
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, November 11, 2003 

2:30 – 4:30 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: John Fossum (chair), F. R. P. Akehurst, Terence Collins, A. Saari Csallany, Jesse 

Daniels, Janet Ericksen, Patricia Frazier, Richard Goldstein, Darwin Hendel, Robert 
Jones, Theodor Litman, Wade Savage, Kathleen Sellew, Charles Stech, Larry Wallace, 
Timothy Wiedmann, Takeshi Yanagiura 

 
Absent:  Carole Bland, Carol Carrier, Dan Lim, Claudia Parliament, Aks Zaheer 
 
Guests: Anita Rios (Human Resources), Professor Dan Detzner (Human Ecology), Nan Kalke 

(Human Ecology); Jackie Singer (Employee Benefits) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) work/life issues (work and personal life, and in particular child care at the 
University); (2) privacy policy (electronic, non-electronic, surveillance)] 
 
 
1. Work/Life Issues 
 
 Professor Fossum convened the meeting at 2:20 and said he was pleased to start the meeting with 
a presentation about the Work/Life initiative; he welcomed Ms. Rios, Professor Detzner, and Ms. Kalke 
to provide information to the Committee. 
 
 Professor Detzner began by noting that there was a task force, appointed by Vice Presidents 
Carrier and Jones, to look at work/life issues.  The group was actually called a Steering Committee 
because it was to consider ideas from all of the earlier work that had been done and try to move them 
forward.  They conducted focus groups, identified best practices, and engaged in outreach activities, and 
then issued a report about six months ago.  Some of the recommendations have not been implemented 
because of the budget situation, so they have been working on short-term objectives that do not require a 
lot of money to accomplish.  Ms. Kalke noted that (as part of her Emerging Leaders Internship last year) 
she had met with committees such as this one to increase awareness of the work/life initiative and to bring 
feedback to the Steering Committee. 
 
 Ms. Kalke informed the Committee that "Work/Life is the formal name applied to initiatives, 
programs, policies, and/or services that help employees meet their organization's mission and business 
objectives, while meeting family and personal responsibilities."  She also noted that in earlier discussions 
with this Committee, it had "stated that child care is problematic for many families and current University 
resources do not meet the need.  Additionally, committee members would like to see information access 
for all faculty, staff, and students.  It would be helpful to look beyond what work/life programs the 
University provides, to other work/life programs available in the larger community." 
 

                                                 
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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 These issues were also discussed by the members of the Faculty Consultative Committee at its 
August retreat this year, Professor Fossum noted.  So they are on the minds of the faculty. 
 
 Ms. Kalke quoted the report from the Steering Committee.  "We can reduce workplace stress by 
developing a balanced work/life vision to guide the development of policies and practices that may 
improve morale during a period of austerity.  It is possible to realize measurable cost savings from 
improved retention, recruitment, and productivity by support employees' efforts to balance work and 
family responsibilities."  The Steering Committee concluded that it supported a comprehensive approach 
that included "implementation across a decentralized organizational structure, supportive supervisory 
practices and training, and work/life-oriented benefits that promote balance."  The priorities identified by 
the Steering Committee were "training and accountability for supervisors, flexible work arrangement 
policies and implementation, targeted policy review, elder care resources, economical and accessible 
child care, [and] enhanced career development."   
 
 Responding to the report, Vice Presidents Carrier and Jones extended Ms. Rios's appointment 
through this year to address some of the short-term needs addressed by the steering committee. Work/Life 
Initiative goals for 2003-04 include the following:  increase awareness of work/life issues, facilitate 
increased communication and coordination among work/life program/service providers, address 
dependent care issues, and address parental leave policies. 
 
 Current activities include: 
 
-- A web site on life events at the University's self-service web site. 
-- Integration of work/life content into supervisor training (including department chairs) 
-- Offering information sessions on work/life topics 
-- Communication about work/life issues through University publications 
-- Create a work/life consortium and identify liaisons on the coordinate campuses 
-- Begin to address dependent care issues. 
 

With respect to the last item, Ms. Rios said, child care is an enormous need and there are no funds 
to build another child care center.  She is working with individuals from the Minnesota Resource & 
Referral Network and the Director of the University’s Child Care Center and applying for grants from 
Hennepin and Ramsay Counties to bolster child care around the Twin Cities campuses--in return for 
training and equipment, the providers agree to guarantee a certain number of spots for University faculty 
and staff.  For eldercare, the University cannot fund assistance as recommended by the Steering 
Committee report, but is now offering "Elder Care Resource and Referral on a full-fee basis through 
CareQuest." 
 
-- Ensure compliance with parental leave policies and with the Family Medical Leave Act (FMLA)   
-- Explore a "modified duties policy" for teaching faculty. 
 
 The Regents' policy predates FMLA and a Human Resources policy review committee, headed 
by Nan Wilhelmson, is working on bringing it up to speed.  They are looking at a modified-duties policy 
because it is difficult to justify a six-week paid leave with a 14-week semester.  California and Michigan 
schools, for example, have policies that exempt faculty from teaching and substitute other duties.  Ms. 
Rios also commended to the Committee the AAUP statement on family responsibilities and academic 
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work, contained in the report of the Steering Committee.  [Which can be found at 
http://www.aaup.org/statements/REPORTS/re01fam.htm.] 
 
 Professor Detzner asked if Committee members had any reactions, questions, or suggestions for 
issues the Steering Committee should follow up. 
 
 Professor Csallany asked if anything could be done about child care.  It is a very difficult issue, 
she said, and the Steering Committee recommendations are long-term, not anything that will address the 
problem next year.  Can there be SOME movement to provide more and better childcare?  Ms. Rios 
agreed that it is a very difficult issue.  For students, the state cut funding so the subsidy is not as great.  
The University's child care center has 140 slots and a waiting list of 300-400.  She said she saw no 
solution to the problem short of a windfall. 
 
 With such a large university, 140 slots for child care is not acceptable, Professor Csallany 
declared.  Ms. Rios reported that they have surveyed the vicinity of the Twin Cities campus for child care; 
there are open slots.  The issue is not availability but quality; the University child care center is state of 
the art and many want their children enrolled in it.  One answer to the problem might be to bolster the 
quality of programs around the University.  How will that be done, Professor Csallany asked?  With 
grants?  Increased child care?  What the Steering Committee is doing is good work, she said, but it is all 
abstract for a mother with a 2-year-old. 
 
 Professor Collins reported that he serves on another committee that has been hearing about a new 
football stadium that will be multi-use.  It will be a huge complex with a lot of indoor space.  He urged 
that the Committee or the Steering Committee make a recommendation concerning child care facilities in 
the building--if construction cost is the barrier to more child care, not operating costs.  He said this issue 
should be pressed.  Professor Detzner agreed that many voices from lots of directions are needed. 
 
 Last year this Committee heard that the existing parental leave policy is not uniformly 
implemented across departments, Professor Collins recalled, and some parents are not taking leaves 
because they are pressured not to do so.  That is also an FCC concern, Professor Fossum added.  Ms. Rios 
said the University is not able to accurately track the use of parental leaves, although the underuse of 
parental leave is a common problem in academia nationwide. Dr. Bob Drago, from Penn State, has 
researched this phenomenon, which he calls "bias avoidance," where faculty are reluctant to use and/or 
report the available parental leave because of the repercussions for them in their department.  Dr. Jones 
said the only way the University could track centrally the use of parental leaves is if they are tied to 
stopping the tenure clock.  Professor Collins said he was more concerned about non-use of the leaves.  
That is a problem across higher education, not just at the University, Ms. Rios said.  And it is why 
training supervisors is at the top of the list of priorities for the year, Professor Detzner commented. 
 
 What assistance can a small department receive if someone wants to take a family leave, 
Professor Fossum inquired?  What support can they expect?  They have to bite the bullet, Professor 
Detzner said, just as with sabbaticals, and incorporate the leaves in the work plan of the department.  But 
it is more difficult to plan for family leaves than sabbaticals, Professor Fossum pointed out.  Family-
friendly means flexibility, Professor Detzner said.  It also means the institution recognizes the problems 
and addresses them, Professor Fossum replied.  Overall, the University is seen as a family-friendly place 
to work, Professor Detzner said, but there are improvements that can be made.  With funds, there could be 
institutional approaches, but that is not an option with the current budget. 

http://www.aaup.org/statements/REPORTS/re01fam.htm
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 Professor Fossum inquired about a reference Ms. Rios had made to a plan used by Ford Motor 
Company.  Ford has a family child care network, Ms. Rios explained; they screened a number of child 
care providers for entrance into the network.  As a benefit, the providers receive technical training and 
safety equipment and are in a network so they can call other providers for support; in return, they reserve 
a number of spots for Ford employees.  Ford has been successful with this program and it is one the 
University could adopt, and it might be funded through Hennepin and Ramsey Counties.   
 
 Professor Frazier asked if the Steering Committee had looked into the amount of money the 
University puts into child care compared to other major universities.  They have established benchmarks, 
Ms. Rios said, and some universities are out in front.  The University of Wisconsin-Madison has a full-
time child-care coordinator position that finds grants and arranges partnerships with child care facilities; it 
also has nine centers that provide child care for faculty and staff.  Some institutions are putting more 
money than Minnesota into child care and some are doing about the same as the University.   
 
 Would the modified duties policy apply to adoptive mothers as well as birth mothers, Professor 
Frazier asked?  Some institutions apply their policy that way, for the primary caretaker, while others 
restrict it to the birth mother, Ms. Rios said.  Are they thinking about parity for adoptive and biological 
parents, Professor Frazier asked?  Ms. Rios said that a policy review committee is only at the beginning 
stages of review, but parity should be considered. 
 

Professor Csallany asked how the University's child care center is supported.  Where does the 
money come from?  How many people work for it?  Ms. Rios said the Child Care Center reports through 
the College of Education and Human Development.  She said she assumed much of the funding comes 
from the fees that parents pay and perhaps also some grant funding, but that is really a question for the 
child care director.    
 

There is no centrally-organized child care, Professor Csallany inquired?  There is not, Ms. Rios 
affirmed.  They spoke with the director of the University's center; it is a wonderful lab or model but its 
mission is not to serve the entire University community.  Why is there not a center to serve the entire 
University, Professor Csallany asked?  If the existing center is a lab, it makes sense that it would operated 
by Education and Human Development.  But the University SHOULD have a centralized system for 
everyone; how can the University talk about the quality of life for young faculty when it has no child care, 
she asked?  This Committee should ask why there is no centralized child care and instead only a lab.  The 
question needs to be raised, Professor Detzner agreed, and there is no more appropriate place than this 
Committee.  Ms. Rios said that while the University's center serves many faculty and staff, it does not 
meet all needs nor was it intended to. 

 
Professor Hendel said there has been a long discussion about child care at the University.  The 

University's center is primarily a child care center, not primarily for faculty research.  There are two other 
organizations that receive fee money to cover child care at the University, but the gap between demand 
and capacity is a long-standing issue.  The waiting list always long at the University center.  Ms. Rios 
agreed, and said there is a decade of reports on the issue.  Until the center is moved out of Education and 
Human Development, one cannot talk about University child care, Professor Csallany maintained. 

 
Professor Wiedmann said he had many reservations about the University getting into child care.  

It is not a good business to be in, he said, but the University could form associations that are not part of 
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the University.  He said that would be a better model.  Professor Csallany disagreed.  Professor 
Wiedmann said he had no problem with the University subsidizing child care, he just did not believe the 
University should run it because it is high cost, with large liability costs, and high staff turnover.  He said 
he was not confident the University could run a child care service.  The Ford model is a good one, he said. 

 
The University has a good model, Ms. Rios responded; the University's child care center is 

nationally-recognized and extremely well run.  Professor Csallany said she wanted to have reasonable 
child care for people who work at the University; for younger women faculty, this is the number one issue 
of concern.  Professor Fossum said there are a number of models, including Ford, 3M, different 
universities, and so on.  The Committee's concern, he said, is access, quality, and cost.  It would facilitate 
work/family issues for faculty and staff if the University had more access to high quality child care that 
employees could afford and that was convenient to campus. 

 
What is before the Committee, Professor Savage asked?  He said he had a sense of déjà vu; he has 

heard this all before.  Is there something the Committee is supposed to do?  The Committee asked for a 
report from the Work/Life Steering Committee, Professor Fossum said, and if it believes more efforts 
should be made, it could consider saying so at a future meeting.  Professor Savage suggested a 
subcommittee be appointed to draft a recommendation in order to get the discussion focused.   

 
What happened after the Steering Committee issued its report, especially with respect to child 

care, Professor Hendel asked.  There has not been a lot of conversation about it, Vice President Jones 
said.  He and Vice President Carrier are trying to sustain Ms. Rios's efforts and keep attention on 
work/life issues, but they have not given a lot of attention to child care.  They have tried to keep the child 
care resource and referral system in place.  He said he shares the concerns expressed by Committee 
members; for a large university of this kind, with its faculty, staff, and student population, faculty 
recruiting, and the need to balance work/life issues, it is time to take a different look at child care.  He 
said he knows there are funding agencies that would be interested in supporting initiatives, and the 
University's child care center could work with other providers to upgrade services--both actions would 
benefit the University and providers.  That is one way to leverage outside funds and to provide multiple 
child care opportunities.  He said this issue would come to the Executive Committee in January or 
February. 

 
Professor Fossum asked Ms. Rios what efforts have been on the coordinate campuses with 

respect to child care.  Ms. Rios said she did not know; they are just setting up liaisons with the campuses.  
Her effort has been focused on the Twin Cities campus up to now, but she will soon begin to focus more 
on the other campuses.  Does she expect the same issues to arise there as on the Twin Cities campus, he 
asked?  There are differences, Professor Detzner said.  Everyone knows each other, so there is move 
overlap between work and life, and there is not as much flexibility as well as an uneven distribution of 
benefits. 

 
Professor Wallace asked if those enrolled at the University's child care center are children of 

University faculty or students.  Ms. Rios said they are children of faculty, staff, and students, but it is very 
expensive (there is a sliding scale of fees based on income).  Usually those who can afford the center are 
more highly-paid faculty and staff.  There is also a two-year wait, Professor Frazier observed, and it is 
almost impossible to get in.  How can anyone plan ahead?  If one's child is not in the infant room, which 
is the group that progresses to the toddler room, how does one get in?  And the fees for infants are about 
$1100 per month. 
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Professor Hendel said that since this issue came up when Ms. Kalke last visited the Committee, 

and given this discussion, the Committee might be more interested in the issues and challenges facing the 
University's child care center.  There is a very complicated set of factors involved.  If it wants to 
understand the issue, it should have the center director answer questions.  Ms. Rios agreed; Ms. Finstad, 
she said, has the entire history. 

 
Professor Fossum asked for 2-3 volunteers to look at the issue and to propose a resolution that 

could be taken up at the December meeting.  He said the Committee might talk with Ms. Finstad in the 
spring.  But there is a need for the sense of the Committee that can be taken to the Executive Committee.  
Professor Detzner agreed that the Steering Committee would be available to provide advice to any group 
developing a Committee statement.  Professors Csallany, Frazier, Wallace, and Wiedmann agreed to 
serve as the group.  Ms. Rios said she would provide the benchmark data to the group.   

 
Professor Akehurst offered what he described as a cynical remark:  More attention would be paid 

to child care issues if the University's higher administrators had children in child care.  Therefore, he said, 
the University should hire young presidents.   

 
Professor Fossum thanked Professor Detzner, Ms. Kalke, and Ms. Rios for joining the meeting 

and said the Committee appreciated all the work they had done.  Professor Detzner said they appreciate 
the support for keeping the momentum going. 
 
2. Privacy Policy 
 
 Professor Fossum turned next to the issue of the privacy policy and distributed several handouts.  
Professor Savage also distributed handouts.   
 

For the benefit of the two Committee members connected by telephone, Professor Fossum 
reviewed Professor Savage's memo, which noted the provisions of Minnesota law and the existence of 
two administrative policies "for handling requests to examine public data WITH the consent and 
assistance of the individual whose data is the subject of the request" and for "examining ELECTRONIC 
data--public or private--WITHOUT the consent or possibly even the knowledge of the subject 
individual."  Professor Savage went on to say that "it is not clear to me whether UM has an explicit policy 
for . . . examining nonelectronic data without consent of the subject individual."  (Emphasis in original.)  
Professor Savage maintained that the Penn State policy did not deal with several elements dealt with by 
University policies.  He suggested the Committee consult with experts on the existing policies and that 
they may be adequate, perhaps with some modifications. 
 

Professor Fossum noted that there were two discussions of privacy during 2001-02 meetings of 
the Committee, reflected in the minutes of those meetings.  Except for the exceptions (student data, 
personnel data, and trade secrets), everything else is public.  There is one additional exception in the state 
Data Practices Act:  a deferral to federal government contracts that require non-disclosure of data. 
 
 The Penn State policy that the Committee has looked at now also deals with video surveillance, 
with amendments adopted by the Penn State faculty, Professor Fossum pointed out.  After the last 
meeting, Mr. Stech also spoke with him about concerns about video surveillance.  They have a problem 
with damage to vehicles in parking lots at UMD and there was a plan for video surveillance, Mr. Stech 
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reported; the problem is that dorms line the parking lots and the surveillance could as easily be directed at 
the dorm rooms as at the parking lots.   
 
 There were concerns raised at the last meeting about whether a policy was necessary in addition 
to the administrative policies already on the books, or if a new policy would focus attention on how little 
privacy there really is.  The Committee was left with the question of whether it would be a good idea to 
codify or specify more or to leave things as they are.  This issue has been before the Committee for the 
three years and it needs to be put to bed, Professor Fossum concluded. 
 
 Professor Savage said it was not clear to him that anything more was needed, although video 
cameras may not be explicitly covered by the existing policies.  To develop a different and stand-alone 
policy seems unusual, he said, and gives more weight to the issues than it should.  Video privacy is not 
more important than the issue of access to data without consent.  If the video issue is not covered as well 
as it should be, the Committee could recommend to the Office of the General Counsel that the policy be 
changed.  There is a very extensive set of policies governing privacy that are very complicated, he 
concluded. 
 
 There are actually three categories of data, Professor Fossum pointed out:  private, non-public, 
and public.  And one must distinguish between internally- and externally-requested, access with and 
without consent, electronic and non-electronic, Professor Savage said.  The last is the least problematic; 
electronic access is simply an extension of the general policy, whatever it may be.  The most important 
distinction, he said, is between access with and without consent.  It is not clear if the University has a 
policy concerning examination of non-electronic data without consent. 
 
 Professor Savage reviewed elements of the University's existing administrative policies.  They are 
highly legalized, as they should be, he said.  No one should be able to just go in and look at someone's 
office or information.  He said he believed there was nothing wrong with the University's policies and that 
they could be extended to cover electronic information.  It would be appropriate to ask whomever drafts 
the policies to consider changes.  He said he was fearful about the Penn State policy because it seems to 
stand alone and not operate within the context of general institutional policies.  The policy should not do 
that.  He said he also finds it vague and questioned the actual meaning of several of the phrases in the 
Penn State policy.  Any policy should require involvement of the legal process in a big way; someone 
must decide something in concert with the General Counsel.  It might be decided, for example, that a 
certain kind of search requires a search warrant--unless one assumes that the University, like a private 
corporation can go into anyone's files.  But the University is not organized or treated that way. 
 
 Professor Fossum noted several provisions in the existing policies.  "Users should be aware that 
although the University takes reasonable security measures to protect the security of its computing 
resources and accounts assigned to individuals, the University does not guarantee absolute security and 
privacy. Users should follow the appropriate security procedures listed in the Guidelines (Appendix A) to 
assist in keeping systems and accounts secure. 
 

"Privacy and Security Awareness 
 

"The University assigns responsibility for protecting its resources and data to system 
administrators and data custodians, who treat the contents of individually assigned accounts and 
personal communications as private and does not examine or disclose the contents except:   

http://www.fpd.finop.umn.edu/groups/ppd/documents/appendix/useguidelines.cfm
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1. as required for system maintenance including security measures; 
2. when there exists reason to believe an individual is violating the law or University policy; 
3. and/or as permitted by applicable policy or law. 

 
. . . 

 
"The University's Rights and Responsibilities  

 
As owner of the computers and networks that comprise the University's technical infrastructure, 
the University owns all official administrative data that resides on its systems and networks, and 
is responsible for taking necessary measures to ensure the security of its systems, data, and user's 
accounts.  The University does not seek out personal misuse.  However, when it becomes aware 
of violations, either through routine system administration activities or from a complaint, it is the 
University's responsibility to investigate as needed or directed, and to take necessary actions to 
protect its resources and/or to provide information relevant to an investigation." 

 
 What does that have to do with access to a faculty member's computer without knowledge or 
consent, Professor Savage asked?  Professor Fossum said it is his interpretation that if a system 
administrator believed a faculty member's computer was involved in a security breach, the administrator 
has the right to go in and examine it.  It cannot simply be a fishing expedition; there has to be a 
reasonable belief related to a problem. 
 
 So why is something like the Penn State policy needed, Professor Savage asked?  If there were a 
possible violation of the law, one would not be able to go into a computer under the existing policy except 
on the basis of a decision made in conjunction with the General Counsel and the data custodian in the 
unit.  If one is downloading pornography, for instance, a sensible administrator will ask if Minnesota law 
covers the situation and if he or she needs a search warrant.  It would have to be done in consultation with 
the General Counsel and the policy, Professor Fossum agreed.  This should all be inside a highly-
structured legal process, Professor Savage repeated.   
 
 Professor Fossum recited language from the Penn State policy:  "In the interest of promoting 
academic freedom and an open, collegial atmosphere, this University recognizes its obligations not to 
infringe upon the reasonable privacy expectations of its employees and students in their laboratories, 
classrooms, designated meeting and conference rooms, individually assigned offices, and personal 
residences, or in relation to their personal papers, confidential records and effects, and in communications 
by mail, telephone, and other electronic means, subject only to applicable state and federal laws and 
University regulations."  It recognizes the existence of state and federal law and other institutional 
regulations, Professor Fossum said--at Minnesota, such as the policies that he cited earlier.  Professor 
Savage insisted that such a policy should sit inside the context of other policies and continued to ask why 
the Penn State policy would be needed at the University. 
 
 What is not included in the University policy that is included in the Penn State policy are 
expectations with respect to audio and video surveillance, Professor Fossum said.  The University's 
policies are like Minnesota Statutes, Professor Savage said--they are University statutes.  He said he did 
not know if the Senate should be required to accept them; it does not usually approve laws or make law 
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and he was not sure it should be in that business.  If it is, the Committee could call for the Senate to deal 
with all University policies, but that would be too big a project. 
 
 Professor Fossum said the Committee has dealt with this issue for three years and FCC would 
like to see it disposed of.  The Penn State policy is an example of a Senate-passed privacy policy.  If the 
Committee believes it is a good idea to express the views of the faculty, the Penn State policy is a good 
template because it mentions things the University policies do not.  If the Committee believes it important 
to deal with this topic, it should have a subcommittee to propose changes, or it should dispose of the issue 
and tell FCC that what is already on the University's books is sufficient.   
 
 Vice President Jones reported that all Board-related policies are being reviewed.  He said he did 
not know who was responsible for these particular policies, but that he had several he was charged with 
reviewing that he would be bringing to the Committee.  It is a good time to tweak policies.  He said he 
would find out who is responsible for the policies that the Committee looked at today. 
 
 If someone videotapes a lecture and makes cassettes, do they need to have permission to do so, 
Professor Wallace asked?  At Penn State a faculty member was videotaped without consent, Professor 
Fossum said, and in a second case, the police arranged with an administrator for surveillance in an art 
studio to catch a tool thief, again without the knowledge of the instructor.   
 
 It was agreed that Professors Akehurst and Savage would constitute a subcommittee to make 
recommendations to the Committee about privacy policies.  Professor Akehurst said that it is difficult to 
write legislation.  In this area, there are competing interests:  those who must judge complaints must 
decide if the expectation of privacy trumps claims of wrongdoing.  These are VERY hard cases and it is 
difficult to write legislation to cover them.  He said he has no confidence that he can write legislation but 
that he has great confidence he can find faults in what others have written. 
 
 Who approves the policies, Professor Csallany asked?  If it is a Regents' policy, there is 
consultation with the governance structure, administration, and Regents, and the Board ultimately 
approves the policy.  If it is an administrative policy, the Provost or President approves it.  In this case, it 
would be the Provost or President, Professor Fossum observed. 
 
3. Introduction of a New Committee Member 
 
 Professor Fossum turned to Mr. Yanagiura for an introduction.  Mr. Yanagiura explained that he 
is an international graduate student, from Japan, seeking an M.A. in higher education and that he is 
interested in faculty governance.  He said he was very glad to be at the University and wished to 
contribute to it.  Professor Fossum welcomed him to the Committee. 
 
 Professor Fossum adjourned the meeting at 4:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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