
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 Thursday, February 29, 1996 
 12:30 - 3:00 
 Room 238 Morrill Hall 
 
 
Present: Carl Adams (chair), John Adams, Joel Bergstrom, Bruce Bromberek, Mike Davey, Lester 

Drewes, Virginia Gray, Robert Jones, Paul Kluge, Corey Kopacek, Laura Coffin Koch, 
Melissa Lind, Geoffrey Maruyama, Fred Morrison,  

 
Regrets: James Gremmels, Harvey Peterson,  
 
Absent: Carole Bland, Victor Bloomfield, Roberta Humphreys, Helen Phin, Malik Shabazz, 

Michael Steffes 
 
 
[In these minutes:  Student representation in the Senate; provostal governance; semester conversion 
standards, including the issue of campus autonomy and calendar questions; student-athlete graduation 
rates] 
 
1.  Student Representation 
 
 Professor Adams convened the meeting at 12:40 and turned to Mr. Bergstrom for discussion of 
determining how students are counted for the purpose of setting the number of student representatives in 
the Senate.  The Senate constitution calls for counting full time students; the (admittedly erroneous) 
practice in recent years has been to use headcount. 
 
 Committee members spent some time discussing representation of various categories of students, 
such as graduate students, professional students in programs outside the graduate school, extension 
students, and undergraduates.  Several points were made. 
 
-- There are large numbers of evening professional students who are not counted at all. 
 
-- Significant numbers of students are disenfranchised if the counting criterion is "full time." 
 
-- If the constitutional provision is respected, without amendment, the number of 

graduate/professional student senators will drop from 8 to 3. 
 
-- One must be careful about changing the numbers because it will affect the balance of membership 

in the Senate.  There is nowhere a provision that faculty/P&A will constitute 2/3 of the membership 
and students 1/3, but that is the long understanding of the ratio that will be observed. 

  
 It was agreed that Mr. Bergstrom and the students would reconsider their proposal to amend the 
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rules, taking into account the representation of various groups of students and the mechanisms that might 
be used to count them, with the intention of obtaining a reasonably representative mix. 
 
2.  Provostal Governance 
 
 Professor Adams then asked Professor Gray to provide an update on provostal governance.  She 
reported that the provostal faculty consultative committees (PFCCs) will be established as subcommittees 
of FCC, and the bylaw amendment will be brought back to the Senate on April 18.  Something similar 
could be done for students, it was pointed out--and this step is only being taken because there was 
overwhelming support for the PFCCs, and because the bylaw failed for lack of a quorum. 
 
 The only change to the bylaw might be that those elected under the "temporary" arrangements 
pending approval of the bylaw will automatically become the "permanent" committees. 
 
 Committee members deliberated whether meetings of the provostal faculty and student committees 
would be joint or separate; there appeared to be general agreement that the structure should parallel that 
of the consultative committees, with student and faculty committees as well as a joint committee of both, 
with separate and joint meetings as necessary.  It was recalled that the provosts clearly want small 
committees, and that with issues such as tenure on the table, there must be the opportunity for faculty-
only meetings with the provosts. 
 
3.  Semester-related Items from the Committee on Educational Policy 
 
 Professor Koch then reported on a change in the Semester Conversion Standards, to add a sixth 
standard allowing for exemptions from the standards to be granted by the President's Office and to be 
reported to the Senate for information.  She also reported that SCEP is very concerned about support for 
advising for students during the next few years, and that funding not be cut at this time in order to be sure 
students have help with planning for and during the transition to semesters. 
 
 She also reported that she has received a number of messages raising questions about the calendar 
principles that SCEP has presented several times to this Committee and to the Senate. 
 
 Is the question of campus autonomy one that the Committee should worry about, asked one 
Committee member?  This has been bothersome since the start of these discussions; should the Senate 
worry about it or let events take their course?  One strategy that is attractive is to have the Senate adopt 
standards but allow campus autonomy; should a campus choose not to accept the Senate standard, they 
would have to justify the variation and absorb the cost of the variation.  This question was triggered by 
discussions with coordinate campus representatives about the semesters; they believed their autonomy 
would be trampled on.  That is a legitimate view, and then it was learned the Senate had granted 
autonomy on grading in the 1970s, so there is a potentially unusual mechanism for adopting these 
standards, and it is not clear what the repercussions might be.  
 
 The most concern is about the Semester Conversion Standards, Professor Koch said; grading will 
be delegated to the campus assemblies for action.  The Duluth campus is working on semesters as well; 
she will obtain a copy of what they are developing.  It would be best to coordinate what is going on, and 
Dean Schuman from Morris met with SCEP to do so with respect to the Morris campus.  One concern is 
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that if the Senate does not act, there could be administrative mandates.   
 
 One possibility might be for the Senate to permit campus autonomy; the administration, later 
confronted with campus plans, could return to the Senate to ask for reconsideration of the standards.  That 
is not attractive, said one Committee member.  If the Senate takes a position, it should say to the units that 
they must bear the costs associated with variance from that position; the Senate would provide guidance 
but the legislation would be permissive.   
 
 In listening to the Senate votes, said one Committee member, it became clear there was a difference 
of opinion on each campus about these issues.  Some of the votes may have been on principle, not on the 
substance of the issues, and there appeared to be a difference between grading and semesters in this 
regard.  Variations in grading should be permitted--allow Morris to retain its ABCDN scale--but on 
semesters the University should act as one institution, recognize that there will be groups that do not like 
the standard, acknowledge the objections, but endorse uniformity and recommend that the administration 
carry it out. 
 
 The objections were not all light, it was pointed out; it has been said, for example, that the calendar 
principles could cause a great deal of difficulty for the Crookston campus and its interactions with the 
North Dakota schools.  One Committee member noted that one can agree with the quest for uniformity 
but that anything perceived as dictating to the coordinate campuses will provoke a reaction; they will 
perceive things as being rammed down their throat, even though there has been open discussion and 
debate in the Senate.  Anything SCEP can do to be cooperative with the campuses would be appreciated. 
 
 The applicable term, observed another Committee member, is "metrocentric." 
 
 It may be that this entire question has been taken care of by the addition of the new sixth standard, 
authorizing presidential exemptions from the standards, said one Committee member. 
 
 What are the substantive issues of concern, asked another Committee member?  One is the interim 
term, Professor Koch reported.  Duluth is trying it now and Wisconsin has it.  IT faculty are pressing for 
calendar principles different from the ones SCEP has presented to the Senate.  The objection is to the 14-
week calendar, even with 55-minute classes and the additional instructional time that results.  Some in IT 
argue they cannot possibly think of anything that they could offer during an interim, and they are also 
concerned about the perception at the legislature that faculty will only be teaching for 28 weeks rather 
than 30.  Her own view is that the legislature must be educated that faculty do more than teach. 
 
 The last objection is trivial, said one Committee member; anyone who wanted to be critical could 
look at the calendar and see that people are not teaching classes from early December to early January. 
 
 In terms of the objection to the 14-week calendar being insufficient, it was pointed out that those 
who make this argument need also to argue that undergraduates at Michigan and Wisconsin are receiving 
an inadequate education, since both institutions are on 14-week semester calendars. 
 
 Is the question of finals up to December 23 an issue, asked one Committee member?  Not as much 
as the split semester proposal, Professor Koch said; several of the other Big Ten schools have final exams 
right up to the holiday--December 22 or 23--so SCEP does not see this as a legitimate issue.   
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 One of the student members of the Committee said the possibility of having ten weeks before the 
holidays and five weeks and finals afterwards would make sense, and that the time at home would be 
useful for studying.  It was pointed out that this would not work, because it would push the date of finals 
after the spring semester too late in the year; the proposal is for 13 weeks of classes before the holidays 
and two weeks of classes plus finals after New Year's.   
 
 Another student member of the Committee expressed the conviction that very few students would 
support the idea of a split semester, and that the view expressed here would be the distinct minority.   
 
 The idea of a split semester "is a total non-starter that no one wants, the University should not do it, 
and it was awful for me when I was a student."  The University should simply go with the 14-week 
semesters and end on December 23 in 1999.   
 
 Professor Koch observed that SCEP did not recommend the 14-week semester calendar on a whim; 
it deliberated the calendar over several months and many meetings, and in fact had initially recommended 
a 15-week semester calendar.  It became clear, after a great deal of consultation, that it simply WOULD 
NOT WORK for the Twin Cities.   
 
4.  Graduation of Student-Athletes 
 
 Professor Adams then recalled that there had been published an analysis of student-athlete 
graduation rates in the Big Ten, and the University of Minnesota was lowest.  The response of the athletic 
department seemed to be that no one should worry, because their graduation rates were above the 
University's average.  Should the Assembly Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics (ACIA) be asked to 
speak to the Assembly Steering Committee about this issue? 
 
 It was reported that Professor Flanigan, chair of ACIA, noted that the data were from the previous 
year, and that the rates had improved since.   
 
 It was agreed that the Committee should hear about this issue, since it has received press attention.  
The Committee will not hear about athletic issues from the coordinate campuses, however, because those 
properly belong in front of the campus assemblies. 
 
 Professor Adams then adjourned the meeting at 2:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


