
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, October 15, 2007 

1:30 – 3:30 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Cathrine Wambach (chair), LeAnn Alstadt, William Bart, (George Green for) Gail 

Dubrow, April Knutson, James Leger, Richard McCormick, Claudia Neuhauser, Peh 
Ng, Jane Phillips, Paul Siliciano, Donna Spannaus-Martin, Craig Swan, Molly 
Tolzmann, Douglas Wangensteen 

 
Absent: Joel Weinsheimer 
 
Guests: Professor Leslie Schiff (Council on Liberal Education) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) student-rating-of-teaching questions; (2) recommendations for Twin Cities 
campus liberal education requirements] 
 
 
1. Student-Rating-of-Teaching Questions 
 
 Professor Wambach convened the meeting at 1:35 and brought up the student-rating questions 
once again.  They have gone through a number of revisions and were discussed fruitfully at the retreat 
of the Academy of Distinguished Teachers.  The Committee discussed and agreed on the questions. 
 

Between "The instructor was well prepared for class" and "The instructor was well prepared 
for teaching this course," the Committee opted for the former.  The point is not whether the instructor 
had the appropriate training and education but whether he or she was prepared in presenting materials.  
The student members of the Committee, Mss. Alstadt and Tolzmann, both said "class" was more 
straightforward; in the case of online courses, students will figure out how to interpret it.   
 

The other 5 questions have already been approved by this Committee, Faculty Affairs, and the 
Faculty Consultative Committee:    

 
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. 

 
 Professor Wambach turned to the student-release questions and said several options were 
available:  keep the questions but change the scale to match the one on the core questions; reduce the 
number of questions or eliminate them altogether; or use the University of Illinois system (which 
identifies the top one-third of instructors each term based on the data from the student rating forms).  
She said that only about 10% of faculty agree to release the student-release questions and that number 

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

Minnesota Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views 
of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     2 
Wednesday, October 15, 2007 
 
 

 

is unlikely to increase because there are only disincentives to do so.  The Illinois system would give 
students more information because it would identify those instructors who did best.  Mss. Alstadt and 
Tolzmann expressed support for dropping the 18 student-release questions and adopting the Illinois 
system. 
 
 Professor Wambach next reviewed the open-ended questions: 
 
1.  What did the instructor do that most helped your learning? 
2.  What did the instructor do that most hindered your learning? 
3.  What could you have done to be a better learner? 
4.  Comments. 
 
Committee members made several observations. 
 
--  #1 is instructor-centered, #3 is student-centered, #2 could be something not relevant (e.g., the room 
condition).  The room condition can affect the attitude of students, who may believe it the 
responsibility of the instructor.   
 
--  Will students at the end of the semester be reflective, as #3 asks them to be, in a way that will help 
the instructor?  Some students will "blow it off" and others will take it seriously.  If a lot of students 
write "if I had done the reading," that may lead the instructor to think about how better to integrate the 
reading in the course. 
 
--  If no one answers #3, it can be dropped in the future. 
 
--  Any instructor has the option to say to students, for #4, "I would appreciate comments on X or Y." 
 
 The Committee approved the questions unanimously. 
 
2. Twin Cities Campus Liberal Education Requirements 
  
 Professor Wambach now welcomed Professor Schiff to the meeting to discuss the preliminary 
recommendations of the Council on Liberal Education (CLE or "the Council") for revising the liberal 
education requirements for undergraduate degrees on the Twin Cities campus. 
 
 Professor Schiff distributed a handout outlining the work of the Council and reviewed it with 
the Committee. 
 

"Over 16 years ago, President Hasselmo challenged the Howe committee to develop “ ‘a 
special kind of undergraduate education’ grounded in the research and artistic activities of the faculty 
and given social purpose by the University’s land-grant service mission.” 

 
Our challenge today is to realize that vision for liberal education in ways so vibrant and 

powerful that it transforms the lives of our students and the future of our communities, our society, 
and our state. 

"Our commitment to a revitalized liberal education:   We—staff, faculty, and students alike—
must understand, model, and live the values of ethical reasoning, social and cultural diversity, and 
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global perspectives; we must understand, and show that we understand and appreciate, the different 
ways in which knowledge, truth, and beauty are pursued, created, or discovered.  As a university, we 
are defined at our best by liberal education.  It helps make us a community; it enables the lives we lead 
as teachers, learners, and citizens; it defines the world of learning, engagement, and public service that 
we invite and educate our students to join." 

 
Professor Schiff reviewed the chronology of the work of the Council since the inception of the 

effort. 
 
Fall 2006 
-- Began the first systematic review of liberal education requirements at UMTC since 1991 
-- Read Derek Bok’s Our Underachieving Colleges  
-- Studied liberal education/general education models at other research universities 
-- Read essays about goals of liberal education 
-- Re-read the Howe report 
-- Reviewed minutes (1999-present) from CLE discussions with SCEP 
-- Solicited feedback from faculty, staff, and students about what is wrong and right with the current 
liberal education requirements 
 
Spring 2007 
-- Considered values, structure, content, implementation issues 
 
Fall 2007 
-- Refined the rationale and requirements 
 
 Professor Schiff next reported on what the Council had learned from various sources. 
 
"What we learned from students: 
 
"There is no formal assessment mechanism for the current [liberal education] requirements.  We 
reviewed data from the survey of graduating seniors, and initiated a formal focus group study. 
--  Students generally support the [liberal education requirements] and think that [liberal 

education] is an important part of a university education. 
-- 'Many students view the [liberal education requirements] as a burden, not an opportunity.'" 
 
"What we learned from faculty & staff: 
 
--  Our consultative process included letters to key members of the university community (34 

responses). 
--  We consulted with AAN [the academic advising network], and reviewed 12 years’ worth of 

reports from CLE to SCEP. 
--  We found substantial agreement on two points: 

1.  The current LE structure is workable and seems to meet a variety of needs and goals. 
2.  The implementation of our structure has become ragged and less coherent than it should be. 

--  SCEP discussions have been positive but there is a consistent thread of concern about the size 
of the core and about whether the institution has drifted away from the intent of the Howe 
committee." 
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"What we learned from data: 
 
-- 1994: 273 approved core courses and 252 approved themes 
-- 1999: semester conversion should have reduced by 1/3 the total number of courses offered 
-- 2006: 638 approved core courses and 798 approved themes 
-- Most students are completing more liberal education courses than they are required to take 
-- Almost 60% of courses in the core also carry a theme designation; courses meeting social 

science are most likely to have a theme (80%) 
-- 75 courses are approved to meet two themes." 
 

Moving forward, the Council spent time trying to identify a framework, Professor Schiff 
related. 
 
-- "Conceptual approach 

-- Integrative courses or regular courses?  [as are often offered a smaller institutions] 
-- Focus on broad outcomes or specific subject matter content? 

-- Structure 
-- Distribution list or matrix?  [The Council opted to retain the matrix.] 
-- Complex or simple?  
-- Choice or no choice? 

-- Relationship [of liberal education requirements] to major 
-- Integrated with the major or separate?  [There was general agreement, among students and 
faculty, about the value of liberal education:  it should get students outside of their comfort 
zone.] 
-- Concentrated in the first two years or spread across four years?  [The Council concluded 
that since students like to see the requirements as something to get out of the way, there would 
be value to spreading it out over the undergraduate career.]" 

 
 Their broad conclusions were these, Professor Schiff reported: 
 
-- We support and endorse the work of the Howe committee, both in its general statements and 

in most of its specifics. 
-- We acknowledge that intelligent and reasonable people may disagree about how to achieve the 

educational goals to which we aspire.  [Not all the feedback they received was consistent.] 
-- We found no compelling evidence that the design of our current [liberal education] 

requirements is fundamentally flawed or badly out of line with what other institutions are 
doing.  However, we did identify a pervasive sense that [in certain areas] our standards could 
be raised, that our implementation process could be strengthened, and that our 
communications about [liberal education] could be much more thoughtful and engaging." 

 
The Council took heed of the advice of Professor Cardwell, a Morse-Alumni Distinguished 

Teaching Professor and former member of this Committee:  "Recognize that the past is not adequate 
prologue with regard to the future needs of our graduates. Liberal education is not just about the 
classic areas of study emblematic of a liberal arts education, but must include the knowledge and skills 
required for a lifetime of learning and imbue the learner with the ability to make informed personal 
and public decisions in a modern society." 
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 As a transplanted New Yorker, Professor Schiff said, she could say, in Minnesotan, that she 
thought the University was doing a "pretty good" job.  But "our call [is] to revitalize [liberal 
education]:  to make explicit what is now implicit."  The Council's recommendations are several. 
 
"-- We need a coordinated campus-wide commitment to LE.  Important conversations about the 

value of LE need to happen in advising sessions, in classrooms and faculty meetings. We have 
not made many substantive structural changes in the LER, however, the specific requirements 
matter much less than the passion and commitment with which we embrace the whole concept 
of LE. 

-- We must clearly articulate and uphold the standards that courses have to meet to be approved 
for LE credit. 

-- We must transform our communication with students about what we expect of them as they 
move through their LE courses. Every piece of communication, from admissions to One Stop, 
from syllabi to final exams, should be designed to help students understand what liberal 
education is, why a course meets the LER and what this means for them as students and as 
citizens.  

-- We must strengthen our implementation, by finding ways to assess outcomes, and then 
holding colleges and departments accountable." 

 
 In terms of the core, 
 
"-- [The] Howe [Committee] proposed courses that required ‘familiarity with the basic factual 

information that discipline-based and interdisciplinary fields of knowledge rely on’ but also 
that required '…acquaintance with different ways of knowing, that is to say, with different 
kinds of questions that are asked, theories that are employed, and data that are used in 
different intellectual domains…In sum, programs of educational breadth should.. reveal the 
ways in which knowledge is culturally and intellectually constructed and changes, over time; 
and demonstrate that ‘knowing’ is an active ongoing process.' 

-- The Howe committee envisioned 'a limited number of courses specifically to serve these 
objectives.'" 

 
But the Howe Committee could not anticipate a couple of things. 
 
"-- The explosion of easily available accessible information and misinformation available via the 

Internet.  [In the view of the Council, students' interpretive and evaluative skills have not kept 
pace with the amount of information available; they can Google information but can they 
understand it?   

-- How the University's budgetary model would impact course development and push to get LE 
designation." 

 
 The Council has proposed to revitalize the core, to shift focus away from "information 

coverage" to "ways of thinking." 
 
"We propose that students take one course each in each of the following areas: 

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

 
The core would thus constitute 21-28 credits, depending on the credits per course, out of the total of 
120 required for graduation.  This is a "simplified structure—instead of categories with 2 
requirements, we propose 7 distinct areas with 1 course required in each."  Moreover, "all courses in 
the core must meet the following requirements: 
-- They employ teaching and learning strategies that engage students with doing the work of the 

field, not just reading about it.  [The Council came to this conclusion this fall, in asking 
themselves why they still favored a two-lab lab requirement; the answer is because "doing" 
science is the only way to understand the way scientists think, so the requirement should be 
set for all courses in the core, not just the physical and biological sciences.] 

-- They explicitly [and regularly] help students understand how the course meets a LE 
requirement and what this means for their development as citizens and human beings." 

There are other minor requirements included in the full report. 
 
 Professor Schiff explained that they had other advice about the core.  There needs to be "clear 
descriptions and explicit specifications 
-- What is it and why is it an essential component of liberal education at the University of 

Minnesota? 
-- What are the special requirements of a course that meets the [liberal education requirements] 

for the Core?"  The Council proposes, with respect to the second point, that explanations be 
provided for students. 

 
 Professor Schiff provided a couple of examples. 
 

"Courses in the Historical Perspectives core investigate how historical knowledge is produced 
from artifacts (primary sources) that have remained from the past.  By discerning between ‘the past’ as 
that which happened and ‘historical knowledge’ as what we know about the past, these courses self-
consciously examine the methods and sources people (and not just professional historians) use to 
produce historical knowledge.  A central question in any Historical Perspectives course concerns both 
the value and the limitations of certain sources, be they written, oral, visual, or material.  The 
incomplete and partial nature of the sources, and the distinctive perspective any given individual 
brings to them, leads inevitably to multiple and conflicting interpretations of the past.  And yet not all 
historical analyses and arguments are equally persuasive; there are (changing) rules about what 
constitutes reliable and trustworthy history.  Historical Perspectives courses equip students with a deep 
understanding of particular approaches to the past and teach them to think critically and in an informed 
manner about their own and others' assumptions and assertions about the human past." 
 
"CLE Guidelines for Historical Perspectives Courses 
Each course admitted to the Historical Perspectives Core must have a three-part mission, one related to 
content, namely past human experience in specific contexts, another to questions of methodology and 
how historical knowledge is produced, and a third that involves students in analyzing and interpreting 
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primary sources.  Not all history or historically informed courses meet the criteria for the Historical 
Perspectives Core……. 
 
"To satisfy the Historical Perspectives Core requirement, a course must fulfill these conditions: 
-- The course examines the human past, studying the beliefs, practices, and relationships that 

shaped human experience over time. 
-- The course focuses on change over time, giving attention to specific historical contexts.  
-- The course introduces and critically assesses methods and concepts employed in producing 

historical knowledge. 
-- Students will work with primary sources themselves, learning how to do the interpretive work 

that makes meaning out of historical material. 
-- Students will evaluate the uses and the limitations of certain primary sources. 
-- The course will consider how the questions we ask and the sources available to us shape our 

knowledge of the past and our understanding of its significance." 
 
The Council worked hard to be sure that if a requirement appears in one of the bullet points, it was 
important that the course meet it. 
 
 The Council also dealt with the "themes" established by the Howe Committee, which were 
intended to do three things. 
 
"-- Challenge students to consider compelling issues that are at the heart of decisions they will 

have to make as citizens and as human beings 
-- Draw on the perspectives of numerous disciplines; incorporate new modes of scholarly inquiry  
-- Cultivate habits of ethical thinking, reflection, and connecting knowledge with practice; foster 

a sense of our roles as historical agents." 
 
Professor Schiff said the Council concluded the system is not broken and need not be thrown out. 
Instead, "after considerable debate, we decided that a matrix LE structure that includes Cores and 
Themes allows a richer and more nuanced approach to LE than a simple distribution list.  The Howe 
Committee called for a review of Themes to keep them relevant.  In light of the changing world and 
more than a decade of implementation experience, we clarified and refined the four existing themes 
and added a fifth."  The Howe Committee created four themes: 
 
-- Citizenship and Public Ethics  
-- Cultural Diversity 
-- Environment 
-- International Perspectives. 
 
The Council proposes five themes: 
 
-- Civic Life and Ethics 
-- Diversity in the United States 
-- The Environment 
-- Global Perspectives 
-- Technology and Society (a new theme). 
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 The Council also gave thought to implementing the Themes, Professor Schiff said, and has 
recommended one significant change.   
 
"-- We need to articulate the value of Themes as part of a liberal education; set clear, rigorous 

standards, and enforce them. 
-- We propose that courses may meet both a Core and a Theme requirement, but they should be 

held to the high standards for each.  It will not be sufficient for Themes to be addressed in a 
sketchy or minimal way. A ‘double-dipped’ Theme needs to be interwoven throughout the 
course material--it must truly be imbedded as a crucial component of how the Core is taught. 
-- This ‘double-dipping’, which is a necessity for some constrained majors, offers an 

opportunity to present challenging issues of contemporary relevance in the context of 
a disciplinary way of thinking.  [Double-dipping is a reality; some argued that in an 
ideal world, students would take 12 courses—7 core and 5 theme—while others 
argued that ALL courses should be double-dipping.] 

-- Courses will no longer be approved to meet two Themes; while they may integrate materials 
relevant to two different themes, the department proposing the course must choose what 
Theme they will address for CLE approval." 

 
They wanted to avoid themes as an "add on," driven perhaps by the budget model, Professor Schiff 
said—add themes and get more students.  The rule has been that if about 30% of a course (lectures, 
readings, etc.) were devoted to a theme, it would be considered to meet the theme requirement.  That 
will no longer be true under the proposed guidelines; to be a theme-approved course, it must fully 
meet the theme, not just in 30% of the materials.  They expect that many double-dipped core-plus-
theme courses will need to be revised, she said.  They thought about clarity of focus, and it appears 
that the more a course tries to do, the less well it does it.   
 
 There are other implementation issues, Professor Schiff told the Committee. 
 
-- Timing:  the goal is (roughly) Fall, 2010, if this Committee and the Faculty Senate approve the 

changes, in order to allow departments time to develop or tweak courses. 
-- Writing:  the report is missing this; writing was part of the liberal education requirements but 

the responsibility has been shifted to the Writing Advisory Board, and CLE will work with the 
Board.  They have retained the requirement that core courses must include writing. 

-- Role of instructors and advisors:  they must walk the walk. 
-- Assessment:  the core courses and the student-rating-of-instruction form will need to be 

evaluated. 
 
 Professor Schiff summarized the work of the Council. 
 
"-- The values of LE lie at the heart of a top public research institution; we need to make these 

values explicit for our University and the individuals who comprise it. 
-- 7 Cores:  [an intentional] paradigm shift, away from ‘what’ (the “basic factual information” 

mentioned by Howe) and towards ‘how and why’; provide students the opportunity to 
personally experience what it means ‘think’ and evaluate evidence in the disciplines.  

-- 5 Themes:  4 refined + 1 new, focus on complex, interdisciplinary issues of contemporary 
relevance; suggestion that all 3-credit study abroad experiences receive GP credit 
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-- Redefined relationship between Cores and Themes in courses that meet both requirements; LE 
courses may no longer meet 2 themes  

-- Criteria for the requirements are crafted in such a way that the CLE will have more clearly 
articulated and defined standards against which to judge courses; Cores and Themes 
themselves are described so that their value as a component of LE is apparent." 

 
Professor Schiff said she would be glad to take questions about the recommendations. 
 
 Professor McCormick said that as a former CLE chair, he believes this is a great set of 
recommendations that make a great deal of sense.  They set standards for double-dipping and make 
explicit to students what it now implicit.   
 
 Professor Bart said, with respect to measurement of outcomes, that he hoped there will be 
some in each class as well as prediction of performance in other classes.  Some could have more 
cognitive content than others.  In the social sciences, he added, which study individual people, there is 
a roadblock for "doing" the science:  the IRB can take six weeks to approve a proposal.  The research 
may have to be open to artificial subjects.  Professor Schiff said the Council did not prescribe; it is up 
to the instructor to argue how the course fits in the broader discussion.  An Economics course in the 
core is not just economics, the question is how it represents the social sciences and how it does not; 
there is to be a more overt "liberal education-ness" about the courses.  As for long-term investigation 
of courses, she said, there is not a lot of time to assess outcomes and some effects of a course will not 
be apparent until long after the course is completed.  She agreed, however, that there does need to be a 
start on assessment, in conjunction with the student-learning outcomes that have been adopted by the 
Senate. 
 
 Professor Neuhauser asked if there would be pre-requisites for core courses beyond admission 
to the University.  That is the current rule, Professor Schiff said.  Dr. Swan agreed but observed that if 
CLE courses are spread across all four years, some of the courses could be upper division.   
 
 If someone comes in with AP credits in calculus, would the student need to take the lower 
course to satisfy the mathematical-thinking requirement, Professor Neuhauser asked?  Professor Schiff 
said the Council thought math might an exception to the rule.  Dean Green said a student should not be 
required to take a course at the University before taking a mathematical-thinking course.  Dr. Swan 
suggested the tree metaphor works well in some disciplines; the core courses should be the trunk, not a 
twig. 
 
 Asked about publicizing the plan, Professor Schiff said CLA plans to open it for comments for 
a month and then respond to feedback and make any revisions that seem appropriate. 
 
 Ms. Alstadt asked if there is a language or health requirement.  They considered them, 
Professor Schiff said, and would have added a number of requirements in an ideal world, but they 
were constrained by the student experience.  Dr. Swan noted that the CLE requirements interact with 
the preparation standards:  the University does have a two-semester language requirement for 
admission.  The list of requirements could go on and on.  Language remains a requirement in CLA, 
Professor McCormick pointed out. 
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 Professor Leger said he had some concern about the proposal and noted that Engineering 
departments have constrained student schedules.  He said he is a strong supporter of liberal education 
and believes in more themes.  The document said that the University must convince students they need 
to take liberal education courses, but the problem with the matrix is that students who must rely on 
double-dipping are forced to take courses that double-dip, not necessarily courses for which they have 
any passion or interest.  Double-dipping ruins student enthusiasm, he said.  It should not, Professor 
Schiff said.  Faculty and advisors should talk with students about their choices; the themes now need 
to be woven into the fabric of the course and not merely 30% of the content.  Professor McCormick 
agreed; if there is to be meaningful double-dipping, and not cynical, the students' concerns will be 
addressed because the courses available will be meaningful.  That is wonderful, Professor Leger said, 
but students could be interested in taking a different course—but not allowed to because of the 
constraints of the engineering curriculum.  That is a problem driven by the engineering curriculum, not 
CLE, Dr. Swan observed.  Professor McCormick added that the new theme, "technology and society," 
will not put engineering students at a disadvantage.  The Council talked about choice but ultimately 
had to take votes, Professor Schiff commented.  Ultimately the majority of the Council felt that if 
something were important, it should be required for everyone.  They thrashed out this issue at great 
length. 
 
 Professor Neuhauser said that engineering has seven free slots; IT should identify the types of 
courses its students should take and be more proactive with the faculty to develop appropriate courses.  
Professor Schiff noted that there is an idea presented in the full report for a liberal education minor, 
collections of courses that faculty and advisors could put together that could be of interest to students 
(e.g., a minor on water).   
 
 There are two ways out of the problem he has identified, Professor Leger said:  (1) encourage 
more double-dipping courses (and the bar for approving them should be set higher) to increase student 
choices, which would help solve the problem for engineering students, or (2) faculty and advisors need 
to provide information on which courses might be exciting and interesting for engineering students, 
rather than simply having them check off one of them on a list.   
 
 Dean Green said those were good ideas and pointed out that when the plan is implemented, a 
statement of the liberal education purposes of every core course will be required, on paper and in the 
syllabus and can be referred to during the course.   He recalled serving on the advisory board for the 
Bachelor of Independent Study program, which required students to write out their educational plan 
and the courses that would be included and how they fit together.  Some experience like that, for 
students, to articulate their vision of their own liberal education package, would be a good idea, so that 
both students and faculty articulate liberal education goals.  Professor Bart said that students' 
evaluation and interpretive skills have not kept pace; such a proposal assumes they will use those 
skills, which require evaluation and critical thinking.  Professor Schiff noted that the Council talked 
about learning about evidence in different fields.   
 
 This discussion reminds him that the Committee must also think about the learning outcomes, 
Professor McCormick commented.  One possibility is portfolio-style essays on what students got out 
of courses and connecting them to the liberal-education requirements would make sense.  There is a 
problem when the liberal-education and student-learning outcomes are formulated separately.  A two-
three page syllabus will never be read; it would be better to set out liberal education issues in a 
handout, he said.  Dean Green said he simply wants the faculty to be explicit.  Professor Schiff said the 
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Council believes it is not enough to put something in a syllabus; the instructor should talk about liberal 
education the first day and there must be a regular "liberal-education-ness" about the course and it 
must be pervasive, a theme the faculty should return to often during the course. 
 
 Did the Council envision that the large social-science courses would need to be substantially 
revised to meet the new requirements, Professor Wambach asked?  They did not look at specific 
courses, Professor Schiff said; they only looked globally at what a liberal-education course should do.  
Some will probably easily meet the new requirements, some may not. 
 
 Ms. Phillips asked about limiting the diversity theme to the United States:  how will 
international students benefit?  Professor Schiff said the global perspectives theme will respond to 
some of the global diversity concerns, while diversity in the U.S. deals with many kinds of diversity—
ethnic, social, religious, etc.  Professor McCormick said that such courses will help international 
students understand race and cultural conflicts in the U.S.   
 
 Ms. Alstadt asked if a core course in Arts and Humanities would require a studio class, or 
would an Art History course serve?  Professor Schiff said that student must create or critically analyze 
art or humanities. 
 
 Professor Wambach thanked Professor Schiff for her report and asked Committee members to 
read the full report.  She adjourned the meeting at 3:25. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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