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AGENDA (I) 

All University Senate Consultative Committee 
Campus Club - Room 626 - 12:30 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. 

Thursday, January 29, 1981 

1. Fix agenda. 

2. Minutes of 1/15 sec meeting and of Conversation with 
President (both enclosed) . 

3. Report of Chair (enclosed). 

4. Report of Student Chair. 

5. Committee reports 

a. Grievance and Legal Concerns 

i. Open grievance hearing (material enclosed) 

b. Reorganization 

c. Outreach (please bring material already distributed-
Brasted memo, proposal on implementation, 
resolution for Regents on implementation plan) . 

d. UCBRBR. 

6. Domed stadium (material enclosed). 

7. Report from Peter Robinson, legislative liaison (2:00). 

8. Old Business. 

9. New Business. 

10. Adjourn. 
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MINUTES 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
January 29, 1981 

APPROVED 2/5/81 

The ninth regular meeting of the Senate Consultative Committee for the 
1980-81 academic year was called to order at 12:35 p.m. in Room 626 of Coffman 
Memorial Union by Marcia Eaton, Chair. Other members present were Orhan Arkan, 
Julie Bates, Robert Brasted, Keith Jacobson, Judy Nord, Douglas Pratt, Sue Pribyl 
(Student Chair), Paul Quie, Vera Schletzer, Donald Spring, Patricia Swan, 
Bruce Thorpe, Allan Ward and, after 2:00, L. E. Scriven. Guests present were 
Maureen Smith of University Relations and Mary Jane Plunkett, Student Government 
adviser. Professor Janet Macy was present for most of the discussion on the 
opening of grievance proceedings. 

1. The agenda was fixed. 

2. The minutes of the SCC meeting of January 15 were approved as written. 
There was one correction to the record of the conversation with the president 
of January 15: on page 3, General College enrollment maximum is 3,000, not 300. 
The record was approved with that correction. 

3. Report of the Chair. Regarding item 8 of the written report, referring 
to library conflicts, Professor Spring expressed regret that the constitution 
and work of the ad hoc committee to study library administration had progressed 
so slowly. Professor Eaton enumerated the several factors on all sides which 
delayed the establishment of the committee. A non-partisan committee of four 
is now meeting. 

4. Report of the Student Chair. A. Sue Pribyl introduced Keith Jacobson, 
the newly elected student representative from Morris, replacing Bryan Jamison. 
Who will fill the Duluth student seat is still unknown. 

B. Of current issues, the tuition surcharge still generates the 
most complaints. 

C. Domed stadium. An op1n1on survey of students and faculty on 
University teams playing downtown is about to get underway. Students generally 
appear to oppose a move to the dome. 

5, Committee reports. 

A. Grievance and Legal Concerns. Vera Schletzer. 

(1) Forum on the opening of grievance proceedings. Professor Eaton 
passed on to Professor Schletzer a collection of unsolicited letters recommending 
the opening of grievance proceedings. Professor Schletzer reported on the Forum, 
held January 22. The 35-40 people attending constituted an unusually large 
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turn-out for an event of this kind. She named the several speakers and described 
the arguments as well-prepared and well-stated. Generally the feeling at the 
forum was in support of open hearings with the burden of proof for closing a 
hearing put upon those who felt it necessary. 

Professor Eaton referred the SCC members to the several letters already in 
their files on grievance procedures from grievance bodies. She added that the 
Facilitative Committee of the Senate believes the various grievance bodies can 
and should determine their own operating rules. She proposed that the SCC write 
all relevant committees asking them to describe their rules plainly, to discuss 
openness, and to abide by the open meeting rule of the new constitution. Professor 
Schletzer moved the SCC resolve in favor of open hearings and communicate the 
resolution to all grievance bodies along with a statement of what the sec has 
done to gather opinion and the arguments which have been made. 

Professor Swan, while expressing her own inclination toward openness in 
all such matters, raised a concern which grew out of her hundred hours service 
on a grievance panel. She asked initially, whether complaints among large private 
employers are dealt with in open or closed hearings. Professor Spring said 
that cases involving union members would be open but those occuring within 
management would not. If the University is the only large employer in the state 
which holds its grievance proceedings in public, suggested Professor Swan, the 
press, being unaccustomed to assessing the kinds of testimony it brings forth, 
may well not take that in its stride. Typically, in Judicial hearings, there 
is discussion of standards of behavior, of accepted practices within departments. 
Some of that testimony would easily lend itself to sensational headlines, she said. 

Professor Eaton suggested that if such headlines were true, the community 
had better know it. The embarrassments are outweighed by the educational value 
of openness, she argued. However, she reaffirmed her conviction that there must 
remain the possibility for closing a hearing when the arguments are compelling. 

Professor Schletzer said that concern for students' situations was raised 
twice at the forum. The Senate constitution covers student hearing procedure 
to some extent. Among students as well as staff, the sec presumes the burden 
for closing a hearing would still rest upon the person(s) who wanted it closed. 

Bruce Thorpe asked if anyone is going to attempt to change the open meeting 
section in the new constitution. Professor Eaton allowed that it is likely an 

.amendment encompassing the Daily's point of view, that meetings, virtually without 
exception, should be open, will arise in advance or on the Senate floor. 

Professor Spring inquired whether informing the University's grievance bodies 
of the SCC's recommendation would short circuit the SCC's own process for 
considering the issues. There was some feeling in the SCC that it might. It 
was agreed that opinion at the forum was overwhelmingly in favor of open hearings, 
despite the fact that the invitation to participate was published to the whole 
University community and sent by memorandum to all University grievance units. 
The Judicial Committee had initially requested to speak at the forum, and later 
decided the use the opportunity just to listen. Sue Pribyl read a portion of 
Professor Rippie's reply to Professor Eaton: "The Judicial Committee would 
appreciate any comments or suggestions your committee may have regarding the 
principle of confidentiality and/or the proposed changes." (emphasis added) 
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Professor Eaton favored the SCC making a recommendation to the bodies. If 
a committee does not move towards greater openness, the sec can ask for direction 
on the matter from the Senate. 

Professor Spring said no constitutional change is required, but rather a 
change in the tenure code is needed for either publishing the findings of the 
hearings of opening the hearings. 

Sue Pribyl offered a variation to the motion: that the sec forward all its 
information on the opening of grievance proceedings to grievance bodies and say 
that in the light of this information the sec recommends those committees consider 
opening their hearings with the burden of proof for closing falling on the party 
who wanted itclosed. This version was accepted as a friendly amendment. There 
was general feeling in the Consultative Committee tfiat 1t had done all it could 
find to do to solicit all shades of opinion. No one brought forward, either in 
writing or at the forum, any statements or arguments in favor of closed hearings. 

The motion was approved unanimously. 

(2) Report on Sexual Harrassment. Professor Schletzer noted that 
most of the original members are no longer on the subcommittee. Michael Root, 
the new chair, has distributed Draft VI of the recommendations of the subcommittee. 
Professors Root and Schletzer, Assistant Vice President Betty Robinett, Professors 
Ri?pie (Judicial) and Wolfram (Tenure) and Bonita Sindelir, Assistant University 

attorne~ have met and will meet again to learn about matters of law in the access
ibility of people's files, and to consider questions of reduncancy and other 
challenges. Professor Schletzer and Julie Bates spoke to the SCC in favor of 
having a student once again on the Sexual Harrassment subcommittee. 

The board proposed for handling complaints of sexual harrassment would be 
comprised of faculty, academic staff, civil service personnel, and students. 
There is some male faculty objection to including any category except faculty. 
Many men reportedly continue to believe there is no sexual harrassment problem 
here and that having a visible board will prompt mischievous charges. Professor 
Schletzer argued that for credibility among students, the board must not be 
exclusively faculty. The subcommittee recommends stiff sanctions against 
violators. 

Since legally the employer is held responsible for the prevention and 
alleviation of sexual harrassment by its employees, a change in handling cases 
can probably be effected administratively. 

Professor Eaton informed the SCC that Professor Root had found the differences 
of opinion on the issue among members of the community too broad to be reconciled. 
Based upon what he has heard, it is his judgment that there needs to be a visible 
system, a board to deal specifically with such allegations, in part because 
current handling varies widely from department to department. There is a strong, 
although challenged, sentiment, that the aggrieved, particularly students and 
women who are not students, need to know a place to go. 

Professor Spring described a reaction he has heard to the current recommen
dations: Because the ultimate disposition could be so serious for a faculty 
member, the accused would not accept the informality of the design and would 
instead feel immediately driven to hire legal counsel. 
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SCFA has considered the recommendations and is now asking the reaction of 
other interested parties and the University attorney's office. Professor 
Schletzer asked the SCC's permission to steer the recommendations to University 
committees concerned about the rights of women (e.g., Social Concerns' Subcommittee 
on Equal Opportunity for Women), for their reactions. The SCC assented. 

B. Senate Reorganization. Professor Spring. The January 15 forum on 
the new constitution had good attendance. The subcommittee listened intently 
to the good, clear statements of the speakers. Professor Spring polled the 
subcommittee on each request it received. He has written the subcommittee's 
response to each speaker and has invited all to submit their formal written 
amendments. The joint subcommittee will meet between February 9 and February 19 
to consider all amendments submitted. They will publish all amendments before 
February 19. 

Because amendment by substitution requires a two-thirds vote of the total 
Senate membership or a majority vote of the total Senate membership at two 
successive meetings, and because the next scheduled Senate meeting following 
February 19 is not until Apr. 16,Professor Spring urged SCC members to do all 
in their power to encourage Senators to attend the February 19 meeting. 

Professor Eaton reported that Duane Wilson said if the Senate approves 
the constitution on February 19, it could go to the Regents for information in 
March and for their vote in April. 

C. Outreach. Professor Eaton asked if there were any questions on 
the proposal for implementation which is before the Regents. Professor Spring 
asked whether the SCC could direct its monitoring charge to the University 
Committee on All University Extension and Community Programs, since he doubted 
the sec would have the time and means to monitor implementation. 

Professor Swan 
consultation by the 
and Senate groups. 
Keller. 

recommended the sec request an explicit statement that 
various administrators will occur with faculty, students, 
Professor Eaton will write this request to Vice President 

D. UCBRBR. Professor Swan. She referred to the agenda for the year 
which sec members now have. 

Dedicated tuition was discussed at the January meeting. The question some
times arises within the University of whether to sequester parts of tuition 
money for very specific purposes. Vice President Keller presented a proposal 
to try dedication with a few very self-contained programs. His first recommen
dation was for the Law School which wishes to increase the number of faculty in 
order to decrease class size, so as to provide opportunities which will make it 
one of the very top schools in the country. The proposal is to increase 
enrollment and reserve most or all of that additional tuition to improve the 
program. 

Professor Schletzer described dedication as a dangerous way to go. Very 
small departments become even more vulnerable. Professor Brasted pointed out 
the parallel to laboratory fees. The Chemistry department has alternately tried 
charging lab fees and not charging. When they are charged the most costly labs 
tend to get priced out of existence. 
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Professor Eaton argued that presently the Law School approaches special 
groups with requests for funds to undertake special changes; the prospective 
granting group descides whether the desired change is good policy and should 
therefore be funded. Were dedication permitted, the law school would not have 
to consult with and get the judgment of another body. 

Bruce Thorpe said that Vice President Keller acknowledged these problems 
in his talk. He was looking ahead to the time when the University might have 
to make a choice about the Morris campus, whether to close it or to raise tuition 
there somewhat and permit that campus to retain the increase. His interest, in 
part, is to establish a precedent for dedication. 

Professor Ward described a parallel at Waseca. Waseca has had its outreach 
inloaded for ten years. Not it must either cut the number of students or 
increase fees. If it could dedicate tuition, it would be able to retain all 
the students. 

Professor Eaton, relating the dedication question to the threat of cut
backs, reported that one agenda item at the Big Ten governance conference she 
amProfessor Swan will attend January 31 is program cutbacks. Michigan State 
has information on its consideration of program cutbacks. The Consultative 
Committee, she advised, should discuss this prospect before it arrives here. 
At the February 5 SCC meeting Professors Eaton and Swan will report on anything 
they l~rned at that conference and there will be a general discussion of how 
to approach program cuts. 

6. Legislative report. Professor Eaton introduced Professor Peter Robinson, 
the University's faculty legislative liaison. 

A. Informing and involving faculty. Several district legislative 
evenings are already scheduled. Professor Robinson's letter to all faculty has 
been delayed in the addressing and mailing office but should be out soon. 

B. Visits to coordinate campuses. Professor Robinson reported a good 
discussion with Waseca faculty. They were somewhat reticent because of the 
imminent collective bargianing election. At Waseca and Morris he heard the 
common concerns of all University faculty, over the general conditions professors 
need to do what they want to do, especially space and salaries. Morris is 
particularly concerned about the capacity of the library, and the difficulty 
of recruiting good young faculty because of the high-paying private sector. 
An additional major concern at Morris is its being limited to a choice between 
the collective bargaining agent Duluth chose (UMEA) and no agent, as prescribed 
by changes in the PELRA law. Morris faculty oppose that limitation and question 
its constitutionality. Professor Robinson suspects he cannot represent Morris 
before the legislature on that problem. Also, he has learned that the DFL is 
highly reluctant to tamper with that bill. 

Professor Robinson will visit Crookston February 4. 

C. Governor's budget proposal. Governor Quie's budget proposal recom
mended against any increase in funding for a number of University requests. The 
most serious appear to be the libraries, graduate school research, general 
research, and equipment replacement. The recommendation for repairs and better
ments ~about half the increase requested; for supply and expense the recommen
dation slightly more than the request; the recommendation for the faculty 
retention and recruitment item is unclear but appears to be for a $500,000 
decrease in the base. It appears that the governor will not fund indirect cost 
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recovery. There is no increase for medical research specials. An increase in 
tuition is recommended, but no increase in student financial_aid. 

Professor Robinson suggested not taking this budget proposal too seriously. 
It is balanced only by means of taking revenues that would normally accrue in 
the next biennium. The DFL has yet to present an alternate proposal. The 
University, he said, must focus on the most crucial items. 

The governor clearly wants to fund those specials that offer hope for 
immediate economic benefits for the state, he said. There is controversy over 
whether the economic projections from the state's economy are too optimistic. 
The governor's budget is predicated on strong economic recovery. 

The way the bonding bill will 
some kind of parts or as a whole. 
numerous and complicated this year 
in the last session. 

be considered is still unknown--whether in 
Overall, the budget questions are more 
because the bonding issue did not get settled 

Professor Robinson has met with the chairs of most of the key committees 
and subcommittees of the House and Senate. He listens to their questions and 
finds the answers for them. 

Bruce Thorpe asked how the committee chairs are rece1v1ng the faculty 
salary proposal, and Professor Robinson replied they try to say little about 
it. They compare salaries here with those of other university faculties, a 
comparison in which Minnesota fares reasonably well. Robinson called this a 
misperception on the legislators' part. He wants to persuade them that the 
comparison has to be made with the competition of the same profession outside 
the academy, where such competition exists. Legislators remain generally 
unaware, also, that the percentage raise they vote for faculty is not what 
individual faculty then get. 

BruceThorpe said that Minnesota students have made a good argument that 
the cost of living here is higher than at other universities on the average; 
he believed the same argument could be effective in support of higher faculty 
salaries. 

Professor Pratt asked if the governor will make a recommendation on faculty 
salaries. Professor Robinson said the question is entangled with that of 
collective bargaining. The governor will first want to see what kind of 
contracts are negotiated at the state universities and state community colleges. 
On the other hand, the University administration will not want to settle with 
UMDEA until the University budget is settled and the level of faculty salaries 
on non-unionized campuses is known. 

Professor Schletzer asked if the projected shortfall is known to be as 
bad as anticipated. Professor Robinson replied that that is still unknown. 
Funds to restore the cuts made from aid to public schools are coming from the 
next fiscal year, which means a lower base in the next budget. 

Overall, he summed up, there is not enough money in the state to do 
everything the agencies want to do. Either taxes must go up, or everyone 
except elementary and secondary education will get less funding. 



sec 
1/29/81 

p. 7 

Professor Spring asked if faculty salary increases are not likely to be 
small, given the fact that most agencies are to get less than they asked and 
that University faculty slaaries look good relative to other universities. 
Professor Robinson replied that the outlook for the University is bleak in 
this session. 

Professor Eaton thanked Professor Robinson for his presentation and for 
the conscientious job he is doing. 

7. Domed stadium. Orhan Arkan reported the Regents will vote the question 
in June. Julie Bates distributed copies of the survey questions. The students 
plan to survey 500 students who are season ticket holders; 500 students at 
random; 500 faculty season ticket holders and 500 faculty at random. If time 
is too short, they will take half those numbers. 

SCC members have until Monday, February 2, to call or write in suggestions 
for changes in the survey questions. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

. ) 
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Meredith B. Poppele, 
Secretary, SCC 


