
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, October 16, 2013 

2:00 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Alon McCormick (chair), Gifty Amarteifio, Michael Anderson, Erich Beckert, Karla 

Hemesath (for Barbara Brandt), Thomas Brothen, Lee-Ann Breuch, Elaine Darst, 
Charlene Ellingson, Gayle Golden, Janine Grebin, (Melissa Anderson for) Sally 
Gregory Kohlstedt, Keith Mayes, Robert McMaster, Nic McPhee, Kristen Nelson, 
Moshe Volovik, Susan Wick 

 
Absent: Nicola Alexander, Timothy Gearns 
 
Guests: Associate Dean Carol Chomsky (Law School); Vice Provost Arlene Carney, Ole 

Gram (Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs), Tom Dohm 
(Office of Measurement Services), David Langley (Center for Teaching and Learning) 

 
Other: Suzanne Bardouche, Leslie Schiff (Office of Undergraduate Education), Tina Falkner 

(Academic Support Resources); Vicki Field (Office of the Vice Provost and Dean of 
Graduate Education) 

 
[In these minutes:  (1) update on public engagement; (2) change in Law School grading; (3) revision 
of the student-rating-of-teaching form; (4) interdisciplinary teaching] 
 
 
1. Update on Public Engagement 
 
 Professor McCormick convened the meeting at 2:00 and turned to Professor Nelson for an 
update on public engagement issues. 
 
 Professor Nelson reminded the Committee that it had designated her as its representative to 
the Public Engagement Council (PEC) and said she would provide a brief update today; she and 
Associate Vice President (for Public Engagement) Furco will be joining the Committee later with 
proposals. 
 
 The PEC is addressing two issues.  One is that students seek courses with a public-
engagement element, so there is need for a way to find out which courses include such an element and 
a way to identify them for students.  This Committee recommended using an attribute (a small letter 
after the course number); the Registrar believes that can easily be accomplished and will allow 
students to sort for or identify public-engagement courses.  They will bring a proposal and ask the 
Committee for feedback.  This will not be like a W attached to a course, Dr. Schiff explained; it will 
be like liberal-education courses, where one can search for courses but one would not know by the 
course number whether or not it contained a public-engagement element.  She also noted that 'ce' as 
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the community engagement attribute could be confusing with the Liberal Education theme for civic 
engagement and suggested considering another set of letters. 
 
 In terms of approval process, they would not propose to replicate the liberal-education 
process, Professor Nelson said, and would not require approval.  The process will encourage faculty 
members and stimulate interest in public engagement, at least for now.  How public engagement is 
incorporated in a course is a topic that the Committee can return to later, if it seems necessary to do so. 
 
 Professor Mayes inquired how public engagement is defined (by the faculty member or by the 
PEC?), and how it is different from service learning.  Public engagement must be part of the course 
and identifiable in the learning outcomes, Professor Nelson said, and these questions will be part of the 
discussion with the Committee later in the semester.  There are FAQs in preparation about the 
difference between service learning and public engagement and a list of the types of public 
engagement; there will be no check on a faculty member (although there might be over the longer 
term, to inquire if the faculty member is still including a public-engagement component in a course).  
She said she would also leave to the discussion with Dr. Furco the difference between public 
engagement and community engagement.  In response to a query from Ms. Golden about putting 
students in professional settings as part of their education, Professor Nelson said that could count as 
public engagement as a clinical experience. 
 
2. Change in Law School Grading 
 
 Professor McCormick welcomed Associate Dean Chomsky, who explained that the 
administrative policy on grading and transcripts exempts the Law School (and Medical School) from 
the standard grading rules but requires that they report to this Committee on any changes in their 
grading systems.  The Law School has made a change so she is appearing before the Committee to 
report on it. 
 
 Before this year, the Law School had two grading schemes in general, A-F and Pass-Fail, and 
for their first year legal writing courses the grades were Pass-Fail-Honors.  The legal writing course 
for first year students is a unified program, but the small sections (10 students each) to which students 
are assigned are taught by adjunct faculty (practicing attorneys who each generally teach only one 
such section).  While it is possible to judge Pass and Honors grades consistently across those sections, 
it was judged not possible to be consistent with A-F grading over so many sections, so Pass-Fail-
Honors is used.   
 
 They have added a new first-year course, Law in Practice, in which the majority of the work is 
simulation by students who are evaluated by adjuncts.  The Pass-Fail-Honors system was used for the 
first two years the course was offered.  The problem that has arisen is that students can put in a 
noticeably minimal amount of work, less than they should, and still perform well enough to pass while 
performing at a substantially lower level than other peers also receiving a Pass.  The director of the 
Law in Practice program asked to add a Low Pass grade:  the student does not fail but the Low Pass 
indicates they skirted the bottom.   The thought was that the adoption of the Low Pass would improve 
everyone's performance.  It may be that no Low Pass grades are given, but the availability of the grade 
motivates better work.  The faculty decided, when considering the option, that it would be a good idea 
to be consistent across the curriculum so that most courses previously graded on a Pass-Fail basis 
would move to the Pass-Fail-Honors-Low Pass system.  At the same time, activities where a law 
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student receives credit without faculty evaluation (mostly participation on law journals) will receive a 
Satisfactory or No Credit grade.  That is a grading scheme not previously used in the Law School 
though used elsewhere in the University.  The Law School's educational policy committee will control 
which courses fall into which category (P-F-H-LP or S-NC), Dean Chomsky concluded. 
 
 In response to various questions, Dean Chomsky said that there are very few Pass-Fail (now 
Pass-Fail-Honors-Low Pass) courses; the Pass-Fail grades do not count in the GPA; a Pass is 
identified as at least adequate performance, a Low Pass is described as minimally acceptable 
performance, and Honors is described as excellent performance. They leave it to faculty to explain in 
their courses what kind of performance is required to succeed.  She also explained that there is a 
mandated curve in first year courses and they are considering imposing mandated curves in larger 
upper level courses as well, in reaction to grade inflation concerns, something that has been talked 
about at the University as well. 
 
 Professor McCormick thanked Dean Chomsky for her report. 
 
3. Revision of the Student-Rating-of-Teaching Form 
 
 Professor McCormick next introduced discussion of proposed changes in the Student-Rating-
of-Teaching (SRT) form.  Various aspects of the policy on student evaluation of instruction have come 
up in discussions the last few years, and last spring the question of doing a more comprehensive 
review arose; the Committee has also made recommendations to Vice Provost McMaster about the 
student-release data. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney introduced Dr. Dohm, Director of the Office of Measurement Services, 
Dr. Gram, Assistant Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs, and Dr. Langley, Director of the 
Center for Teaching and Learning.  As a group, they looked at changes in the SRT form, and while the 
proposal is being discussed at this Committee, it comes out of her office because the policy affects 
faculty and staff.  The SRT data are the principal source of information about teaching as faculty 
members are evaluated for promotions, tenure, and decisions about merit.  They concluded that they 
wished to preserve the six core questions but also wanted to make more data available to students. 
They took into account the conversation that this Committee (SCEP) had last year with the General 
Counsel's office about what can be public and what must remain private (under Minnesota law).  The 
goal was to retain the six core questions and questions that relate to students so that the faculty would 
be happy, students would receive more information, and the overlap between the student-release and 
core questions would be reduced.    
 
 Dr. Langley presented a draft revision of the form, between the * * *: 
 
* * * 
 
Overview of a proposed revision: 

• Make the results of six items from the revised SRT available to students [not the six core 
items used in personnel decisions] 

• Retain six core items from the current SRT; add seven additional items 
• Incorporate, as far as possible, questions similar to those in the Student Release Survey 
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• Eliminate the Student Release Survey and release a subset of SRT results for all courses and 
instead identify a subset of SRT results that can be released to students without violating the 
Minnesota Data Practices Act. 

 
DRAFT of Revised SRT 

All new or revised items in bold 
Items marked by an asterisk may be released to students 

1 to 6 scale except where noted 
 
1. The instructor was well prepared for class. 
2. The instructor presented the subject matter clearly. 
3. The instructor provided feedback intended to improve my course performance. 
4. The instructor treated me with respect. 
5. *I have a deeper understanding of the subject matter as a result of this course. 
6. *My interest in the subject matter was stimulated by this course. 
7. The instructor actively engaged me in learning the content. 
8. *Instructional technology employed in this course was used effectively (1 2 3 4 5 6 NA) 
9. *The grading methods for this course were fair. 
10. The instructor set appropriately high standards for mastering the content. 
11. *The physical environment for this class enhanced my ability to learn the content. 
12. I would recommend this instructor to other students. 
13. *I would recommend this course to other students. 
 
 
WRITTEN COMMENTS SECTION 
 

• What did the instructor do that most helped your learning? 
 

• What suggestions do you have for improving this course? 
 

New SRT Release Items 
Items from above that may be made publicly available and released to students (course related items): 
 

1. *I have a deeper understanding of the subject matter as a result of this course. 
2. *My interest in the subject matter was stimulated by this course. 
3. *Instructional technology employed in this course was used effectively (1 2 3 4 5 6 NA) 
4. *The grading methods for this course were fair. 
5. *The physical environment for this class enhanced my ability to learn the content. 
6. *I would recommend this course to other students. 

 
* * * 
  
 Dr. Langley also provided a more detailed description of the proposed changes; he and 
Committee members discussed the wording of a number of the questions.  Dr. Langley noted that the 
proposed new open-ended question is one that is widely used across the country and one that will 
provide more useful information than the current question. 
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 Dr. Carney highlighted the fact that the results compiled from the asterisked questions will be 
released to students and the process would be automatic; faculty members would not have to sign a 
release. 
 
 Vice Provost McMaster asked where the consultative process stands.  Dr. Gram explained that 
the proposal is a response to questions raised by this Committee, discussions with the General 
Counsel, and information presented to the Board of Regents.  It is a way to inform the Committee's 
discussions last year.  The Committee also recommended that Vice Provost McMaster discuss with the 
undergraduate associate deans ways to increase the number of faculty who release the student-release 
data, Professor McCormick recalled. 
 
 Dr. McMaster noted a resolution he had received from the Minnesota Student Association; he 
said he did talk with the associate deans about encouraging faculty to release the data; he said that 
given what he has seen today, his initiative and the MSA resolution are likely moot.  Dr. Carney said 
that even with an email reminder to every faculty member plus a link to the website to release the data, 
little was happening, so they concluded they were simply barking up the wrong tree and that the 
University needed to try something that was more automatic. 
 
 Committee members discussed question #7, which Dr. McMaster said he did not like because 
as a student, he would have had trouble interpreting it.  Not all classes rely on active-learning 
techniques, nor should they.  But he commended the guests for a great start.  Dr. Langley said they had 
used the term active engagement rather than active learning, and presumably all faculty members seek 
the former—which can include listening.  Ms. Ellingson agreed that the question was ambiguous and 
that it is not clear that students could provide accurate information.  Mr. Beckert endorsed #7 because 
it indicates whether the instructor tried to actively engage students.  Vice Provost McMaster observed 
that the extent of active engagement can vary with class size; it is more difficult to engage with 300 
students than with 25; the question will privilege certain courses. 
 
 Committee members also discussed question #11, which Dr. Carney observed may not be 
suitable for release to students only because where a class is located one semester may not be the same 
location the next semester.  The results, however, would provide information to departments.  
Professor Wick agreed and said it would also be useful for the instructor, those who schedule classes, 
and the Office of Classroom Management, but it is strange to put a burden on a course because of a 
bad room.  Ms. Ellingson noted that technology can be distracting because so many people bring their 
own—it is not just the room that is part of the environment.  Mr. Beckert commented that for all the 
times he has responded to that question, he has never understood what it is aiming at.  Ms. Amarteifio 
said that she would always say "no" to question #11. 
 
 Ms. Golden expressed reservations about question #9 and the term "fairness."  Who is doing 
the interpreting?  Do students share a notion of fairness?  Fairness is a charged term; it would be better 
to ask if the grading standards were clear.  Dr. Langley agreed and said that "reasonable" could be 
used but was also a charged term.  He pointed out that composing these questions is both an art and a 
science.  Mr. Volovik said he thought #9 the most valuable question and that asking if it was fair is a 
reasonable way to ask questions. 
 
 Professor Brothen said, apropos of #s 8 and 9, that while he recognized the idea is to get away 
from a focus on the instructor, in those cases the instructor is the active agent.  Dr. Carney commented 
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that no one would say that a faculty member should not receive tenure because they did not use 
technology in the classroom but she agreed that the passive voice gets around certain difficulties. 
 
 Mr. Volovik said that several of the current student-release questions are not included but that 
they should be.  He referred to the explanation of why the first three items were not included (in the 
handout from Dr. Langley): 
 

Item 1: Approximately how many hours per week do you spend working on homework, 
reading, and projects for this course? 
 
Issue: The item does not recognize the enormous individual differences across students in 
relation to their effort in any university course. The assumption is that there is a “main effect” 
of the course that influences students equally in terms of effort. In addition, it is not clear 
whether the response to this item represents something of value such as “there is little to no 
effort needed to be successful in this course” or “there is much one learns in this course, and 
the extra time spent on it is valuable”.  

 
Item 2: Compared to other course at this level, the amount I have learned in this course is (less 
to more). 
 
Issue: A focus on amount of learning is difficult to determine quantitatively across courses. 
Courses that have many terms and facts to be gained would seem to have an advantage over 
courses that work on topics in depth. No one knows the metric behind what is being examined, 
and it seems unreasonable to believe that students examine in detail all the courses they have 
taken in previous semesters and then weigh that against the current course along a metric of 
some kind. 

 
Item 3: Compared to other courses at this level, the difficulty of this course is (less to more). 
 
Issue: (All notions above on amount learned have their parallel in this item as well along the 
construct of difficulty. 

 
Ms. Amarteifio said that the earlier (current) version of the written comments question was 

useful.  ("What did the instructor do that most helped your learning?" instead of the proposed question:  
"What suggestions do you have for improving this course?")  Dr. Carney said that the written 
responses to the question "What could I have done to be a better learner?" indicated that some students 
were "angry" at the instructor and implied that if there were problems with learning, "it's your fault, 
you fix it."  The responses were bimodal, with some students indicating that they should have come to 
class, or read the book, or stayed awake in class, but some students offered very harsh responses.  Ms. 
Ellingson asked about the purpose of the question and said it is not obviously related to teaching and 
learning.  Some questions are related to student work habits, learning, and so on, and they apply also 
to faculty members.  Dr. Carney said that the nature and structure of the questions is driven by the 
Minnesota Government Data Practices Act, which provides that personnel data are private.  Students 
may want personnel data (as defined by the law), which the University cannot release, but it can 
release some information. 
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In response to several questions or comments on questions, Dr. Langley said that institutions 
have difficulty with wording every SRT form that exists, and there is often a "lighting rod" word in 
questions.  If the questions are too "vanilla," they don't elicit focused responses.  He assured the 
Committee that they had had a great deal of discussion about every question on the form. 

 
Professor Mayes said that the form and the discussion are about rooting out bad teachers; 

students shop for courses, often by word of mouth.  Is this student-driven or administration-driven?  
Dr. Langley commented that it is an interesting question how students choose courses.  Often it is by 
word of mouth, he agreed, but also time of day, for example.  There is a lot of interest in the student-
release data but there is no information that providing them would move the dial, if it would have an 
effect.  The student members of the Committee all indicated the information would be very useful; Mr. 
Becker commented that he and many students go to RateMyProfessor. com to get information.  The 
information would be especially helpful if it were on the course-search page, Ms. Amarteifio said. 

 
Dr. Dohm said that they tried to strike a balance between student needs and the rights of the 

faculty.  The asterisked questions provide data that can be released.  If the University is a research 
university, data-driven, what data is it providing for promotion and tenure and to students?  If it is not 
providing valid data to students, they will use other less-reliable sources. 

 
Vice Provost Carney responded to Professor Mayes.  This proposal has nothing to do with the 

administration; it has to do with faculty and departments making decision about promotion and tenure.  
The data from the SRT forms are also used by probationary faculty members to look at themselves, 
and they are used by faculty in the departments.  This is a faculty-driven matter.  She only sees the 
summation; the SRT forms have nothing to do with central administration; she simply implements the 
policy that this Committee and the Faculty Senate adopt. 

 
Professor Wick suggested that language be added to the form informing students that the 

results are used to assess teaching and learning. 
 
Mr. Volovik urged that as many of the student-release questions as possible be used, even 

though the results may not be useful for the promotion-and-tenure process.  They are important for 
students.  #9 includes information students want to know.  Ms. Ellingson asked if the University really 
wants students to think about their experience here in terms of grades and time spent on a course, 
rather than how much they have learned and the person they are becoming.  She did not agree about 
the worthiness of some of the current student-release questions.   

 
Professor Brothen said that increased use of peer evaluation would provide a lot more 

information about the improvement of instruction than students checking a box on a form.  There is 
considerable unreliability in these devices, and while student opinions should be sought, the most 
important improvements in teaching will come from peer review.  Dr. Langley noted that Vice Provost 
Carney had charged a group to develop a suggested peer-review process; that document still exists and 
Dr. Carney encourages its use.   

 
Dr. Carney said there is a huge amount of data to provide to faculty in departments.  There are 

over one million responses for the core items on the SRT forms which can be analyzed by disciplinary 
area, class size, rank and category of instructor, and so on.  What is astonishing about the data is that 
they are so positive; this is really a "good news" story, and it is useful to have the data as a benchmark.  
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If a faculty member is lower on one of the items, that person will probably be an outlier.  The data are 
useful for faculty to evaluate how they stand vis-à-vis other faculty.  There will never be a perfect 
answer for students unless all of the data are released, but doing so would violate state law. 

 
Professor McCormick asked if the form is revised, could it be available to be completed 

electronically and longitudinally.  Dr. Dohm said that his office is piloting new SRT software that has 
the potential to put the entire University on an electronic form.  But electronic forms have lower 
response rates, he pointed out.  Dr. Carney said when the forms are completely online, not 
administered in classes, the response rate is 20-25% lower than in-class paper responses.  The idea is 
that students go back to their residence hall or apartment and evaluate 4-5 classes, but they sometimes 
say later that they gave the wrong evaluation to a course—and once back in their residence, there are 
many things more attractive to students than sitting down to fill out class evaluations.  Dr. Dohm 
added that it is a myth that the electronic evaluations are cheaper than paper forms; moreover, the 
latter are all scanned and turned into electronic forms that can be merged with other faculty personnel 
files. 

 
Dr. Carney said, in response to a question about SRT forms for online courses from Dr. 

Anderson, that it is a good question but that she would not favor adding questions for online courses to 
the standard SRT from because it would only be confusing.  Dr. Gram said that this proposed form 
could be adapted to online courses; the proposal represents a response to governance committee 
discussions. 

 
Mr. Becker inquired about an opt-out system.  Vice Provost Carney said that the General 

Counsel had advised that it would not be legally permissible. 
 
Professor McCormick thanked Drs. Carney, Dohm, Gram, and Langley for presenting the 

proposal to the Committee.  He said he looked forward to the proposal coming back for action 
(recommendation to the Faculty Consultative Committee for the Faculty Senate) in the near future. 
 
4. Interdisciplinary Teaching 
 
 Professor McCormick noted that the Faculty Consultative Committee brought to the October 
Faculty Senate meeting the topic of interdisciplinary teaching and research for discussion.  He 
provided and reviewed the notes from the Faculty Senate discussion.  There may be policy, practice, 
and consultative issues that the Committee may wish to weigh in on, he said, and asked Committee 
members if they wished the issues brought to them. 
 
 Professor Mayes asked if there had been any discussion of constraints on interdisciplinary 
teaching at the unit level.  In his college, there is a 2-2 teaching load, and a faculty member might give 
up teaching a large course to do an interdisciplinary seminar, but that would create a burden for a 
department.  What is the tradeoff?  There are significant impediments to interdisciplinary teaching 
within and across colleges. 
 
 Professor Nelson said that if interdisciplinarity is embedded in new hires, departments can 
create new requirements and it would be possible to create a pool of funds to buy out a faculty 
member's time to teach an interdisciplinary course (although departments are often not interested in 
them).  Professor McCormick said the lack of a policy that guides how co-teaching is recognized and 
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how credits are awarded means that each agreement must be negotiated anew each time, and that 
situation can create difficulties.  Professor Nelson said that a lot of faculty members are jerry-rigging 
arrangements to teach such courses, and it is exhausting to arrange courses to be taught at the same 
time.  Dr. Schiff said there is no reason that should be the case and there could be policies and 
procedures to govern moving funds around.  There are perversions that are driven in part by the budget 
model and in part by perceptions that it is difficult to do interdisciplinary teaching and that it is 
bloating the curriculum.  She said she is interested in clarity and transparency in the curriculum. 
Cross-listing might make sense for interdisciplinary courses, but the University should not sacrifice 
clarity for students because it doesn't have a process to track and redistribute tuition or faculty credit.  
She and the Committee discussed issues associated with cross-listing courses.  Dr. Schiff observed that 
every time a cross-listed course is updated, there are 5-6 other things that also need to be updated 
manually at the same time, and the result is that there are a number of courses that are not fully 
updated in all the places they need to be. 
 
 Professor Mayes maintained that "it's the money."  Departments need the tuition revenues, and 
it is too difficult to set up interdisciplinary courses.  Dr. Schiff asked why, if one person is teaching an 
interdisciplinary course, the revenues would not go to that person's department; the difficulties may 
depend on whether a college has pushed the budget model to the department level.  Ms. Bardouche 
commented that the central administration has been very clear that the budget model only attributes 
revenues and costs at the college level. 
 
 Professor McPhee said that at Morris, the dollars are important but so is the workload.  If 
faculty members are team teaching a course, how are workload credits allocated?  In his experience, 
team teaching is MUCH more work, and it doesn't happen very much both because of dollar and 
financial issues.  Professor McCormick noted that Faculty Senate comments echoed that sentiment:  
team teaching requires more work and it is difficult for a faculty member to receive credit for the time 
that such courses require.  What are the solutions?  Professor McPhee said that at Morris, if faculty 
members team teach an honors course, they each receive credit as if they had taught it alone.  But it 
becomes a dollar question. 
 
 Dr. Schiff said there are policy and practice issues that the Committee could help think about, 
and perhaps it could develop a set of principles along lines suggested by Professor McPhee.  Ms. 
Golden agreed; she said it would be helpful to have a place for incubation of expansion of the 
curriculum across disciplines and principles would provide clarity.  Professor McCormick asked if the 
problems are different at the graduate and undergraduate levels; Ms. Golden said she believed they are 
more difficult at the undergraduate level.  Professor McCormick said that from the Senate comments 
and other things he has heard, it appears that interdisciplinarity is especially emphasized in graduate 
education because fresh Ph.D.s are expected to be able to engage in a variety of activities, but that it 
may be less emphasized for undergraduates. 
 

Professor McCormick asked what the Committee wished to do next.  Does it need more 
information, ask questions of the administration, ask those familiar with policy questions where the 
difficulties lie?  Or is it all just a matter of how the deans interpret the rules?  How does money relate 
to the problems, Ms. Golden asked?  Professor Breuch said that it would help to have administrative 
support in setting up interdisciplinary courses in addition to changes in the budget model.  Dr. Schiff 
said that there needs to be clarity about who holds the power to solve the problems.  She said believed 
that power rests at the college level but that information may not be clearly delivered to the units.  
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Professor Brothen said that colleges are concerned primarily with financial issues and cannot afford 
team-taught courses.  It is trickier across college lines, Ms. Bardouche observed.  And it is not a 
college decision about where tuition revenues go unless they come up with a deal, Professor Brothen 
added.   

 
Professor McCormick suggested that the Committee may wish to formulate recommendations 

to the provost.  Professor Mayes agreed that it should make recommendations at the provostal level 
because anything else might run into problems with the deans.  Ms. Golden said that if the Committee 
is interested in developing policy, it needs to know the landscape:  where are the obstacles, risks, and 
myths.  Then it will be in a position to make better policy.  Professor Mayes said that programs do not 
want to try interdisciplinary projects and be told by chairs and deans that they can't do them.  Professor 
Nelson said there are two things the Committee should think about:  (1) young scholars demand 
interdisciplinary work and grantors want it as well, so if the University doesn't offer it, it will lose 
good faculty; and (2) the University will lose students, many of whom are creating their own majors 
and who are not interested in only one path; if the University is not creative about interdisciplinary 
education, it will offer a sub-par educational experience.  Professor Breuch agreed that it would be 
helpful to have the lay of the land, the issues, and any positive models.  Professor Darst commented 
that there is much interdisciplinary teaching in the Academic Health Center. 

 
Professor McCormick asked for volunteers for a subcommittee to explore the issues and 

gather information; Professors Darst, Mayes, and Nelson, and Msses. Ellingson, Golden, and 
Hemesath agreed to serve. 

  
Professor McCormick adjourned the meeting at 4:05. 

 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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