
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA All University Senate Consultative committee 
TWIN CITIES 5-255 Millard Hall 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Telephone (612) 373--3226 

TENTATIVE AGENDA (H) 

All-University Senate Consultative Committee 
December 6, 1979 12:30 - 3:00 p.m. 

Room 626, Coffman Memorial Union 

1. Fix agenda. 

2. Minutes of meetings of November 29, 1979 (these will be 
distributed as soon as possible, but if there has been 
insufficient time for members to read them, a motion to 
defer until our next meeting will be in order) . 

3. Report of the Chair. 

4. Changes in meeting dates. 

a) December 20th scheduled meetings 

b) Winter Quarter schedule 

5. Steering Committee Business 

a) Draft of President's document, "Institutional Planning 
Assumptions, Goals, Objectives and Priorities for the 1980's" 

6. Committee Reports. 

a) Senate Reorganization - Professor Spring 

b) UCBRBR - Professor Morrison 

c) Outreach - Professor Brasted 

d) Grievances and Legal Concerns - Professor Eaton 

7. Old Business. 

a) PeL-credit tuition: (additional materials, including 
the President 1 s recommendation to the Regents will be 
distributed). Vice President of Student Affairs 
Frank Wilderson, Jr., Mr. David J. Berg, Director 
of Administration and Planning, and the Senate committee 
Chairs have been invited to provide input to our discussions. 

8. New Business. 

~ a) Verification of Senate membership status 

9. Adjournment. 
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DRAFT 

MINUTES OF THE SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

Meeting of December 6, 1979 

The All-University Senate Consultative Committee convened its eighth 

meeting of the 1979-80 academic year at 12:35 p.m. on December 6 in Room 626 

of Coffman Memorial Union on the Minneapolis campus. Members present were 

George Blake, Robert Brasted, Scott Carlson, Marcia Eaton, Wendell Glick, 

Rich Kottke, Cleon Melsa, Fred Morrison, Richard Purple, Chair, Don Spring 

and John Weis. Visitors were Maureen Smith of University Relations, 

Professor Isabel Harris and Mr. Steve Carlson. 

1. A motion to fix the agenda with provision to move to item #7 (per-credit 

tuition) at 1:30 and defer other remaining business, if any, until later, was 

passed without dissent. 

2. A motion to carry over to the next meeting the minutes of the SCC 

meeting of November 29 was carried without dissent. 

3. Report of the Chair. 

(a) Per-credit tuition. Mr. Steve Carlson asked permission to address 

the body later when the item was under discussion. The Chair said that when 

that time carne, he would ask the will of the body on Mr. Carlson's request. 

(b) Search Committee for Vice President for Finance. Professor Blake 

inquired why only four of fifteen Search Committee members will be "faculty?" 

Professor Purple replied that the guidelines for the composition of the committee 

were agreed to in 1976 when the position was last vacant. 

4. Changes in SCC meeting dates. 

(a) December 20 meeting. It was the consensus of the body that the 

date of December 20 should be held open for a meeting of the SCC and its meeting 

with the President, but should be used only if the press of business required it. 

The secretary is to send notices no later than December 17 .(earlier for out-state 

members) announcing whether or not there will be meetings. 

36 



' 

Minutes of 12/6/79 SCC meeting p. 37 

(b) Winter Quarter meeting dates. The revised schedule of winter SCC 

meetings was distributed. 

(c) UCBRBR meeting. Professor Morrison reported that UCBRBR was to meet 
on 

later in the afternoon of December 6 to discuss and report~recommendations for 

the distribution of the non-recurring tuition reserve. He suggested that the 

SCC ask the Chair to receive this report, take any informational or referral 

action he deems necessary, and report it out at the meeting of January 17. A 

consensus to the request was reached and the Chair was instructed to act 

according to the suggestion. 

5. Steering Committee Business. 

(a) President's draft document on institutional planning, etc. for the 

1980's. The Chair distributed a scheduled devised by Dr. Jim Borgestad of the 

President's office together with Professors Purple and Morrison for proposed 

consultation on the "institutional mission statement and institutional goals, 

objectives, and priorities for the 1980's." In the schedule the Senate Committee 

on Resources and Planning (SCRAP) would be the Senate body to review the President's 

institutional draft statement and the revised Regents' mission statement. It 

would report its reactions to the institutional draft statement in writing to 

the SCC on February 29 and its recommendations on the complete revised mission 

statement, as well as to the revised institutional goals statement, to the sec 

on April 28. 

Professor Morrison briefly explained the schedule. SCRAP is to receive 

each section of the mission statement in turn after the Regents Educational 

Policy and Long Range Planning Committee has discussed it and made revisions. 

Professor Blake remarked that the mission statement consultation schedule 

as printed almost amounGs to "overkill." He expressed his skepticism of the 

worth of great expenditures of time by three committees on definitions of goals, 

objectives and priorities on an already well-written statement. 

Professor Glick moved, Professor Eaton seconded, to refer the President's 

draft document, "Institutional Planning Assumptions, Goals, Objectives and 

Priorities for the 1980's" to SCRAP along with the schedule and reporting lines 

suggested. The motion carried without dissent. 

6. Committee Reports. 

(a) Reorganization. Professor Spring has scheduled a meeting of the 
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subcommittee for December 12. The subcommittee is looking for thoughtful 

responses on the workability of the proposed three-fold division of Senate 

Committees and of the Educational Policy Committees cluster as regards 

reporting to the Senate and as regards consultation with SCEP. 

Professor Purple asked what is planned for the Judicial Committee. 

Professor Spring said it is to be returned to Senate Committee status. Many 

persons have requested this change because it is a committee which can have 

significant policy-making authority. How to get the qualified people who should 

comprise Judicial remains a serious problem. The subcommittee has rejected both 

election and nomination from the Committee on Committees as suitable means. While 

faculty members are willing to devote great amounts of time to some committees, 

such as SCEP, they are reluctant to devote great amounts of time to the kind of 

business Judicial must handle. Hence there is need for some incentive. Professor 

Spring remarked that it may be unrealistic to expect to get release time of, say 

one quarter in three years for members of Judicial, but the subcommittee would 

like to request it. Professor Brasted asked if that would not be opening the 

door to requesting release time for all faculty committee service, and 

Professor Spring acknowledged that as a possible danger. 

Professor Morrison stated that the appointed complement of the Judicial 

Committee is 15. There are reserves of 10 to 15 additional people who have been 

in the past appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate and who have 

already served on Judicial who can be called upon when the press of cases is great. 

Professor Glick asked if collegiate units can be made responsible for 

providing members. Professor Spring stated that such a plan has been seriously 

considered, but still leaves open the question of how to get qualified people. 

Professor Eaton suggested that departments, not deans, assume a departmental 

obligation, agreeing upon and making an appointment. The 

department members would be aware of the appointee's special extra workload. 

Professor Spring noted that it might be necessary to require two nominations 

from each department to be sure of getting the sort of people required for 

this committee. Professor Purple cautioned that there might well be objections 

on the grounds of too much prior information, if a person from a unit in which 

a case arose were to sit on the case. 

Professor Blake inquired whether the subcommittee was trying to eliminate 

the practice of sending to the President two names for every position and 

Professor Spring stated that that was correct. He also recommended the suggestion 
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of Professor Virginia Fredericks that the Committee on Committees be elected 

by the Senate. 

Professor Blake asked whether appointments to the Academic Systems Committees 

go through the Committee on Committees, to which Professor Spring replied yes, 

but that the colleges would also be required to recommend names, making a fourth 

source for this committee. An objective is for appointment lists to go to the 

President without pairing. 

Professor Blake asked whether the coordinate campuses have raised objections 

to the proposal to make some Senate committees Twin Cities Campus Assembly 

committees. Professor Spring replied that he had received no response yet on 

ROTC; that the Chairman of the Library Committee favors the change but that 

that committee opposes it; and that the chairman of the committee on University 

College opposes changing its status. Professor Purple added that the Library 

Committee for the present is adding a subcommittee for Twin Cities campus 

library matters. Professor Spring stated the purpose behind these three 

recommendations was to beef up TCCA by giving it more committees. 

Professor Blake also inquired whether the subcommittee has considered 

changing the size of the Senate. Professor Spring said that most people prefer 

not to tamper with the size of the Senate as a whole, although recommendations 

have ranged from establishing a separate Faculty Senate to increasing student 

membership to near parity. There was a general expression of approval for the 

fifth proposal (making representatives more responsibile to the departments they 

represent). Professor Spring pointed out that there are two committees which 

have not yet been considered in reorganization discussions: SCRAP and CLE. 

Professor Brasted recommended the following practice: that departmental 

representatives to the Senate be asked to summarize for their departmental or 

unit newsletters pertinent Senate business. 

(b) Outreach. Professor Brasted commented that that subcommittee's job 

is now to monitor the data-gathering process by keeping in touch with the Study 

Group and the President's office. Professor Purple stated that Dr. Pazandak 

had informed the sec office by telephone that morning that a preliminary proposal 

for data-gathering was out to Professor Terwilliger of SCEP for his comments. 

(c) Grievances and Legal Concerns. Professor Eaton announced that the 

membership of SCFA has been augmented by three students. Professor Leo Raskind 
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of the Law School, Chair of SCFA's Subcommittee on Sexual Harassment, is 

getting background on legal restraints involved. Professor Purple mentioned 

that SCFA has requested Senate newsletter space in the Daily to respond to the 

Regents' vote on retirement benefits. 

7. Per-credit tuition. Professor Purple introduced the guests, Vice President 

Frank Wilderson and Mr. David Berg,who came to speak and to answer questions 

regarding the President's proposal which is to go to the Regents for action on 

December 13. Everyone present had a copy of the President's proposal. 

Vice President Wilderson spoke at some length outlining the major provisions 

of the proposal. He noted the significant modifications to the recommendations 

contained in the Report of the Task Force on Student Access in March of 1977. 

The Task Force had recommended a flat per-credit charge as most equitable: a 

graduate would have paid the same total to obtain the required degree credits 

regardless of how long or how short a time it took. But, sensitive to arguments 

for not impeding academic "exploration," the administration recommendation 

includes a 14-18 credit band with constant tuition. The President recommends 

that for the Morris campus the band be from 14 to 20 credits because Morris has 

a basic 5-credit module and without the exception a fourth regular course there 

would have to cost more than the typical quarterly load. 

The second major provision of the proposal regards the differential between 

lower division students and upper division students. The quarter after students 

have registered for their 90th credit, they pay on the scale for their college. 

The lower rate for lower division students is to encourage them to explore, to 

"shop around" in more than one college or unit, in their first two years. 

Thereafter, the "cost of their package can be more focused," the Vice President 

stated. 

As tuition rates change, they are designed to move in the direction of the 

average 24% fraction of instructional cost. Presently there are wide variances 

from college to college as to the fraction of actual instructional cost paid. 

The proposal asks the Regents to reaffirm the policy of asking the state to pick 

up a certain percentage of instructional costs. The changes will be phased in 

slowly so as not to price out students in more expensive colleges. 

Waseca and Crookston were recommended by the Access Task Force to be put into 

the lowest tuition groupings. Two facts motivated the President's modifying 
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this recommendation: (1) presently students at Waseca and Crookston pay at 

a lower rate than the lowest grouping on the other campuses and (2) instructional 

costs on those two campuses are presently going downward. The President recommended 

creating a temporary lower tuition group for these two campuses and observing 

how their costs move in the coming years. 

The other aspects of the proposal, explained the Vice President, are 

essentially accounting or "housekeeping" changes. There will be "no more freebies." 

Retired persons, for instance, have been allowed to enroll for courses at the 

University without charge. That system has masked true instructional costs. The 

proposal asks the Regents to pay for these individuals, meaning that the University 

would pay their tuition out of Student Aid into the tuition account. Vice President 

Wilderson said there have been about 60 such persons formally enrolled, receiving 

a transcript. Others may have worked out informal arrangements with a professor. 

The recommendation for tuition for non-residents is that it be a multiple 

of 2.75 for every tuition grouping. Professor Glick asked why the University 

should not charge out-of-state students the true cost of instruction by having 

a multiple of 4. Vice President Wilderson replied that the University regards 

it as a benefit to the University to have out-of-state students on the campus, 

and that therefore the state should subsidize those tuitions. 

Mr. Berg referred to recent legislation in Wisconsin changing that 

University system's charge to out-of-state students to full cost. The new 

policy gives Wisconsin the largest resident/non-resident differential of all 

BigTenschools and the second highest out-of-state tuition of all land grant 

colleges in the nation. It is expected, of course, to result in a diminished 

number of out-of-state registrants. In response to a question from the floor, 

Mr. Berg replied that the Minnesota state college system also has a differential 

but that it is not the same as the University system's. Professor Glick hoped 

the University was not subsidizing the training of doctors for other states. 

There was no information in response to Professor Blake's question concerning 

whether there are plans for further reciprocity agreements. He was thinking 

especially of students who live near the borders of Minnesota 

and the Dakotas or Minnesota and Wisconsin. 

In response to Professor Hobbie's inquiry about the timetable for imple

mentation, Vice President Wilderson estimated the fall of 1981 or winter or 

spring of 1982. The computers must be ready to handle the cancel-add business 

which would be very costly to do by hand. 
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Professor Purple and Mr. Scott Carlson asked what has been learned so far 

from the Graduate School's two years on per-credit tuition. Mr. Berg replied 

that the main problem is that the Graduate School has lost a substantial number 

of credit hours of tuition because there is no credit hour requirement for the 

Ph.D. and one credit per quarter has sufficed for a student registered for thesis. 

Professor Purple added that Dean Ibele has just told him a proposal is on its 

way to the Office of Academic Affairs requesting a band in the tuition schedule 

and a thesis credit requirement. 

Professor Brasted asked whether the University is continuing to inadvertently 

encourage students to register for 18 or 20 credits and then drop a course. 

Vice President Wilderson acknowledged that more attention is needed to that 

problem. Trying out a course is sometimes the only way for a student to find 

out enough about it. In some cases the catalog information isn't enough. 

Mr. Berg stated that the University of Delaware found less "shopping around" 

among students after implementation of per-credit tuition. 

Professor Glick asked what would be the maximum differential in tuition 

for a student now and with the same registration under the new plan. Mr. Berg, 

referring to the tables, observed that the difference typically is between 

$18 and $30. (The difference, however, could be hundreds of dollars; seep. 44.) 

Ms. Susan Gjemse, President of the All Campus Council, addressed the SCC 

speaking both for herself and in reflection of students' points of view. She 

distributed a three page memorandum summarizing acquiesence in the proposal but 

also restating unanswered or partially unanswered questions about the proposal 

as well as a protest about the process of arriving at the recommendation and a 

strong request for continuous, not irregular, student consultation in the future. 

The current body of undergraduate students felt left out of considerations 

because (1) the students who participated in the 1976-77 Task Force on Access 

are no longer undergraduates; (2) current "student leaders" had only the oppor

tunity to react to the proposal with no resources and little time to research 

possible undesirable aspects; (3) the timing of moves on the proposal aroused 

student suspicions--presentation of the proposal to student leaders in August, 

when most students are not on campus, and presentation to the Regents for 

action in mid-December when, again, most students are away from the campus. 

Students' largest remaining concern is that the proposed policy will affect 

the way a student selects classes and the number of electives a student takes. 
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Students fear that small departments which have been popular for electives may 

suffer enrollment declines. 

Mr. Weis spoke next, summarizing his and other students' points of 

opposition to the per-credit tuition proposal. They are: (1) lack of official 

student government input and the official position of student government in 1975 

of opposition to the concept; (2) a June, 1974 poll showing strong student oppo

sition; (3) the administration's circumventing the TCSA for student feedback; 

(4) several adjustments in the proposal which differ from the recommendations 

of the Report of the Task Force on Access, including banding, adjusting the 

category of the upper division at Morris, and establishing an exceptional lower 

category for Waseca and Crookston; (5) absence of investigation into why some 

students take high credit loads and concern about effect on those students; 

(6) absence of a report on the experience to date of the Graduate School; 

(7) possibility small departments will suffer; (8) the implications of "costing" 

a degree: do 180 credits equal an education? for every student? (9) 90-credit 

mark "bait and switch", with per-credit cost increasing for juniors and seniors 

even while financial aid declines for upper division students; (10) effect on 

foreign and minority students who allegedly take heavier-than-average course 

loads. Mr. Weis acknowledged that it is difficult to find information on 

per-credit plans which include a band. 

Mr. Berg was quick to point out that it is simply not true that foreign 

students and minority students take heavier-than-average course loads. In fact, 

they take course loads lower than average. 

Vice President Wilderson stated that the administration has had a great 

many meetings with student groups and student leader groups and made certain 

students had access to all materials. He pointed out that a student can take 

up to 36 credits over the 180-credit degree requirement for most undergraduate 

programs without paying tuition in excess of the 14-credit cost per quarter. 

Mr. Weis asked Vice President Wilderson if the administration had ever 

received the approval of any student group, to which the Vice President replied 

that he does not see that as his job. Mr. Weis asserted that the President 

should have the approval of TCSA to take this proposal to the Regents. 

Professor Eaton asked if it is true, as rumored, that honors students tend 

to take more than 216 total credit hours to graduation. She would be concerned 

if the new system would adversely affect the best students. Professor Morrison 

stated that he never took as little as 18 credits per quarter as an undergraduate. 



Minutes of 12/6/79 SCC meeting p. 44 

Ms. Gjemse said that it is common for honors students to take 21 or 22 credits 

in some quarters to make up for other quarters when they have been on an 

internship and required to take a lower course load. 

Professor Morrison pointed out the advantages to students with small credit 

loads: the chart shows cost to students with small course loads going down and 

being made up by students taking 19 credits and more; moreover, a student taking 

only one or two credits is getting a real bargain, for the overhead of registration 

exceeds what that student will pay. Mr. Berg acknowledged the accuracy of these 

points. 

Professor Hobbie inquired whether the planners took into consideration 

that they might be driving some students out of high-credit enrollment. Mr. Berg 

answered that they did not, and that no one knows at this point what the elasticity 

of the proposed system will be. Although credits may decrease where the price 

rises, they may also increase where it drops; neither effect is measurable in 

advance. While it is known that there are students taking as many as 28 credits, 

little is known about them and their reasons. Many of these students are on the 

Morris campus. (For these students there could be a difference of $300 between 

what they now pay per quarter and what they would pay under the proposed plan.) 

Professor Hobbie asked how the position of the band was determined: since 

courses commonly come in 4-or 5-credit units, and since a student for normal 

graduation in four years takes an average of 15 credits per quarter, a student 

adding one course to a normal load automatically goes over 18 credits. Vice 

President Wilderson stated that the primary objective in the design was to 

lessen the excessive burden on students taking low credit loads. 

Mr. Scott Carlson read portions of a letter from Mr. Jim Gelbmann, Morris 

student SCC representative. In it, Mr. Gelbmann repeated his concern about 

Morris's retention of juniors and seniors. Vice President Wilderson repeated 

the President's recommendation to keep Morris's upper division in a credit price 

category lower than what it would float to if the assessment were on the basis 

of instructional cost. 

Mr. Jim Clark, Chair of the Student Senate's State Lobby Advisory Committee, 

addressed the meeting next. He said that student opinion on the proposal ranges 

across the board. Students have expressed their reservations and most have been 

answered. Their basic concern remains that students' education not depend upon 

the balance in their checkbook. He stated students' hope that the Regents will 
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observe what the effects of this policy are over time, and suggested a study 

after three years under the new plan. He also hopes the Regents will inquire 

into the effects in the Graduate School. He further stated that students are 

very much concerned about tuition rates being apparently set without much 

examination. The Senate structure does not accommodate student interest in 

this matter. 

Mr. Steve Carlson requested permission to speak and the SCC membership 

granted it. Mr. Carlson said he appreciated the many good points raised at the 

meeting. He asked people to consider the logic of the placement of the band-

whether the 18-credit upper limit is logical; whether the 18% actual rise between 

12 credits and 14 credits (an outright increase in tuition for the average 

student) is justifiable. He asked the SCC to act as responsibly now as it would 

have if it had considered the question in August or September and there had been 

no sense of time pressure. He criticized the consultative process and stated 

the wish that the sec had examined the question earlier since the question is a 

modification of an earlier proposal which the SCC rejected. He would like to 

see a proposal of this nature going from the sec or the student sec to the 

Senate or to TCSA. He also questioned the uses of the terms "equity" and 

"relative equity," which seem to be used, he said, only when expedient. He 

described himself as a student now paying 34% of the cost of his instruction 

and who will, under the new plan, pay an even higher proportion. 

Professor Glick inquired whether there is an administrative plan to 

monitor the new system and study its effects? Not explicitly, said the 

Vice President, but any action approved by the Regents is followed up. 

Professor Purple expressed the appreciation of the Senate Consultative 

Committee to Vice President Wilderson, Mr. David Berg, Ms. Gjemse and Mr. Clark 

for their time and their contributions to the discussion. 

Mr. Weis moved that the SCC recommend approval of the Report with the 

exception of Motions Numbers One and Two from the appendix of the Report. 

Mr. Scott Carlson seconded the motion. Professor Blake asked Mr. Weis to 

accept as a friendly amendment to consider the motions in the appendix one 

at a time. Mr. Weis accepted the amendment. 

In the ensuing discussion on Motion One, Professor Spring spoke against 

the proposed motion. He stated that he has followed the per-credit issue for 

a long time. His objections have always been that it required banding to be 

sound. A high level of participation in some one-and two-credit activities 
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such as the choral ensemble and the marching band is very important to the 

health of the Morris campus. Banding allows the freedom to take such electives 

without penalty. 

The motion to disapprove Motion Number One (to implement per-credit tuition 

with a band from 14-18 credits) failed with Mr. Weis voting yes, five faculty 

members voting no and four members abstaining. Professor Glick then moved and 

Professor Spring seconded acceptance of Motion Number One. The motion was 

approved, 5 to 3, with two abstensions. 

Mr. Weis then moved to disapprove the first three paragraphs of Motion 

Number Two from the appendix (differentiating between lower division students and 

upper division students at the 90-credit mark and charging lower division students 

a uniform tuition rate regardless of their college and upper division daytime 

students rates depending on the instructional cost of the upper divisions of 

their respective units). The motion failed, 1 to 6, with 2 abstensions. 

Professor Morrison then moved, Professor Brasted seconded, to approve all of 

Motion Two from the appendix. The motion passed, 7 to 2, with one abstension. 

Mr. Kottke then stated that it was apparent to him that a number of members 

of the SCC had not had adequate time to consider the question. He moved to 

approve the report as a whole with the caveat that future action on tuition be 

moved through the Senate in a timely manner. The motion passed without dissent. 

Professor Spring moved that the SCC formally propose in the letter it will 

send reporting this vote that the Regents study the impact of the new policy. 

The motion carried without dissent. 

3. Report of the Chair (continued from early in the meeting.) 

There was insufficient time to consider nominations to the search committee 

for a new Vice President for Finance. The Chair and the secretary will telephone 

all sec members to solicit nominations. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:07 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith B. Poppele, Secretary 


