
 Minutes 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 February 4, 1988 
 
 
Present: Tim Allison, Ellen Berscheid, Mark Brenner, Charles Campbell, Shirley Clark, Richard 

Goldstein, Bill Kukowski, Ronald Phillips, W. Phillips Shively (chair), Carrie Simenson, 
Mark Umland, James VanAlstine, Bruce Vandal 

 
Guests: Roger Benjamin, Stephen S. Dunham, Paul Gassman, Gayle Grika (Footnote), Kenneth 

H. Keller, June Perkins (SODC), Maureen Smith (Brief), John Thuente, John Wallace, 
and various others, unidentified 

 
 
1.    Discussion of T.A. Preparation and the Implementation Task Force on Undergraduate 

Education 
 
 Professor Shively welcomed Assistant Vice President John Wallace to the meeting, who had been 
invited to talk about T.A. preparation and the Task Force report.   
 
 Dr. Wallace began by distributing several items, including a report to the Committee on the Task 
Force report, data and information on T.A. preparation, and the final report of the Academy Planning 
Committee.  He noted that the Strategy for Focus document, to be released in a few days, had overtaken 
several of the recommendations contained in the Task Force on Undergraduate Education and the 
Academy Planning report. 
 
 The Undergraduate Education Task Force report was divided into three areas:  curriculum, 
everything that supports the curriculum, and assessment and monitoring of undergraduate education.  
Dr. Wallace led the Committee through some of the major elements of the report.  Among the items 
discussed by the Committee members were the zero-based review of liberal education, the "green" dean, 
COOL, inventory of classroom space, recruitment of minority students, and surveys of  undergraduates 
in departments with good programs 
 
 Points raised or questions asked about the report and its implementation were these: 
 
 -- A "zero-based" review of liberal education meant that one does not assume that anything 

is right; it is not a charge to tinker, it is a charge to do a fundamental review 
 
 -- Will there be follow-up surveys of graduates after they are out in careers for a period?  

And will department chairs be consulted on good practices in undergraduate education? 
 
 -- The elements of proposals 13, 14, and 15 are not necessarily backing into an assessment 

center; any formality of structure in assessment will await Strategies for Focus 
 
 -- There needs to be a review of the 1974 Senate policy on the evaluation of teaching; it is 

seen as too weak and its implementation is not monitored.  The question has been 
referred to SCEP for review. 

 
 -- Is the Course Information Project an effort of MSA or is it coming from the Provost's 
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office?  If the latter, it should be going through the governance system; if the former, it 
should be referred to the governance system when it is received by the Provost's office. 

 
 On the matter of T.A. preparation, Dr. Wallace told the Committee that there was really nothing 
new to report.  There are existing programs in place and they are growing.  Committee members 
expressed varying views about the effectiveness of the programs; most were skeptical.  There was 
dissent from the notion that individual departments should have to absorb the cost of preparing non-
native English-speaking individuals for teaching; the distribution of such people is not even across the 
University, so some departments would be required to spend a lot, others very little.  There is no 
mechanism to require advanced training or to pay for it.  Dr. Wallace noted that training people to 
change their speaking patterns is very difficult.  The consensus of the discussion was that there seemed 
to be no easy answer to the problem. 
 
2.   Policy on Disclosure of Financial Arrangements with Industry 
 
 Professor Shively welcomed Professor Paul Gassman, chair of the ad hoc Committee on 
University/Industry Relationships, and John Thuente from the Office of Research and Technology 
Transfer Administration.  Professor Shively reviewed briefly the development of the policy, which had 
been approved previously by the Committee, and the reason that it was back again.  He noted that the 
policy had been revised by the administration after having gone through review and approval by the 
governance system but had subsequently been approved, again, by the ad hoc Committee (or what was 
left of its membership on the campus) and unanimously by the Senate Research Committee.  Professor 
Shively expressed support for the revised document but expressed reservations about the process that 
had been used. 
 
 Professor Gassman reviewed in greater detail the development of the original policy, and 
explained that Vice President Dunham had been consistently opposed to setting a $25,000 investment or 
interest threshold before the provisions of the policy came into play.  Vice President Dunham concurred, 
and had sought to have the policy control when there was any "Interest" as defined in the document.  
Professor Gassman said that the administration had changed the policy and, in bringing it back for 
approval, had taken the position that if the "zero" threshold were not a part of it, the policy was dead.  
Under those circumstances, he said, the committees felt they had little choice except to approve, because 
the present document, even with the zero threshold, was better than no policy at all--and it was still a 
good policy. 
 
 The Committee approved several amendments to the policy, as follows: 
 
 -- On page 1, include the Tenure Code in the list of institutional policy documents cited 

under #2 
 
 -- Insert "with an INTEREST" in the first line of Section 5(g) after the word 

"PERSONNEL" 
 
 -- Exclude from the policy coverage those instances where an individual has an investment 

(an INTEREST), but through a mutual fund where he or she has no control over 
investment decisions 
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 -- In Section 6(f), insert following the word "action" the following: "(for faculty, under the 

Tenure Code)" 
 
 Following approval of the amendments, the Committee voted unanimously to forward the 
document to the Senate for action on February 18. 
 
 Professor Shively, in attempting to clarify where the original misunderstanding had occurred, 
concluded that while what had occurred was perhaps inconvenient and messy, it was nonetheless within 
the spirit of the give-and-take between the administration and the governance committees. 
 
3.   Report of the Chairs 
 
 Mr. Vandal reported that the Student Senate Consultative Committee had discussed student 
grievance review procedures and that MSA had voted 35-6 to oppose a change to the plus/minus 
grading system. 
 
 Professor Clark reported that the Senate Finance Committee had met with Vice President 
Heydinger about the legislative request, had discussed the decentralization of fringe benefits, had 
approved proposed changes in the sabbatical policies, and had discussed and forwarded comments to the 
Provost on the proposal for a Sexual Harassment Survey. 
 
 Professor Shively reported that the Faculty Consultative Committee had discussed restructuring 
of the Senate, the membership of the Student Senate chair on the Consultative Committee, and that it 
would be reviewing a proposal from the Social Concerns Committee on holding campus fora. 
 
4.   Discussion of the AIDS Task Force Report 
 
 Robert Kane, Dean of the School of Public Health and chair of the AIDS Task Force, briefly 
reviewed for the Committee the contents of the report.  It was, he said, in virtually final form and only 
needed a review by the Task Force before being released.  He told the Committee that the Task Force 
had worked extremely well and had been a very cohesive group. 
 
 The principal elements of the report will address these items: 
 
 1.  The role of the University in dealing with the problem 
 2.  Incorporation of AIDS education in the curriculum 
 3.  Testing and counseling 
 4.  Research 
 
 Dean Kane also commented that the University had not been contacted about the institution-wide 
testing idea proposed by Surgeon General Koop.  In response to a question about finding out what other 
institutions were doing, Dean Kane told the Committee that Minnesota seemed to be out in front; others 
were asking us what we were doing. 
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5.   Discussion with President Keller 
 
 President Keller informed the Committee that the Strategy for Focus planning document would 
be on the Regents' docket in February and would be released early next week.   
 
 He also related the sense of a meeting he had had the day before with seven of the members of the 
Minnesota congressional delegation.  They all seemed to be very supportive of the University and 
higher education; the big issue, now, is unrelated business income.  They also discussed student loan 
default rates, student aid, and research. 
 
 Professor Shively and Mr. Vandal reviewed for the President some examples of minor operational 
problems at the University. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 2:55. 
 
       --Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


