
 Minutes 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 March 31, 1988 
 
 
Present: Tim Allison, Ellen Berscheid, Mark Brenner, Charles Campbell, Shirley Clark, Richard 

Goldstein, Bill Kukowski, Lynnette Mullins, Ronald Phillips, M. Kathleen Price, Mike 
Rodriguez, W. Phillips Shively (chair), Carrie Simenson, Mark Umland, James 
VanAlstine, Bruce Vandal 

 
Guests: Monika Bauerlein (Daily), Provost Roger Benjamin, John Clark (Chair, SCEP), Gayle 

Grika (Footnote), June Perkins, President Richard Sauer, Maureen Smith (Brief) 
 
 
1.    Recommendations from the Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
 
 Professor Shively welcomed Professor Clark, chair of SCEP, to the meeting.  Professor Clark 
brought to SCC two recommendations for changes in policy:  One, that an "I" grade change automatically 
to an "F" after one quarter; and Two, that the class hour be extended from 45 to 50 minutes.  Supporting 
materials from SCEP were distributed at the meeting.  The Committee approved by unanimous vote 
motions forwarding both recommendations to the Senate for action. 
 
 Committee members also discussed with Professor Clark the issue of the 1:1 ratio between class 
contact hours and credits.  The subject will be on the agenda of the April 28, meeting of SCEP.  Professor 
Clark informed the Committee that the data they had suggested that Education and CLA were the two 
units which would have to make significant changes in achieving the 1:1 ratio.  The change will be seen 
as requiring more teaching, and it will also require more space, especially if there is a move to a 4-
hour/credit module.   
 
 The items of concern to SCC members were the impact on Summer Session and Extension classes; 
space; the possibility that the move might lead to 3-credit modules, which would require that students 
take more courses in order to graduate; and the difficulties in scheduling and transportation for many 
students; access to upper level courses.  Professor Clark agreed that these issues would be carried to 
SCEP for its consideration. 
 
2.   Membership of the Student Senate Chair on SCC 
 
 Mr. Vandal reported that the Student Senate Consultative Committee had devised a proposal for 
permitting the Student Senate Chair to serve on SCC, and he emphasized the importance of the student 
leadership the position represented.  The proposal is that the Chair be a voting member of the Student 
Senate Consultative Committee but an ex officio non-voting member of the Senate Consultative 
Committee.  This would give the voice but not the vote to the occupant.  
 
 It was agreed that the faculty members of SCC would discuss the proposal at the next FCC meeting 
before responding. 
 
3.   Reports of the Chairs 
 
 Professor Clark reported on the discussions at the March 3 meeting of the Senate Finance 
Committee and the agenda items for the meeting immediately following the SCC meeting.  She noted that 
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the Committee had pressed repeatedly for timely information on budget matters in order to consult 
effectively. 
 
 Mr. Vandal reported that the SSCC had discussed the proposed tuition increase as well as the 
reports on the reserves. 
 
 Professor Shively reported that FCC had scheduled an open forum of the Faculty Senate to discuss 
the state of the University and that he and Mr. Vandal would constitute a committee of two to obtain 
names (each from their respective constituency) for possible membership on a presidential search 
advisory committee.   
 
4.   Discussion with President Sauer 
 
 President Sauer and Provost Benjamin joined the meeting and were asked about the status of the 
reserves.  The President repeated his statement to the Board of Regents that there were not $221 million 
in reserves; that figure represented account balances at the end of the fiscal year.  The discretionary 
central reserves will be about $70 million at the end of 1987-88, with an expected additional $10 million 
from income, but a large chunk of those reserves are already committed.  After the commitments are 
subtracted, there is only a minor amount left.  President Sauer said he would propose to spend $34.5 
million of the $80 million, leaving a balance of about $45 million; it would be up to the Regents to decide 
what level of reserves they wished to maintain, and it would probably be somewhere between $40 and 
$50 million.   
 
 President Sauer observed that four issues about the reserves had been raised by people at the 
University:  faculty salaries, civil service salaries, tuition, and allocations for high priority academic 
items.  All of these represent recurring commitments whereas the reserves can only be spent once so the 
four items were inappropriately linked to the reserves. 
 
 There was brief discussion of spending "student" dollars from support services such as the 
Bookstores; it was pointed out that many of those dollars generated in surpluses did not come from 
students and that most of the money was spent on items related to the education of students.   
 
 President Sauer distributed a letter he had written which delegated to Assistant Provost Neil 
Bakkenist, at least temporarily, responsibility for Eastcliff.  The Regents will have to make a permanent 
decision about whether or not to keep the house and how to manage it. 
 
 On tuition, the President acknowledged that it was an issue he had not dealt with except in his vice 
presidential role.  He said it had not been decided if the increase would be cost-related or across the 
board.  There was discussion of productivity, legislative intent, and increased offset funding for the 
professional schools.  As far as the latter issue, it was suggested that the legislature must be educated that 
it must expect to pay for the high quality of the professional schools and that much of that quality has 
been built on extra-mural funding. 
 
 Professor Shively told the President and Provost that the Committee would like to see the 
administration and the Regents, as they consider Commitment to Focus, adopt a five-year schedule and a 
statement of the dollars that would be required to implement it.  He also reminded the Provost that the 
Committee had promised to act this spring on a detailed proposal for the semester system if it were 
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provided soon enough but that the time had now passed to the point that that would not be possible.  The 
Provost said his office would have tomorrow a set of five working papers containing the details of the 
proposal, but he agreed that it would be best to hold off action until next fall if there was agreement that it 
would be acted on then.  The community colleges want the University to make the move.  The Provost 
also expressed concern that if one piece of the plan is pulled back it might be seen as precedent and the 
whole plan would fall apart.  Professor Shively said that the Committee agreed and that the delay of the 
semester system proposal for action in the Fall was only logistical.  President Sauer added that somebody 
is opposed to every part of the Academic Priorities; if the semester proposal becomes a roadblock, the 
University should proceed with the other parts.  It was agreed that the proposal would go to SCEP this 
spring and that "action" next fall should not be understood to be a guarantee that the Senate would act 
affirmatively on the proposal. 
 
 The discussion moved on to the role of the Faculty of Arts, Science and Engineering in setting the 
curriculum and dealing with other pedagogical questions.  There was concern that this decision-making 
would be limited to a small segment of the faculty, to the exclusion of such groups as Agriculture and the 
professional schools.  The President and Provost told the Committee that the FASE would not control 
general educational policy.  Professor Campbell urged that the professional schools not be excluded in 
setting policy for undergraduate education because they contributed to it and the University had to have 
their contributions in decision-making. 
 
 The President was asked whether he had any second thoughts on cutting enrollment, as envisaged 
with CTF.  He reported that the anticipated decline of 6,000 students because of demographic changes 
was not occurring; the state universities are up but the vocational/technical enrollments are down.  It 
appears those people are coming to the University, so there is no change in the total numbers here.   
 
5.   Remarks by Reginald Wilson 
 
 Dr. Wilson spoke to the Committee about the factors affecting the recruitment of minority students. 
 He suggested that excellence and diversity are different sides of the same coin and that the University of 
Wisconsin under the presidency of Donna Shalala was pursuing that idea in its recruiting.  He said that 
the factors which led institutions to actively recruit minorities had dissipated in the mid- to late 70s; the 
consequence is that minority student enrollment has declined.  When they thought there was a mandate 
from Pennsylvania Avenue the schools acted aggressively; now that there is no mandate, and no penalty 
for non-compliance with affirmative action, the commitment has declined.  He also said that programs 
within institutions should not be labelled as specifically for minorities but rather for the betterment of all 
students; he cited several programs that were begun for minorities but which eventually served the entire 
student body. 
 
 Professor Shively thanked Dr. Wilson for taking the time to meet with the Committee. 
 
 The meeting was adjourned at 3:00. 
 
    --Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


