Wayne 
Robertson, Paul 
Rohrer, Richard 
Roth, Marty 
Scheman, Naomi 
Selzler, Bernard 
Shapiro, Alan 
Shapiro, Burton 
Shier, Thomas 
Shiveley, W. Phillips 
Siegel, Gerald 
Simmons, Michael 
Skaggs, Richard (resigned 2/92) 
Skinner, Gail 
Smalley, Jared 
Soulen, Thomas 
Spring, W. Donald 
Stavrow, Theophanis 
Stein, Marvin 
Steffes, Michael 
Stelson, Kim 
Stuthman, Deon 
Sutton, Vern 
Thompson, Theodore 
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3 
3 
4 
1 
3 
1 
2 
2 
2 
4 
2 
4 
2 
4 
0 
2 
2 
3 
4 
4 
4 
3 
2 
3 
1 
4 
3 
1 
3 
4 
3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
4 
2 
4 
3 
4 
3 
3 
0 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
4 
1 
1 
3 
1 
4 
2 
3 
2 
3 
2 
4 
4 

Notified Clerk of 
Nonattendance or 
Alternate attended 

1 
0 
0 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
3 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
3 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
1 
3 
0 
2 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 



FACULTY 
Towle, Howard 
Van Essendelft, William 
Vercelloti, Gregory 
Wallace, John 
Wangensteen, 0. Douglas 
Weckwerth, Vernon 
Weinberger, Hans 
Welch, Wayne 
Wharton, Keith 
White, James 
Wildung, David 
Williams, Carolyn 
Wirtschafter, Jonathan 
Wood, Frank 
Zimmerman, William 

FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITIEE 
Bognanno, Mario 
Deinard, Amos 
Garrard, Judith 
Holm, Paul 
Kerr, Norman 
L:ouis, Karen Seashore 
Scott, Thomas 
Striebel, Charlotte 
Van Alstine, James 
Zimmerman, Shirley 

STUDENTS 
Binstock, Aaron 
Brady, David 
Bussert, David 
Calpas, J. Dean 
Capetz, Martin 
Cross, Blaine 
Ditty, Linda 
Eastman, Deborah 
Frovik, Sara (apptd. 11/91) 
Frankovich, Stacy 
Gjerstad, Kurt 
Glenn, Christopher 
Goel, Love 
Harrold, Julie 
Herman, Paula 
Hess, Paul 
Holtz, Doug 
Hoppenrath, Terry 
Jacobson, Robert 
Jensen, Eric 
Katz, Alexander 
Kowalski, Kim 
Lambright, Susan (fm 4/92) 
Lee, Peter (fm 4/92) 
Mackenthun, Alan (fm 4/92) 
Manrussa, Tabitha (fm 4/92) 
McGregor, Leslie (fm 4/92) 
McPhail, Michael (fm 3/92) 
Mortenson, Jim (fm 4/92) 
Mueller, Lori (fm 4/92) 
Ness, David 
Nisen, Aric 
Odell, Kim 
Olson, Kristine 
Paulose, Rachel 
Pedersen, Diane 
Peterson, Kristina (fm 4/92) 

69 

Attended 
3 
3 
2 
0 
2 
4 
3 
0 
4 
4 
4 
1 
3 
3 
3 

2 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 

3 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
1 
4 
2 
3 
3 
4 
3 
4 
1 
4 
1 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
2 
0 
4 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
0 

Notified Clerk of 
Nonattendance or 
Alternate attended 

1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
1 
3 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
1 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



STUDENTS 
Pham, Cindy 
Pham, Sandy 
Pierce, Rhonda 
Sage, Adora 
Sauter, Carrie (fm 4/92) 
Schmechel, Steve 
Schmid, Andrew 
Schmidt, Brent 
Schroeder, Tami 
Sinha, Sanjiv (resigned 2/92) 
Stai, Sarah (resigned 2/92) 
Steen, Jon 
Steward, Nora (fm 4/92) 
Stradle, Eric 
Strauss, Eric 
Thornley, David 
Todd, Trisha 
Van Drasek, Barbara 
Warweg, Chris 
Whitcomb, Deborah 
Williams, Laurel (fm 4/92) 
Wolf, Tim 
Yankton, Lisa 

STUDENT CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
Arcand, James 
Eloundou, Denise 
Handberg, Michael 
Hodgson, Jamie (apptd. 3/92) 
Lee, David 
Lopez, Tom 
Regnier, Lous 
Tolbert, Denise 
Tunheim, Aaron (resigned 2/92) 
Velure, Charistine 
Winker, Jeffrey 
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Nonattendance or 
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0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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0 
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0 
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