
EQUITY, ACCESS & DIVERSITY 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
DECEMBER 17, 2007 
 
[In these minutes:  Same Sex Domestic Partner Tax Inequity Position Statement, 
Renewing Our Commitment to Liberal Education, the preliminary report by the Council 
for Liberal Education] 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the 
University of Minnesota Senate or Twin Cities Assembly; none of the comments, 
conclusions or actions reported in these minutes represent the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration or the Board of Regents.] 
 
PRESENT:  Lee Penn, chair pro tem, Patricia Jones-Whyte, Susan Cable, Shannon 
McGoffin, Kimberly Boyd, Peg Lonnnquist, Anne Phibbs, Elizabeth Davis, Benjamin 
Munson, Naomi Scheman, Katie Ballering 
 
REGRETS: Margaret Moss, Rusty Barcelo, Kris Lockhart, Joel Eisinger, Asim Khan, 
Paige Glasener, Chimezie Ononenyi 
 
ABSENT:  Joanna O’Connell, Akhouri Sinha 
 
GUEST:  Professor Walt Jacobs 
 
I).  Professor Penn called the meeting to order. 
 
II).  The committee unanimously approved the November 19, 2007 minutes. 
 
III).  A rough draft of position statement crafted by Professor Ben Munson addressing the 
tax inequity associated with same sex domestic partner (SSDP) benefits was distributed 
to the committee for their review and input.  The committee shared its thoughts for 
strengthening this document.  Professor Munson welcomed the committee's emendations. 
 
Professor Munson noted that Syracuse University is working on a proposal that, while 
different in terms of implementation than the proposal being put forward by this 
committee, is quite similar in spirit.  He stated that Syracuse University is exploring 
giving their employees with SSDP benefits a larger gross salary in order to make their net 
salaries more equitable to employees without SSDP benefits.  Anne Phibbs, director, 
GLBTA Programs Office, stated that there are actually several institutions that are 
interested in doing something to offset the tax inequity associated with SSDP benefits, 
but simply don't know what or how to do it. 
 
It is very possible that if the University were to implement a plan for offsetting the tax 
inequity associated with SSDP benefits that it would be perceived as being innovative 
and path breaking stated Professor Munson. 
 



Members concurred that the document should reflect the fact that the committee put a 
significant amount of deliberate thought into this issue by providing a couple models for 
eliminating the tax inequity associated with SSDP benefits.  Having said this, members 
acknowledged that there may be other models that would achieve the same results and 
that they would be receptive to other ideas.  Ms. Phibbs volunteered to contact Tom 
Gallanis in the Law School who may have expertise as it relates to tax law.  Professor 
Munson agreed to contact Amit Taneja from Syracuse University to find out more about 
what they are considering. 
 
Ms. Phibbs, on a semi-related note, reported that federal legislation exists to address the 
SSDP tax inequity issue.  A lot of major companies are involved in spearheading this 
issue nationally, but to the best of her knowledge, no major university has signed on.  A 
member suggested that a companion document to the SSDP statement be crafted, which 
would be a statement of support from the University for this federal legislation.  
Professor Munson and Ms. Phibbs volunteered to work on this companion document to 
the SSDP position statement.  A member noted that the Social Concerns Committee 
would likely be interested in this issue.  Renee Dempsey, Senate staff, will contact 
Professor Kathy Fennelly, chair, Social Concerns Committee, to garner support for this 
issue from that committee. 
 
IV).  Professor Penn welcomed Professor Walt Jacobs who had been invited to discuss 
the preliminary report by the Council on Liberal Education, Renewing Our Commitment 
to Liberal Education 
(https://www.myu.umn.edu/public/CLE_Preliminary_Report_OCT_16.pdf). 
 
Professor Jacobs began by noting that the review of the University's liberal education 
(LE) requirements began last fall.  At this time the Council came to the conclusion that 
while the previous system was theoretically sound, it needed some fine-tuning.  The 
major changes that were made was that the number of core classes needed was reduced 
from 8 to 7 and a new theme was added, Technology & Society. 
 
Teams comprised of 3 people were assigned to assess each core and theme, and their 
recommendations were brought back to the full Council for review.  In terms of the 
current Cultural Diversity theme, the decision was made to change it to Diversity in the 
United States.  Before the title was decided upon, 2 other distinct drafts were considered, 
Diversity in Democracy, and Diversity and Social Justice.  The Council agreed the title 
should be short, and easy for students to understand so they would know why they had to 
take these courses and why it mattered.  In addition to changing the theme title, some of 
the theme requirements changed as well. 
 
Professor Jacobs noted that under this new system all the courses will need to be 
recertified and no courses will be grandfathered in.  The new requirements are expected 
to go into effect in 2010 at the earliest. 
 
Feedback on the proposed changes to the Diversity in the United States theme fell into 
four categories: 



1. International diversity courses should not serve to satisfy this requirement. 
2. Issues of power and privilege were downplayed in this theme.  To address this 

concern: 
a. The Council intends to revise some of the theme's language. 
b. The theme must be thoroughly integrated into the course unlike the current 

Cultural Diversity theme, which can be satisfied by taking a course in 
which only 30% of its content deals with the theme. 

c. The criteria for reviewing courses, which would satisfy the theme will be 
much more strenuous. 

3. The focus of this theme should be on historically under-represented groups.  
While the Council looked at this, it decided that diversity should be defined more 
broadly in hopes of including some of the newer issues of diversity. 

4. The words 'power' or 'social justice' should be incorporated into the title of this 
theme.  The Council is still discussing this and has not yet reached a decision. 

 
Professor Jacobs went on to explain that under the current system there are 8 core courses 
and 4 required courses in a theme.  Under the new proposed system, there will be 7 core 
courses and 5 required courses in a theme.  Core courses should be thought of in terms of 
introducing students to disciplinary ways of knowing and theme courses are meant to 
challenge students to put core course knowledge into practice when they face 
contemporary issues and problems. 
 
The 7 proposed core courses are: 

1. Arts & Humanities. 
2. Biological Sciences. 
3. Historical Perspectives. 
4. Literature. 
5. Mathematical Thinking. 
6. Physical Sciences. 
7. Social Sciences. 

 
 The 5 proposed themes are: 

1. Civic Life and Ethics. 
2. Diversity in the United States. 
3. The Environment. 
4. Global Perspectives. 
5. Technology and Society. 

 
Members spent the remainder of the meeting providing feedback to Professor Jacobs 
regarding this preliminary report.  Ideas that were mentioned included: 

• In order for a course to count towards a core requirement, certain minimum 
requirements such as attention to diversity issues should have to be met. 

• The LE requirements should include a 'Race and Racialization' requirement in 
addition to a requirement that looks at power and privilege. 



• In terms of the Diversity in the United States theme, courses that compare and 
contrast disability and diversity should be included.  Along these same lines, there 
should be courses that address the issue of gender inequality. 

• Put pressure on departments to offer competitive funds for course transformation 
to meet the redesigned, more rigorous LE course requirements. 

• Workshops should be held for faculty giving them tips on how to design their 
curriculum for LE certification. 

• Advisors should be required to take a training course to learn about the new LE 
requirements. 

 
Based on a suggestion by Professor Jacobs, Professor Penn asked Professor Scheman if 
she would be willing to draft a statement, on behalf of EAD, outlining the suggestions 
that were put forward today.  Professor Jacobs stated that this would be helpful and the 
Council could then use this document to guide its work during the implementation phase. 
 
A member asked how these new requirements will be communicated to the student body.  
Professor Jacobs stated that besides communicating these requirements through student 
advisors, faculty teaching a LE certified course will have to be able to facilitate 
discussions about the purpose of the course. 
 
Will LE courses need to re-certified if taught by a different instructor asked a member?  
Professor Jacobs explained that courses are certified by the course and not the instructor. 
He added that under the new proposal, LE courses will only be able to be taught by 
tenure and tenure-track faculty unless a department can make a strong case for why an 
adjunct or P&A teaching specialist should teach a particular course.  Graduate students 
will not be allowed to teach LE courses. 
 
Once certified, are LE courses certified forever asked a member?  No, stated Professor 
Jacobs, they need to be re-evaluated every 3 years. 
 
Professor Penn, on behalf of the committee, thanked Professor Jacobs for attending 
today's meeting. 
 
V).  Hearing no further business, Professor Penn adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 


