
12:30 

12:35 

l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 

164 Food Science and Nutrition 
1334 Eckles Avenue 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)373-3226 

AGENDA 
SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

Thursday, November 4, 1982 
12:30 - 3:00 p.m. 

626 Campus Club 

1. Minutes of October 21 (FCC enclosed; SCC to be mailed Nov. 1) 

2. Steering Committee business 

a. FCC report/resolution to Faculty Senate (enc. to FCC) 
b. Sketch of Senate and Assembly committee agenda for year (enc.) 
c. Motion on unit consulting from Planning Committee (enc.) 
d. Annual report of Senate Finance Committee (enc.) 
e. Annual report of Senate Planning Committee (enc.) 
f. Sequence of Faculty Senate I University Senate meetings 

1:10 3. Student employment (Twin Cities Assembly Steering business) 

1:20 

1:40 

4. Report of the Chair (Swan) 

5. Report of the Student Chair (Lenander) 

6. Reports from or on: 

a. Finance Committee (Sundquist) 
b. Legislative Relations Subcommittee (Pratt; faculty legislative 

liaison Peter Robinson will join us) 
c. Grievance and Legal Concerns Subcommittee (Freier) 
d. Task Force on Human Services Report (Lenander, Ziegelmann) 

1:50 7. Proposal for official civil service representation to Senate and 
Assembly committees (2 enclosures) 

2:00 8. Tuition changes and their impact on student decisions (V. P. Keller) 

9. Planning for budget guidelines in 1983-85 (V. P. Keller) 

2:45 10. Nominations (FCC) 

a. to Student Services Fees Committee 
b. to Senate Planning Committee 

11. Planning for quarterly meeting with Regents (FCC) 



l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 
164 Food Science and Nutrition 
1334 Eckles Avenue 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)373-3226 

MINUTES 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
November 4, 198 2 
626 Campus Club 

12:30 - 4:15 p.m. 

APPROVED 11/18/82 

Members present: Ron Bonaguidi, Virginia Fredricks, Phyllis Freier, Barry Hogen, 
John Howe, Anne Hunt, Julie Iverson, Dennis Kronebusch, David Lenander, 
Rick Linden, Marv Mattson, Doug Pratt, Donald Spring, Pat Swan (Chair.), 
John Turner, Kathy Watson, Burt Sundquist. 

Guests present: David Giese, Vice President Keller, Pamela Coyle, 
Peter Robinson, Maureen Smith 

1. Minutes of October 21 SCC meeting and conversation with the President. 

Corrections: p. 3, mid-page, paragraph beginning "Each of the ••• ", line 3: 
Vice President Hasselmo said ae-e~e-ReE-W&RE-Ee-m~se-eF~EeF~ 
Eaa&-m~ga&-~eae-&e that it was important to establish criteria 
for the selection of &ReEaeF other thematic issues eF-~ss~es to 
be addressed in successive planning cycles. 

p. 4, paragraph 4, last sentence: "He recommended concentrating 
on ~~~eF-4~¥~e~eR-aB&-gF&&~&e-ee~e&E~eR undergraduate students 
who can best benefit from training with a graduate research 
faculty." 

p. 7, top of page, item 3): "important issues for the University. 
!he vice presidents are to involve units where appropriate~ w~&h 
&ae-¥;be.e-~Fee~eeR&-mak~Rg-&ae-eee~e~eR." 

p. 7, paragraph 2: " ..• wants to focus limited staff em~R&s~s resources.~' 

p. 7, next to last paragraph: " ..• perspective to bear on eaea 
certain matters. We have to make clear that for the thematic 
emphases the approach and perspective are to be institutional. 
We m~e&-kee~-e~e&F-&R&&-we-R&¥e need both the unit planning ... " 
" .•• important to get on with these tasks. Ranking &ae each tasks 
or em~R&ses emphasis is less important." 

p. 8, paragraph 2, 1 ine 3: " •.• ~e-ye~ stage of the ~R~& planning." 
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2. Steering Committee Business. 

A. FCC report to Faculty Senate. Professor Swan explained that the report 
was written to explain the FCC resolution and the reasons for concern on the 
part of the faculty outside of Duluth and Waseca. She asked for a response to 
the report and asked whether it should still be brought forward in light of 
apparent withdrawal of Duluth demands for equalization of salaries. 

Professor Howe suggested that since the issue was no longer an active one, 
the report may be beside the point. Prof. Fredricks agreed and said it may only 
serve to enflame feelings at unionized campuses. Professor Swan asked if it 
should be distributed just because of the importance of raising the issue in 
general. Professor Turner thought that if it helped to improve communication 
between the FCC and faculty it would be good. Professor Spring asked permission 
to distribute it to the Morris Campus Consultative Committee. (Permission was 
granted.) Professor Freier asked if faculty in general really care about the 
issue. Professor Fredricks moved to take the resolution to the Senate as a 
report for information. There was a friendly amendment to include the report 
with the resolution at the Senate meeting. Motion approved. 

B. Approval of "Highlights of 1982-83 Senate Committee Business" for 
inclusion in Senate docket. Changes in list: University Senate item 5, change 
"Surveillance ••• " to "Investigation of alleged surveillance ••• " Professor Howe 
suggested including items regarding Cycle Two of Planning. Professor Swan 
agreed to add the item "Review of issues arising in the second planning cycle 
(Planning, Consultative)." 

There were general comments that the "Highlights" are a good idea. 
A motion was made to include the report as amended on the Senate docket. Motion 
approved. 

C. Motion on unit consult. from Senate Planning Committee. The Senate 
Consultative Committee made some changes in the wording of the Planning Committee's 
motion to the Senate regarding unit consulting. The changes were made to 
clarify the intent of the motion. 

A motion was made to approve the report as modified and pass on to the 
Senate. The motion was approved pending an okay from Professor Rubenstein that 
the modifications did not constitute a substantive change in the motions 
proposed in the report. 

There was some SCC discussion on whether to co-sponsor or endorse the 
motion. Some felt that since the SCC didn't do the work it shouldn't presume 
to co-sponsor. Professor Swan said that if Rubenstein was agreeable to the 
modifications she would offer the SCC's encorsement orally on the Senate floor. 

D. Senate Finance Committee Annual Report to the Senate. A motion was 
made to approve the report with the addition of Patricia Swan's name at the 
end of the report as 1981-82 chair. Motion approved. 

E. Sequence of Faculty Senate I University Senate meetings. Changes in 
the order of the meeting agenda were approved. Professor Giese (Chr., Business 
and Rules) agreed to note in the Faculty Senate docket the right of individual 
faculty (regardless of Senate membership) to speak and offer motions on the 
floor of the Faculty Senate as provided for in the constitution. 
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3. Student Employment. The long lines in the student employment office may 
no longer be a problem. The item was passed over as there was no motion to 
refer to an Assembly committee. 

4. Report of the Chair. (as written) 

5. Report of the Student Chair. David Lenander. The Student SCC met just 
prior to today's meeting to discuss student financial aid and tuition payment 
plans. They encourage students on the coordinate campuses to study these plans. 
Mr. Lenander reported that he had met with Vice President Wilderson. Student 
SCC agreed that at their next meeting, Mr. Lenander will suggest to V. P. Wilderson 
that he or one of his staff people meet when the occasion arises with students 
on the coordinate campuses or arrange a meeting next time coordinate campus 
students leaders are on the Twin Cities campus. Vice President Wilderson has 
said he is considering separating the coordinate campus students from those on 
the Twin Cities campus on the subject of a pay plan. 

Application to be a student representative to the Board of Regents can 
be made through November 5 (forms available in 220 CMU). 

Anne Hunt reported briefly on the Nuclear Freeze Task Force. Students worked 
closely with community members in organizing the demonstration at Memorial Stadium 
on October 23. She congratulated the administration for using the stadium for 
something other than sports events. Daniel Ellsberg will speak on the arms 
race at the Bell Museum, 12:00 noon on Friday, November 12. 

6. Reports. 

A. Legislative Relations. Peter Robinson. The computer has now generated 
a faculty list coded according to legislative district. Meetings will be 
scheduled at faculty houses so that legislators can meet with faculty in their 
own districts. Professor Roginson commented on likely changes in key committees 
in the Legislature, and on possible political activity by the UEA. 

B. Finance Committee. Burt Sundquist. At the last meeting of the Finance 
Committee, it was decided that the committee should become systematically 
informed about student financial aid for this year and next. To help with 
background on the issue, the committee is looking at what has happened over 
the past five years or so. The committee is examining the impact of tuition 
costs on student welfare, hopefully in order to provide guidelines for policy. 
Professor Swan commented that so-called "creative financing" may be the rule 
in the future in working out tuition payments. Professor Spring noted the 
danger in the government's decision to redefine the category of "independent 
student" so that only a small percentage (as compared to the present 40%) will 
qualify as independent (and therefore be eligible for more aid). Professor 
Sundquist said that he would like the Senate Finance Committee to develop 
systems to monitor these and other issues including the results of reallocation, 
the 1983 budget and the capital request. 

C. Grievance and Legal Concerns Subcommittee. Professor Freier reported 
that she thought the grievance procedures were in a state of great disorgani
zation. She suggested forming a committee of five to draw up an ideal grievance 
system and then consult with other Senate committees for a final report. After 
some discussion, it was decided to put this item on the November 18 FCC agenda. 
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D. Report of Task Force on Human Services Programs. Vern Ziegelmann was 
unable to attend. Item postponed to November 18 meeting. 

7. Tuition Changes. Vice President Keller. Vice President Keller outlined the 
history of the change in tuition systems. He noted that a task force had been 
set up four years ago to try to rectify the problem of part-time students being 
at a disadvantage because of greater tuition costs for fewer credits. He noted 
that the present changes had been approved three years ago but couldn't be 
enacted because the registration couldn't handle them at the time. Now, with 
computer registration, the new system is being used. 

So far, two problems have come up: 1) the fact that the price of courses 
is determined by the student's college, not the college which offers the course, 
results in different students paying different tuition for the same course. 
Now under study is a plan to calculate some sort of average credit cost in each 
college. 2) Would the new system result in different registration patterns 
(e.g. taking fewer credits to avoid costs)? According to data just made 
available from MPIS, no new registration patterns have emerged so far. 

Professor Howe asked if there had been shifts by students from one college 
to another to take advantage of lower costs. Dr. Keller said no out-of-the
ordinary shifts had taken place. Professor Swan asked about dual registration. 
Vice President Keller said there are no statistical data yet. Professor Swan 
said she feared (and had already witnessed in her own college) that students 
would elect to register in a low cost college while accumulating credits in a 
high cost one. This causes advisor problems, etc. She also asked whether 
Minnesota would lose students to states with reciprocal tuition agreements. 
Dr. Keller said it may happen but said that Minnesota also draws in many 
students. Professor Howe asked how Minnesota ranks in tuition costs. Dr. Keller 
said third in the Big Ten behind Northwestern and Michigan. Mr. Lenander 
commented that rules on financial aid often don't fit reality. He recommended 
a system of advising and accommodating students who complete programs over a 
long period of time. Vice President Keller agreed and said it was important to 
develop a consistent system with adequate funding. 

8. Planning for Budget Guidelines, 1983-85. Vice President Keller. The Vice 
President reported on a computer program developed by MPIS which utilizes data 
on state appropriations for the last 35 years and hae projected expenditures 
for the next several years. The program analyzes state legislature behavior, 
unemployment figures, budget surpluses, and the like over these years to predict 
what amounts of funding might be expected. When projected expenditures were 
compared with predicted income, a deficit was projected. The Budget Executive 
has begun planning for ways to match predicted income with predicted expenditure. 
These alternative plans have not yet been presented to President Magrath. The 
President, based on Budget Executive recommendations, would have to decide 
where to make cuts, if necessary. (They would also have to agree on which 
predictions seem to be the most accurate.) Vice President Keller said that 
the recent rumor that there would be a 2.5% cut across-the-board this year is 
not true, but that an average reduction of about 2.5% per year in 1983-85 may 
be required. This reduction would be based on priorities. Professor Swan 
encouraged a quick and early consultation between the administration and 
faculty in each of the planning units. 
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9. Civil Service Representation on Senate and Assembly Committees. Professor 
Swan reported that the Committee on Committees had already looked into the 
issue and decided that since it was very difficult to design principles by 
which it could be decided which committees should have civil service representation, 
no changes should be made. Professor Swan has discussed the matter with others, 
including Vice President Hasselmo, and come up with a proposal to invite the 
Civil Service Committee to name official representatives to several Senate and 
Assembly committees with a view toward later deciding on a mutual basis whether 
there should be civil service representation on that committee. (Note, the 
representatives now proposed would not have voting power.) 

Mr. Lenander said he thought it was a good idea and further that non-voting 
civil service membership on these committees might be the permanent solution. 
He moved that the proposal be approved. Professor Turner offered a friendly 
amendment that there be a time limit of three years; that at the end of three 
years an evaluation should be submitted and action required for or against 
continuation. No action on the matter would result in its discontinuation. 
The motion was passed with the inclusion of the phrase "voting or non-voting" 
(suggested by Mr. Lenander), in the second line from the bottom of Swan's letter 
to Barbara Kalvik, CSC Chair. 

Professor Fredricks commented that prov1s1on ultimately would have to be 
made for civil service employees to attend the meetings, and Professor Swan 
said that Vice President Hasselmo had said that this would be possible. 

10. Nominations. 

A. Student Services Fees Committee. Steve Simmons, Kent Crookston, and 
Larry Smith have been nominated (all from Agronomy). The order for asking is 
left up to Professor Swan. 

B. Senate Planning Committee. Professor Swan is to choose between nominees 
Shirley Clark and Bill Hartup. 

A discussion followed, initiated by Professor Turner, on developing a pool 
of nominees which would be at hand and which SCC members could think about at 
length before making appointments so that the decision process wouldn't be so 
hasty and so that "new blood" could be introduced to Senate committees. Professor 
Turner and others agreed that there are many potentially excellent young 
professors who would be willing to serve but who are often overlooked in the 
haste of decision. Professor Fredricks said she was afraid of overloading 
assistant professors with responsibilities when they needed to get tenure, but 
agreed that many of them do want to serve despite heavy research and teaching 
loads. It was agreed that a pool of nominees would be generated Winter Quarter 
to aid the Committee on Committees in their tasks. 

11. (FCC). Agenda for November 11 FCC meeting with the Regents. It was 
decided that the Holt article would be used as the focus of discussion. Professor 
Swan would glean several main points from the article to start discussion, with 
other FCC members prepared to speak to those issues to encourage a discussion with 
the Regents. 

The meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m. 

Minutes compiled by Allen Helmstetter, secretary pro tern, and Pat Swan, SCC Chr. 



DRAFT 

Ms. Barbara J. Kalvik, Chair, 
Civil Service Committee 
Intercollegiate Athletics 
238 Bierman 
Minneapolis Campus 

Dear Barbara: 

November 1982 

The Senate Consultative Committee wishes to invite the 

Civil Service Committee to name official representatives from 

the non-unionized civil service employees to each of the 

following Senate or Assembly committees: 

Animal Care 

Calendar 

Finance 

Handicapped 

Intercollegiate Athletics 

Physical Plant & Space Allocation 

Recreational Sports 

Research Library* 

We will request of the chairs of the above committees 

that your official representatives receive meeting notices, 

agenda and minutes and that they be recognized and allowed to 

speak on the same basis as committee members. We believe it 

would be helpful if you named your representatives in such a way 

that you might reasonably expect to have two representatives 

present at each committee meeting. This may mean naming 

alternates. 

We look forward with enthusiasm to having your representatives 

participate in the work of these Senate and Assembly committees. 

No doubt you will request that your representatives keep you 

informed about their experiences. 

It is our expectation that after employing this means of 

working together for a while, we will have a better basis for 

understanding if constitutional changes should be undertaken to 

make your representatives voting members, and, if so, of which 

committees. In the meantime, the question of civil service 

*Library committee was inadvertently omitted in first letter; 
omission was corrected in a follow-up memo. 
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represenation on committees will not become confused with that of 

membership in the Senate or of representation of the P/A employees. 

These considerations will procede more smoothly if they are 

undertaken at separate times. 

we welcome your representatives to participation in our 

committees. 

I 
Sincerely yours, 

/:·) /.._ ."! I 

'/ PBS 



DRAFT 
October 26, 1982 

REPORT TO THE FACULTY SENATE 

In early September 1982, as a result of press reports, the Faculty 

Consultative Committee became aware of the fact that the UEA (Duluth and 

Waseca) had requested that the Board of Regents and the UEA submit their 

unresolved issues to binding arbitration. One major unresolved issue proposed 

for settlement through arbitration was that of a principle governing the 

allocation of faculty salaries. The new principle, apparently being urged 

by UEA, was that of equalization of faculty salaries by unit norms. This 

principle would dictate that salaries would be adjusted so that the norms of 

faculty salaries would be equal from unit to unit; specifically, the case in 

question was that of the bargaining units at Duluth and Waseca and the Twin 

Cities faculty. However, the press reported that the Board of Regents had 

responded that principles governing faculty salary adjustments should not be 

established by an outside arbitrator. 

In late September the Faculty Consultative Committee, as the result of 

press reports and contacts from outside political sources, realized that strong 

political pressure was being brought to bear to get the Regents to change their 

position. The Faculty Consultative Committee believed that there was real danger 

that the principles governing faculty salary allocations by the Board of Regents 

would be submitted for arbitration. We realized that any binding decision by 

an arbitrator would directly affect all of us in as much as we were all faculty 

members whose salary allocations were governed by principles subscribed to by 

the Board of Regents. We did not believe we should be silent in the face of 

the pressures being brought to alter the ways in which the University faculty's 
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salaries would be allocated. 

Therefore, on Thursday, September 30, we passed the resolution printed 

below and transmitted it to the President and directly to each member of the 

Board of Regents. The resolution represents the collective thinking of the 

Faculty Consultative Committee and is written to accommodate the diverse views 

of the Committee. It is a resolution to which each member of the Committee 

subscribes. We report it to the Faculty Senate so that you will know the exact 

action taken by the Committee and that you might have the opportunity to discuss 

it with us. 



' 

Resolution passed unanimously on September 30, 1982, by the 
University Faculty Senate Consultative Committee: 

In the belief that--

* Standards of excellence and merit should be applied to 
individual faculty members, regardless of geographic 
location or unit membership. 

* The principle of equity is also fundamental to a just 
schedule of remuneration, and such equity requires that 
individual faculty members who make equal contributions 
to research and teaching should, at least in the long 
run, receive equal compensation. 

* If the University of Minnesota is to maintain its standing 
as one of the great universities in the nation, the 
principles applied in faculty remuneration must remain 
sensitive to market fcrces. Indeec, the salary norms 
on all of the University campuses must be responsive to 
the actual competitive pressures that are placed upon 
the institution so that the best research and teaching 
talent can be attracted and retained. 

* The institutions considered to be peers for salary 
comparisons must be governed to a commanding extent by 
nationally-set norms. The best standards are those 
established by the American Council on Education and the 
American Association of University Professors. These 
organizations have set up, on the basis of mission and 
role, the peer-group institutions with which the coordinate 
c~mpuses ~nd the Twin Cities campus are, res?ectively, 
comparable. The well-being of the University requires 
that the institution follow the nationally-established 
norms, rather than permitting an individual campus to 
create its own classificatory standards. 

* Equalization of faculty salary norms by an arbitrary, 
riveted formula based on category will lead to the 
unwarranted dissipation of resources which will reduce 
the capability of the entire University to respond to 
its mission, including especially its graduate training 
and research functions. 

* Reward on the basis of merit and equity -- so essential 
to the strength of the University -- is such a crucial 
principle that it should never be left to the decision 
of an outside arbitrator who, according to customary 
practice, will be inclined to compromise on the issue. 

Therefore we strongly urge the Members of the Board of Regents 
and the President of the University to continue to resist 
the equalization of salary norms and to stand by their 
decision not to submit the issue to binding arbitrarion. 



DRAFT, 10/27/82 For Nov. 18 Senate docket 

SENATE PLANNING COMMITTEE 

Upon reviewing the first planning cycle, we recommend to the Senate the 

following policy statements: 

MOTION 1: Each academic program to be reviewed by a unit shall be given the 

opportunity to see the information that pertains to it and to supply any 

additional information judged to be important. 

INFORMATION: It is inherently difficult to incorporate a review process. 

within the planning activities of a unit, since any program judged less worthy 

is judged so within the context of all the programs for which the unit is 

responsible. Therefore, every effort should be made to be sure that the 

information upon which the initial relative judgments are made is complete 

before the process starts. 

MOTION 2: All academic units of the University should establish for the 

~ second planning cycle a faculty and student group that fully representa the 

faculty and students during all aspects of the planning cycle. Each group 

should be large ehough to be representative. In particular, each should play 

an important role in the ranking of programs within its unit and in the 

establishment of unit priorities. 

INFORMATION: Such groups played various roles during the first planning cycle. 

In some units (e.g. CLA) these groups took a direct role in the process; in 

other units (e.g. CBS) they set the criteria by which the administration of 

their unit ranked the programs and they later reviewed the appropriateness of 

the decisions with respect to these criteria. Such a group serves to furnish 

faculty and student input, to communicate the planning process to others, and 

to legitimatize the final plans. 

MOTION 3: In the future rounds of planning, Central Administration should 

only accept unit plans derived using procedures consistent with motions 1 and 

2 above. 

Irwin Rubenstein, Chair, 

Senate Planning Committee 



BA Form 536 
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date July 12 

to ____ ~S~CC~F~I=LE~-----------------------------------

from Meredith Poppele 

The Senate Library Committee was inadvertently omitted from the list 
of committees in Pat Swan's November 8, 1982 memorandum to 
Barbara Kalvik, CSC Chair, regarding Senate and Assembly committees 
to which non-voting civil service members would be named in an 
experiment to last until June 30, 1985. 

It had been Pat Swan's and the SCC's intent to approve such membership 
on the list of committees submitted by the Civil Service Committee, of 
which Library had been one but had accidentally been left out of the 
notes at some point. 

This explanation, which is referred to in the minutes of the November 30, 
1982 Civil Service Committee, was confirmed orally by Pat Swan to me 
today. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Ms. Barbara J. Kalvik, Chair, 
Civil Service Committee 
Intercollegiate Athletics 
238 Bierman 
Minneapolis Campus 

Dear Barbara: 

University Senate Consultative Committee 

164 Food Science and Nutrition 
1334 Eckles Avenue 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)373-3226 

November 8, 1982 

The Senate Consultative Committee wishes to invite the Civil Service 
Committee to name official representatives from the non-unionized civil 
service employees to each of the following Senate or Ass~~bly committees: 

' Animal Care 
' Calendar 

Finance 
Handicapped 

f Intercollegiate Athletics 
Physical Plant & Space Allocation 
Recreational Sports 
Research 

We will request of the chairs of the above committees that your 
official representatives receive meeting notices, agenda and minutes and 
that they be recognized and allowed to speak on the same basis as committee 
members. We believe it would be helpful if you named your representatives 

( in such a way that you might reasonably expect to have two representatives 1 
present at each committee meeting. This may mean naming alternates. 

We look forward with enthusiasm to having your representatives participate 
in the work of these Senate and Assembly committees. No doubt you will 
request that your representatives keep you informed about their experiences. 

It is our expectation that after employing this means of working together 
for two years, we will have a basis for review to decide if constitutional 
changes should be undertaken to make your representatives permanent voting 
members or non-voting members and, if so, of which committees. In any case, 
this experiment of ours should end in three years unless we jointly agree to 
continue these arrangements. In the meantime, the question of civil service 
representation on committees will not become confused with that of membership 
in the Senate or of representation of the P/A employees. These considerations 
will proceed more smoothly if they are undertaken at separate times. 

We welcome your representatives to participation in our committees. 

PBS:mbp 

cc: Vice President Hasselmo 

Si~ yours, 

Pair~. Swan, Chair, 
Senate Consultative Committee 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the Clerk of the senate 
424 Morrill Hall 

October 29, 1982 

100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2125 

To: Patricia Swan, Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 

From: Virginia Gray and Russell Hobbie, Co-Chairs 
Committee on Committees 

Re: Civil Service Representation on Senate/Assembly Committees 

On October 14, 1982, Committee on Committees concluded its deliberations 
regarding requests from the Civil Service Committee for representation 
on certain committees. Regard~ng the Senate, the committee passed the 
following motion: 

The. Se.na.te. ComrrU.t.te.e. on Commille.u de.e.m.o il -i.na.ppnoptUa.te. 
:to a.dd uv.U. .o e.nv-i.c.e. me.mbe.M :to a.ny o:the.n Se.na.te. c.ommille.u 
g-i.ve.n :the. c.U!Vl..e.n:t me.mbe.n.oh<-p o6 :the. Se.na.te.. 

Explanation: The committee was unanimous in its view 
that civil service staff should not have representation 
on those committees of the Senate which determine policy, 
such as the Finance Committee, Physical Plant and Space 
Allocation Committee, Planning Committee, Library Committee, 
and Research Committee. However, in discussing this issue 
we realized that certain committees of the Senate 
represent several constituencies and carry out 
responsibilities which go beyond providing advice to 
administrators on policy recommendations to the Senate. 
Examples are the Committees on Academic Freedom and 
Responsibility Appeals, the Use of Human Subjects in 
Research, and Animal Care. These committees traditionally 
have members from constituencies which are not represented 
in the Senate. 

Most of the Committee felt that civil service staff 
should not be added to committees unless civil service 
staff were also made members of the Senate: a change 
which the Committee generally did not favor, but which 
it felt was outside its area of responsibility. A 
minority of the Committee were comfortable with the 
dual nature of some committees and identified the 
Services for the Handicapped Committee as another which 
should have civil service staff members. 
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Therefore, the Committee passed the following motion: 

The Sen.a.te Commiliee on. CommdteM -in.tvrpJr..et-6 :the 
membvv., hA...p o 6 :the U.6 e on Hwna.n. Su.b j em .-tn. RM ea.Jr..c.h 
Commdtee a..6 J.J:ta.ted .-tn. Afl..tic.le IV. Sec.:t-<-on. 7 o6 :the 
Rui.M on .the UY!.-iv vv.,Uy Sen.a.te Co Y1..6:tUu.Uo n., Bylaw.6, 
a.n.d Rui.M a..6 .-tn.cl.u.d.-tn.g uv il .6 e.Jr..v .-tc.e Jr..epfl..e-6 eYI.ta.t.-to n. 
nJr..om :the hea-Uh J.Juen.c.e-6, b-io£.og.-tc.a1. J.Juen.c.e-6, .6oUal 
a.n.d beha.v.-toJr..ai. f., uen.c.e-6 • 

Regarding the Assembly, the Committee decided: 

The A.6.6emb£.y CommU:tee on. CommU.:tee-6 deem.6 U .-tn.a.pp!r..opf!...{_a,te 
:to a.dd uvil f., e.Jr..v.-tc.e membvv., :to a.n.y o.the.Jr.. A-6.6 emb£.y 
c.omm.<fteu g.-tv en. :the c.u.Jr..Jr..en.t J.J:tfl..u.c.:tu.Jr..e o 6 :the A-6.6 emb£.y. 

Explanation: The Committee was unanimous in its view 
that civil service staff should not have representation 
on those committees of the Assembly which determine policy. 
However, in discussing this issue we realized that certain 
committees of the Assembly represent several constituencies 
and carry out responsibilities which go beyond providing 
advice to administrators on policy recommendations to the 
Assembly. Examples are the Committees on Transportation 
& Parking and University Health Services. These committees 
traditionally have members from constituencies which are 
not represented in the Assembly. 

Most of the Committee felt that civil service staff 
should not be added to committees unless they were also 
made members of the Assembly: a change which the Committee 
generally did not favor, but which it felt was outside 
its area of responsibility. A minority of the Committee 
were comfortable with the dual nature of some committees 
and identified the Recreational Sports Committee and the 
calendar Committee as committees which should have civil 
service staff members. 

I also enclose a copy of our minutes for further clarification. Russ 
and I would be happy to meet with sec if that would be helpful. 

enclosure 



HIGHLIGHTS OF 1982-83 SENATE COMMITTEE BUSINESS 

Many interesting and important items will be discussed within Senate 

committees this year. Many of these will result in reports and/or motions 

on the agenda of the Senate later in the year. Some of these items are 

listed below, with the name of the committee(s) considering them. This 

list provides Senators some advanced notice of possible items to be discussed 

by the Senate and an opportunity to ask questions or make comments about 

these items to the committees involved. 

1. FACULTY SENATE. 

- Review and revision of the 1973 Tenure Code including relationships 

to financial exigency. (Tenure Committee) 

- Grievance procedure review University-wide. (Consultative, 

Academic Freedom and Responsibility Appeals, Equal Employment 

Opportunity for Women, Judicial) 

- Maternity leave policy revision (EEOW, Faculty Affairs) 

- Sick leave policy revision (Faculty Affairs) 

- Senate salary improvement goals--relationship to biennial request 

and budgeting (Faculty Affairs) 

- Review of the work of the Committee on Faculty Workload (Consultative) 

2. UNIVERSITY SENATE 

- University teaching policy: assessment of implementation to date 

of recommendations in 1978 SCEP Report to the Senate on Developing 

and Encouraging Excellence in Teaching. (Educational Policy) 

- Financial exigency planning. (Planning) 



- Academic Professional personnel representation in the Senate, 

including the basis for determing a unit's number of representatives. 

(Business and Rules) 

- Review of the work of the task force on developing University

industry relationship policies. 

- Surveillance of foreign students and scholars. (Social Concerns) 



HIGHLIGHTS OF 1982-83 ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE BUSINESS 

- Recreational Sports Committee reorganization. (Recreational 

Sports, Committee on Committees) 

-Funding for Women's Intercollegiate Athletics program (Intercollegiate 

4thletics) 

- Review of academic progress of student athletes (ACIA) 

- Evaluating the new Cooperating Fund drive. (Social Concerns, 

Faculty Affairs) 

- Establish 1984-85 Twin Cities calendar. (Calendar) 



' 

lm UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 
164 Food Science and Nutrition 
1334 Eckles Avenue 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 

Report of the Chair for meeting of November 4, 1982. 

The first part of our meeting is steering committee business. David Giese, 
Chairman of Business and Rules Committee, will be with us for this portion. 
Action items related to the Senate and Assembly are: 

1. Approval of report from FCC to the Faculty Senate with 
September 30 resolution attached; (enclosed to FCC) 

2. Approval of "Highlights of 1.982-83 Senate (Faculty Senate, 
Assembly) Committee Business;" (enclosed to SCC) 

3. Action on motion to Senate from Senate Planning Committee 
(enclosed): Do we want to modify? Endorse on floor? 
Co-sponsor? 

4. Approve annual report to the Senate from Senate Finance Committee; 

5. The Consultative Committee must determine the order of 
Faculty Senate I University Senate meetings; 

6. We need to decide whether or not there should be Senate 
follow-up at this time on the Report of the Task Force on 
Human Services. 

Later in the meeting we will consider the proposal to invite the Civil 
Service Committee to name official representatives to certain Senate and 
Assembly committees (enclosures: memorandum from Committee on Committees 
and draft of P. Swan letter to CSC Chair Barbara Kalvik). 

At the end of the meeting we will have two more items of FCC business: 

1. Nominations: 

a. Student Services Fees Committee. Names proposed to date 
include Kent Crookston (Agronomy) and T. Cooper (Soils). 

b. Senate Planning Committee. Unfortunately for us, Michael Root 
was appointed over the summer to SCEP. 

2. I am proposing to the FCC that we discuss with the Regents at our 
November 11 meeting the University of Minnesota and higher education 
in the 1980's using Clark Kerr's article (enclosed) as a focus for 
discussion. 

Pat Swan. 



SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE 
ANNUAL REPORT, 1981-82 

August, 1982 

The Senate Finance Committee, as specified by the Senate Constitution, 

consists of 7 members designated by other Senate committees (who do double 

duty), and 2 faculty members and 2 student members at large who are appointed 

by the Senate Consultative Committee with the approval of the Senate. 

Members and alternates who served on this committee during 1981-82 

were: Tracy Allen, Fraser Hart, John Howe, Walter Johnson, Hugh Kabat, 

Stan Lehmberg, Rick Linden, Gail Lorenz, Betsy Loushin, Irv Rubenstein, 

Tom Scott, Don Spring, Pat Swan and Tony Zahareas. Vice President Keller 

represented the Budget Executive in discussions at all committee meetings. 

The committee held a total of 29 meetings from September 1981 through 

August 1982. Six of these were held jointly with the Senate Consultative 

Committee and one was held with the Senate Physical Plant and Space 

Allocation Committee. 

Major items of discussion included: (1) the criteria to be used in 

the 1981-83 biennial budget reductions and the relationships of unit 

planning to these reductions; (2) the financing of faculty salary increases; 

(3) the establishment of new tuition rates; (4) the 1982-83 budget plan; 

(5) the 1983-85 biennial request to the Legislature; and (6) the capital 

request to the Legislature. 

Three interim reports were submitted to the Senate on December 3. 

February 18 and May 20. Since the submission of the last interim report, 

the following major items were considered: 



SFC Annual Report - 2 

1. Tuition Rates for 1982-83 (by colleges): 

The Committee supported a plan whereby slight adjustments were made to 

lessen the increase in tuition for lower division students and to add slightly 

more increase to tuition for students in units where enrollment demands are 

high and where budgets were somewhat protected from reductions. The Regents 

did not support a differential in tuition on this basis. 

2. Individual College Budget Plans for 1982-83: 

The budget plans for the colleges were examined to see what portion of 

reductions were to come from low priority programs and what other type of 

reductions were made. About 25% of the reductions were in low priority 

areas; in most units, reductions were primarily in teaching positions. CLA 

reductions included several teaching assistant positions. Health Science 

units took a significant portion of cuts in supplies and expenses. A more 

detailed analysis is in progress. 

3. Biennial Request for 1983-85: 

The Committee examined the request for compatability with the priority 

statements and began a discussion of priorities. 

4. Capital Request for 1983-85: 

Most of the college priority statements neglected to mention planning for 

space needs and priorities. The capital request is based on priorities from 

the previous request plus needs identified during the planning process. 

Consulting: 

The Committee wishes to comment that the frequent meetings held this year 

did indeed improve the timeliness of consultation. Vice President Keller, 

chairman of the Budget Executive, was in attendance and consulting with the 

Committee for 28 of the 29 meetings. We commend him for his commitment to 

consultation. Certain difficulties in consulting encountered during the year 

were mentioned in the interim reports. 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate consultative committee 

164 Food Science and Nutrition 
1334 Eckles Avenue 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)373-3226 

AGENDA 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
Thursday, November 18, 1982 

12:30 - 3:00 
Regents Room, Morrill Hall 

Approx. time 

12:30 

12:35 

~ 
12:45 

1:00 

1:45 

2:00 

1. Minutes of November 4 (enclosed) 

2. Reports: 

- Chair (enclosed) 

- Student Chair 

- Finance Committee 

- Regents meetings observers 

3. Report to the sec on the Report of the Task Force on 
Human Services Programs (Lenander, Ziegelmann) 

4. Conversation with Vice President Wilderson about 
the boards to which FCC names faculty members but 
which are independent of the Senate/Assembly structure 
(Student Services Fees, Board of Student Publications, 
Student Legal Services) 

5. SCC student members' question to the President: "What 
will the University position be on Section 12 of the 
Military Selective Service Act which will deny non
registrants financial aid? Will the University be 
challenging the bill and if so, how? If they are not, 
what are their ideas for implementation?" 

6. Conversation with Vice President Hasselmo to bring 
us up to date on the second cycle of planning. 


